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To Whom It May Concern:

Attached is the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Upper San
Diego River Improvement Project (USDRIP), as certified by County of San Diego Board of
Supervisors on August 9, 2000, as Agenda Item #1. This printed version incorporates all
errata provided at the hearing and, for readability purposes, has been produced in "clean"
form (with no underline/strikeollt text). PLEASE NOTE THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS ADOPTED THE RIVERWAY SPECIFIC PLAN ALTERNATIVE (WITH
MINOR MODIFICATIONS), AND NOT THE PROPOSED PROJECT AS PRESENTED IN
THE EIR. This altemative, which is discussed in detail in Section 4.6 of the EIR, was
designated as the environmentally preferred altemative, and was the Staff and Planning
Commission recommended alternative. The Board of Supervisors made the following
modifications to the alternative prior to adoption:

• The trail alignment shown on for the property identified as Signs Trucking, would be
aligned in a manner that avoids the risk of blocking road access to the property;

• A 50-foot buffer, measured from the top of the slope, would be implemented (except
in a property where the trail is not within the Planning Buffer). In such instances, the
buffer would be reduced to 25-feet buffer, and only where the trail is not in the
Planning Buffer;

• "Gas stations" and "dry cleaners" have been added to the list of non-allowable uses;
and

• Replacement wording regarding trails as presented, as Board of Supervisors
Exhibit 3 was added to the Project Description.

In addition to this clean version of the EIR, a copy of the underline/strikeollt version of the
document, with errata sheets, is available.
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY

PROJECT SYNOPSIS

The project area is located in the community of Lakeside in unincorporated eastern San Diego
County approximately 21 miles northeast of downtown San Diego just east of the City of Santee.
The project area encompasses 552 acres, the majority of which is located immediately north and
west of State Highway 67. A non-contiguous 32-acre portion of the project area is located just
south of 67; and a 2.88-acre piece lies just east of Highway 67 along Vine Street. The upper
reach of the San Diego River runs through the middle of the project area. The project boundaries
are irregular but primarily follow parcel lines and roadways. The western boundary abuts the
jurisdictional boundary of the City of Santee; the northern boundary follows portions of El
Nopal, Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Avenue; and the eastern and southern boundaries generally
follow Highway 67.

The project consists of the following components:

• Repeal the RiverWay Specific Plan.

• Amend the Land Use Element to change the land use designation for the Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project (USDRIP) area from (21) Specific Plan Area to (6) Residential,
(13) General Commercial, (14) Service Commercial and (16) General Impact Industrial.

• Reclassify the zoning from the current S88 and S80 zones to RS7, C34, C36 and M54.

• Amend the Lakeside Community Plan to remove references to the RiverWay Specific Plan.

• Amend the Circulation Element to downgrade the status of certain road segments in Lakeside
and to delete a road segment.

• Amend Section 5454 of the Zoning Ordinance.

• Repeal Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance.

• Amend Article V, Section 6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance.

• Repeal Article III, Section 7 of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

The project site comprises approximately 134 privately- and publicly-owned parcels totaling 552
acres in the unincorporated community of Lakeside. Approximately 38 acres would retain their
current zones because the zoning on these parcels were not changed by the RiverWay Specific
Plan. The proposed zones would allow uses similar to the RiverWay Specific Plan, including
industrial, commercial, and residential uses. The proposed zoning and land use designations
include approximately 400 acres of industrial, 69 acres of single-family residential, 23 acres of
commercial, and an existing elementary school, middle school, and fire station. The remaining

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR S-1



SUMMARY

acreage would be devotedto roads. Approximately 151 acres within the industrial zone and
4 acres within the C36 zone would be undevelopable because they will be located within the San
Diego River flood control channel after flood control improvements are implemented. The
residential zone would allow a maximum of 505 dwelling units.

The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

• Provide a greater range of uses allowed by right and by discretionary permit by eliminating
the RiverWay Specific Plan and applying conventional zoning;

• Ensure future development is not built within the 100-year floodplain with the exception of
necessary transportation, utility, and flood control improvements;

• Ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing
residential uses by reducing visual, noise, and air quality impacts; and

The project area is located in an urbanized area generally surrounded by an assortment of
commercial, industrial, residential, and institutional uses. Surrounding land uses include the
Willowbrook Country Club, located in the middle of the site but outside the project boundaries.
Single-family residential and commercial uses exist to the north; lower density homes exist on
the hillside to the northwest; to the west are residential uses in the City of Santee and the
continuation of the San Diego River; to the east is the San Diego River as well as industrial
storage, rodeo grounds, and the Lakeside Town Center. El Capitan High School and two county
parks also exist east of Highway 67: Cactus County Park and Lindo Lake County Park.

The uses on the site currently are varied. A majority of the site is in various stages of aggregate
mining activities within the San Diego River. Uses on the site include concrete products
manufacturing, heavy equipment rental and storage, building materials and supply stores,
construction and drilling materials storage, recreational vehicle storage, and a barn manufacturer.
A restaurant, plant nursery, gas station, fire station, and two schools are also located in the
project area. An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the northwest portion of the
site. Existing residential uses within the project area consist of approximately 32 single-family
dwelling units, six duplexes, and a mobile home park. Although much of the area along San
Diego River has been mined for sand resources in the past, areas of high quality riparian habitat
have regenerated in the northeast comer of the project area east of Channel Road.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES THAT REDUCE THE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

Table S-l is a summary of the impacts associated with the proposed project, recommended
mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impacts after mitigation.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR S-2
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Project Alternatives

Lakeside Planning Group Alternative

Similar to the proposed project, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would also remove the
Specific Plan land use designation and zoning from the USDRIP site and replace them with
conventional zoning. However, the zones proposed for this alternative differ from the proposed
project, as discussed in Section 4.2 of this EIR. The flood control channel area would be zoned
S80 (Open Space Use) instead of M54. This alternative would also replace the M54 General
Impact Industrial zone proposed on the western half of the site with M52 Limited Industrial. The
primary difference between these industrial zones is that the M52 zone requires all uses to be
conducted within buildings. Outdoor uses are only allowed if approved by a Major Use Permit.
The M54 zone at the eastern end of the project area would be the same as the proposed project.
The M52 zone would also replace the RS7 zone proposed in the northwestern portion of the
project area along EI Nopal. Instead, a smaller area adjacent to the Lakeside Farms Elementary
School along Riverside Drive would be zoned RS3. This area would allow approximately 29
dwelling units. The C36 General Commercial zone along Riverside Drive and Riverford Road
would also be reduced in size and would not extend into the flood control channel area. All other
aspects of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would be the same as the proposed project.

The environmental impacts associated with this alternative are substantially similar to the
proposed action, but are incrementally reduced when compared with the proposed project due to
less intensive development allowed with the M52 zone. This alternative meets the majority of
the goals and objectives of the proposed project; however, because the impacts are substantially
the same as the proposed action, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative is not considered the
environmentally preferred alternative.

No Development Alternative

The No Development Alternative proposes to leave the project area in its present condition
without project development or new construction. Existing conditions for each environmental
issue area would remain, and environmental impacts would remain at existing levels, as
discussed in Section 4.3 of this EIR. This alternative would delay, but not eliminate, the
potential for future development. The No Development Alternative is not feasible or practical to
implement. This alternative does not meet any of the goals and objectives of the proposed
project. Because the parcels within the project area are privately owned and the project area is
located in an urbanizing environment, it is impractical to assume that this area would remain
undeveloped. Additionally, the current "blighted" condition of the project area would continue.
Therefore, this alternative is not considered the environmentally preferred alternative.

No Project/Existing Entitlement Alternative

The No ProjectJExisting Entitlement Alternative would allow the project area to retain the zoning
and land use designations of the existing RiverWay Specific Plan. This plan allows for the
development of approximately 240 acres of industrial uses, 17 acres of commercial uses, and a

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR S-3
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total of 746 dwelling units. Additionally, the existing Specific Plan allows for the development
of low intensity recreational uses and the creation of new wildlife habitat within the riverbed. In
comparison to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan allows 160 fewer acres of
industrial uses, 6 fewer acres of commercial uses, and 241 more dwelling units than the proposed
project. The No ProjectlExisting Entitlement Alternative does not implement two of the four
project objectives: 1) to provide a greater range of uses, nor 2) eliminate County funding
commitment to implement the Redevelopment Plan. The impacts of this alternative are
substantially the same as the proposed action; however, since the County lacks the fmancial
means to implement mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to below a level of
significance, significant impacts, including transportation, geology, and water resources, would
remain unmitigable and unavoidable. This alternative is, therefore, not considered the
environmentally preferred alternative.

M52 Buffer Alternative

The M52 Buffer Alternative proposes to create a buffer, which would consist of lower impact
industrial uses, between areas where higher intensity industrial uses are located adjacent to
residential uses (see Figure 4.4-1). This alternative would rezone approximately 24 acres to
M52, which would create a buffer zone, measuring 200 feet from the property lines for the
portion of Riverside Drive between Riverford Road and the Willowbrook Country Club and
200 feet from the property line of the parcel located south of Mast Boulevard. Additionally, this
buffer zone would be placed approximately 600 feet of the length of the property immediately
west of the Willowbrook Country Club. Approximately 68 acres in the northwest comer of the
site would be rezoned RS7, resulting in a maximum of 493 dwelling units (12 units less than the
proposed project); approximately 24 acres would be rezoned to C36; approximately 4 acres
would be rezoned to C34; 398 acres would be rezoned to M54; and 34 acres would remain as
they are now zoned under the RiverWay Specific Plan.

RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative

Industrial uses, generally allowed by right or permit within the M52 or M54 zones, would be
allowed consistent with the Industrial, S-88 (Modified M52) or (Modified M54) zones as
proposed in the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment. The amendment would allow open
storage, by right, up to 10 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of all
buildings on the property, which would be expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit.
The amendment would also allow accessory vehicle parking (i.e., delivery trucks, etc.) up to a
maximum of 50 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of the building.

The full range of uses allowed in the C36, M52, and M54 Zones, with some limitations, would
be allowed after amendment of the RiverWay Specific Plan. The exception to the full range of
uses is the exclusion of some uses the community does not want to encourage, such as mini-
warehouses, drug paraphernalia shops, crematories, RV and boat storage, and recycling and
processing facilities. Open storage would be allowed, by right, up to 10 percent of the total
square footage of the ground floor(s) of all buildings on the property, which would be
expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit. The amended Specific Plan provides a
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SUMMARY

reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will be rehabilitated to restore the San
Diego River with riparian vegetation and allow future industrial development. The "W"
designator and the S-88 Specific Plan Use Regulation would be applied to the San Diego River
instead of M54 as proposed, which would limit future development within the river 100-year
floodplain. The Specific Plan Amendment would require compliance with the BMO and the
RPO would be amended to remove the Cultural Resources exemption that currently exists for the
USDRIP area. Similarly, the BMO would be amended to remove all exemptions to the BMO in
the USDRIP area. The amendments to the Zoning Ordinance would consist of the repeal of
Section 6878, which currently allows a use that has become non-conforming, as the result of a
rezone associated with a redevelopment project, to be expanded or substituted for any other use
allowed in the previous zone by right or a Minor Use Permit. Finally, the Specific Plan
Amendment would modify Section 5454 (the "W" Flood Control Channel designator) to allow
the Director of Public Works to waive certain development restrictions when the property is no
longer in the flood plain. The Flood Channel Special Area Regulation (W) and the S-88 Specific
Plan Use Regulation would be applied to land permanently reserved for conveyance of the 100-
year flood. The Specific Plan amendment would require amendment of the General Plan to
delete references to the Redevelopment Plan and Agency from the Lakeside Community Plan to
make it consistent with the amended Specific Plan. This alternative would be the
environmentally preferred alternative.

Areas of Controversy

There are four areas of controversy regarding this project. Three involve zoning while the fourth
involves General Plan Designations:

• Extent ofM54 zoning over most of the project area.

• Zoning of the San Diego River regarding its protection as open space.

• Allowed outdoor storage in the M54 zone which would perpetuate the visual blight of the
area regarding unsightly storage.

• The fourth area of controversy involves the General Plan Designation for the western
industrial areas and the commercial areas. The project has proposed a (14) Service
Commercial designation for the commercial areas while the Lakeside Planning Group and
Lakeside Design Review Board have proposed a (13) General Commercial designation. For
the industrial areas, the project proposes a (16) General Impact Industrial designation while
the Lakeside Planning Group and Lakeside Design Review Board have proposed a (15)
Limited Impact Industrial designation for the industrial properties on the west half of the
project site.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR S-5
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Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body

Three issues remain to be resolved by the decision-making body:

1. The County does not have adequate funds to fully finance the traffic improvements needed to
reduce traffic impacts from development of the USDRIP site to below significant. Traffic
impacts will be significant and unmitigable unless funding can be secured to fmance the
needed improvements.

2. Currently, there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to fire and police
protection services to a level below significance. Impacts to these service will be significant
and unmitigable.

3. Selection of the preferred alternative.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR S-6
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TABLES-l

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS CONCLUSIONS

Significant Unavoidable Impacts
MITIGATION MEASURES

Public Services (see Section 2.4)

The proposed project would result in the need for There are no feasible mitigation measures Impacts to fire and police protection services would
additional fire protection staff and fire equipment to available at this time to reduce impacts to fire remain significant and unavoidable.
maintain the current level of service, which is already and police protection services.
deemed inadequate by the Lakeside Fire Protection
District; this would be a significant impact to fire
protection services. Similarly, current police staffing and
personnel do not adequately serve the project area.
Implementation of the proposed project would further
diminish the level of service to the remainder of the
unincorporated area of the County, resulting III a
significant impact to police protection services.

Transportation/Circulation (see Section 2.1)

The results of the intersection and street segment capacity
analyses indicate that 8 intersections and 5 street segments
would be significantly impacted by project-generated
traffic. However, it should be recognized that at Plan to
Plan level of analysis (Riverway Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the traffic impacts
are similar because the project would allow land uses that
are substantially similar to those already allowed under the
existing Specific Plan.

Signalization of the intersections and
modifications to lane configurations and
intersection approaches at the impacted
intersections would improve the LOS at these
intersections to acceptable levels.

Additionally, widening of impacted street
segments would improve the LOS at these
locations to acceptable levels.

Since the County lacks the financial means to
implement mitigation measures that would
reduce traffic impacts to below a level of
significance, traffic impacts would remain
unmitigable and unavoidable.

Implementation of the mitigation measures
recommended in Section 2.1 would result in the
reduction of all traffic impacts to less than significant
levels. However, because the County does not have
adequate funds to fully finance the improvements,
traffic impacts to the intersections and street segments
identified in this section would remain significant and
unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES CONCLUSIONS
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated

Biological Resources (see Section 2.2)

Development in the project area would result in the
removal of on-site plant communities, including sensitive
wetland and riparian habitats, and the wildlife habitat that
they represent, which would be considered a significant
impact.

Construction activity would disturb all wildlife in the
vicinity. Many species can be expected to move to
adjacent areas of similar habitat. However, species of low
mobility, particularly burrowing reptiles and mammals,
will probably be eliminated by site preparation. Migration
of on-site species, would cause temporary increased stress
on nearby wildlife populations as competition for food,
water, and nesting sites increased.

Additionally, night lighting in the allowed development
areas adjacent to the flood way may be detrimental to
animals in nearby natural areas.

The San Diego ambrosia, a federal species of concern, was
observed within the boundaries of the project area;
therefore, there is a potential impact to sensitive plant
species. Also, a variety of habitats can be found on-site,
including riparian and coastal sage scrub, which may
support threatened or endangered species.

Future development projects would have to comply with
the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance which
requires site surveys, avoidance of sensitive biological
resources, and mitigation where impacts cannot be

Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood
control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation
Ordinance. All wetland restoration,
revegetation, and creation activities will be
conducted within the San Diego River
floodplain. Impacts to all wetland resources will
be mitigated by creation and restoration of
wetlands which replace the functions and values
of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there
will be no net loss of wetland acreage in
addition to a replacement of the functions and
values. The mitigation plan must be prepared to
the satisfaction of the Department of Planning
and Land Use. In addition, appropriate wetland
permits shall be obtained from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the California
Department of Fish and Game. The project
applicant shall also comply with all applicable
permit requirements.

Site-specific impacts to biological resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES CONCLUSIONS
avoided. Compliance with the BMO would mitigate all
impacts to sensitive habitat and species.

Because the County flood control plan relied on the
RiverWay Specific Plan for mitigation to wetlands and the
Specific Plan would be repealed by the project, impacts to
wetlands would be significant.
Noise (see Section 2.3)

The proposed project would allow the development of
commercial and/or industrial uses adjacent to residential
uses, which may result in a significant noise impact on
sensitive receptors, specifically on the residential uses.

As a requirement of environmental review of
any discretionary permit, any commercial and/or
industrial use projects to be located adjacent to
residential uses shall prepare a site-specific
detailed noise study. These residential uses are
located as follows:

• The northwestern portion of the site where
RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

• The northern portion of the site where M54
Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook
Mobile Estates;

• The northern portion of the site where RS3
Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

• The southern pocket of the site where RU29
is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

The noise study shall evaluate specific activities
to be conducted at the individual project sites to
ensure that the projects conform to the property

With implementation of site-specific mitigation
measures, noise impacts can be mitigated to below a
level of significance.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES CONCLUSIONS

Cultural Resources (see Section 2.5)

Development under the proposed project would potentially
affect cultural resource sites that may exist in the project
area. The areas most susceptible to project impacts are
those in zones above the floodplain, where extensive
subsurface disturbances, such as sand mining, have not
been conducted. Direct impacts would result from
construction activities, particularly excavation and grading
activities, which could disturb existing unidentified
cultural resource sites or artifacts. This may result in a
significant impact.

However, compliance with the RPO prohibits
development, trenching, clearing and grubbing, or any
other activity or use damaging to significant prehistoric or
historic sites.

It should be recognized that at Plan to Plan level of
analysis (Riverway Specific Plan to the proposed General
Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar
because the project would allow land uses that are
substantially similar to those already allowed under the
existing Specific Plan.

line noise regulations of the County's Noise
Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level
averaging provision of the Noise Ordinance.
The noise study shall include site-specific
mitigation measures, including building design
and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-
generating uses away from residential property
lines, limitation of the hours of operation,
placement of buffers, noise walls, and setbacks,
as needed.

As a condition of any Subdivision Map
proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest
portion of the site, a monitoring or
survey/monitor program would be required.
Figure 2.5-1 depicts the requirements.

For parcels located in the eastern portion of the
site designated as Industrial or Commercial, the
appropriate cultural resources program
(monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any
development proposal.

In the event that potentially significant resources
are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be
implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include
avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with County
guidelines for cultural resources surveys and
mitigation.

Site-specific impacts to cultural resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES CONCLUSIONS

Aethetics (see Section 2.6)

Because new development would replace mining
operations, new development would be compatible with
existing industrial uses, and the Lakeside Design
Guidelines would apply to the new commercial and
industrial development, it is expected that the aesthetic
quality of the project area would improve from the existing
condition. Impacts are not considered significant.

However, from an aesthetic standpoint, implementation of
the RiverWay Design Guidelines is more likely to result in
more aesthetically appealing development proposals.
Removal of these site-specific guidelines are considered an
adverse impact to the County's desire to establish an
aesthetically pleasing industrial area.

Hazards (see Section 2.7)

Public exposure to hazardous materials and/or waste
associated with existing site conditions may occur during
project construction. This may result in a significant
impact.

Prior to construction of each individual Public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes
development allowed under the proposed project can be eliminated by implementation of the identified
or by right, a project-specific assessment of the mitigation measure.
site's condition and characteristics shall be
required to determine the presence or absence of
environmental contamination and concerns
resulting from existing uses.

In accordance with County Guidelines for the
Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural
resource investigations shall be conducted by
certified Society of Professional Archaeologists
personnel. The results of these investigations
shall be documented in reports acceptable to the
County.

Prior to issuance of a building permit for
properties bordering the river, the applicant shall
take the aesthetic value of the river into account
by implementing the following: no construction
of buildings shall be approved within 25 feet of
the exterior bank of the flood control channel;
landscaping with the buffer shall be done in
accordance with the Lakeside

Design Guidelines requirements; parking shall
be allowed in conjunction with a IO-foot
screened landscaping buffer. designed to the
satisfaction of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Land Use.

The adverse aesthetic impact can be eliminated by
implementation of the recommended mitigation
measure.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION, LOCATION
AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION, LOCATION ANDENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTIONANDLOCATION

The project consists of the following components:

• Repeal the RiverWay Specific Plan.

• Amend the Land Use Element to change the land use designation for the Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project (USDRIP) area from (21) Specific Plan Area to (6) Residential,
(13) General Commercial, (14) Service Commercial and (16) General Impact Industrial.

• Reclassify the zoning from the current S88 and S80 zones to RS7, C34, C36, and M54.

• Amend the Lakeside Community Plan to remove references to the RiverWay Specific Plan.

• Amend the Circulation Element to downgrade the status of certain road segments in Lakeside
and to delete a road segment.

• Amend Section 5454 of the Zoning Ordinance.

• Repeal Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance.

• Amend Article V, Section 6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance.

• Repeal Article III, Section 7 of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

The project site comprises approximately 134 privately- and publicly-owned parcels totaling 552
acres in the unincorporated community of Lakeside.

1.1.1 Project Location

The project site is located in the community of Lakeside in unincorporated eastern San Diego
County approximately 21 miles northeast of downtown San Diego just east of the City of Santee
(Figure 1-1). The project site encompasses 552 acres, the majority of which is located
immediately north and west of State Highway 67 (Figure 1-2). A non-contiguous 32-acre
portion of the site is located just south of 67; and a 2.88-acre piece lies just east of Highway 67
along Vine Street. The upper reach of the San Diego River runs through the middle of the
project site. The project boundaries are irregular but primarily follow parcel lines and roadways.
The western boundary abuts the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Santee; the northern
boundary follows portions of El Nopal, Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Avenue; and the eastern
and southern boundaries generally follow Highway 67.
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1.1.2 Project Background

The USDRlP area has been in active sand and aggregate mining and processing since the 1950s.
Related industrial uses, including concrete products manufacturing, building material and supply
stores, and construction and drilling materials storage, have located in the area generated by the
mining activities. The USDRlP site was established as a redevelopment area in 1989 and a
Redevelopment Plan was adopted by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors on July 18,
1989. The purpose of the redevelopment plan was to provide funds to assist in redevelopment of
the USDRlP area, remove blighted conditions, and improve infrastructure, particularly flooding
associated with the San Diego River. The RiverWay Specific Plan for the USDRlP project site
was adopted in 1990 to establish zoning and development requirements for the project and
implement the goals and objectives of the USDRlP Redevelopment Plan. The RiverWay
Specific Plan established the S-88 zone and a (21) Specific Plan land use designation for most of
the USDRlP site and established standards and guidelines for development within the project
area. The Specific Plan also included a Habitat Management Plan and design guidelines.

Since the approval of the RiverWay Specific Plan, several goals and objectives were
implemented: (1) a flood control plan was adopted in 1992, establishing the final configuration
of the San Diego River and type and location of needed flood control structures; (2) one of three
flood control structures was built, (3) the Channel Road Bridge project (involving a drop
structure and other improvements to Channel Road) was engineered and is scheduled for
completion in May 2000 as part of TransNet funds; (4) Riverside Drive widening was approved
for design; and (5) a portion of Mast Bouievard, west of Riverford Road, was improved to a two-
lane road.

With the exception of the improvements listed above, little development has occurred in the
project area due to poor market demand for land uses currently planned in the project area, the
speed with which land can be reclaimed from sand mining activity, and the high cost of needed
road improvements.

Two reclamation plans, in accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA), have been approved within the USDRlP site (Figure 1-3). These reclamation plans
have incorporated the flood control plan approved by the County in 1992 and include
reclamation of wildlife habitat, revegetation, drainage and erosion control measures, landform
reconfiguration, and establishment of land for future development. Separate CEQA
environmental clearances have also been obtained for these plans. A third reclamation plan,
(Calmat) expired in March 1995, and is being reviewed again by the County.

An Environmental Initial Study and Notice of Preparation and Responses for this project are
included as Appendix A.
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1.1.3 Project Characteristics

Repeal of the RiverWay Specific Plan

Under the project, the RiverWay Specific Plan would be repealed and more conventional Zoning
and General Plan land use designations would replace the plan. If the Specific Plan is repealed,
the proposed General Plan land use designations and zoning would govern future development of
the area.

Amendment to the Land Use Designation in the Land Use Element to Change the (21)
Specific Plan Area Designation for the River WayArea to Other Land Use Designations

Currently, the Land Use Element designates the USDRIP area as (21) Specific Plan Area. The
proposed project includes changing this land use designation to (6) Residential for the residential
areas, (14) Service Commercial for the commercial areas and (16) General Impact Industrial for
the industrial areas. Two areas, which are already developed with public buildings, would be
changed to (22) Public/Semi-Public designation. An area south of SR 67 which is currently
zoned C36 with a (21) Specific Plan Area designation would be changed to the (13) General
Commercial land use designation (see Table 1-1).

The Regional Land Use Element of the County's General Plan states that the (6) Residential land
use designation has a maximum density of 7.3 dwelling units per acre. It is consistent with a
number of zones. The (14) Service Commercial land use designation allows heavier commercial
or light industrial uses with large acreage requirements. This designation emphasizes services to
retail commercial zones by permitting wholesaling and warehousing activities. The designation
is consistent with most commercial zones, including C34 and C36. The (13) General
Commercial designation is appropriate for community or regional shopping centers, central
business districts, or small but highly diverse commercial development. The designation is
compatible with both C34 and C36 zones. The (16) General Impact Industrial designation
provides for uses exhibiting moderate to severe nuisance characteristics. Typically, large site are
required with direct access to major roads, railroads, and other transportation modes. The
designation is consistent with most industrial zones, including M52 and M54.

Zone Reclassification from Current Zoning to More Standard Zones

The proposed project includes a zone reclassification of the entire 552 acres to change the S88
Specific Plan and S80 Open Space zoning to more standard zoning as shown in Figure 1-4 and
Table 1-1. Approximately 38 acres would retain their current zones (as indicated by asterisks in
Table 1-1) because the zoning on these parcels is not S88. The proposed zoning includes
approximately 400 acres of industrial (M54), 69 acres of single-family residential (RWS7), 23
acres of commercial (C34 and C36), an existing elementary school (RS3), and middle school and
fire station (both RU29). The remaining acreage would be devoted to roads. Approximately 151
acres to be zoned industrial and 4 acres to be zoned C36 zone would be undevelopable because
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of flood control improvements planned for this area. The residential zone would allow a
maximum of 505 dwelling units.

Each of the proposed zones allows a variety of land uses according to the Zoning Ordinance's
Use and Enclosure Matrix. Uses are either allowed by right or with a discretionary permit, such
as a site plan or Minor or Major Use Permit. The Use and Enclosure Matrix is included in
Appendix B of this EIR.

The residential zones (i.e., RS and RU) allow single-family homes, but also may allow civic uses
(e.g., administrative services, community recreation, child care center, and group care) with a
Major Use Permit. Most commercial uses are not allowed in the RS and RU zones; however,
some uses such as retail, restaurants, and medical services are permitted in the RU zone if they
are part of a planned development of 20 acres or more. Industrial uses are not allowed. The fire
station and two schools are located in residentially-zoned areas (RU29 and RS3) and these uses
are anticipated to remain in the future (see Appendix B).

The commercial zones (C34 and C36) allow various commercial uses by right. The C34 zone
allows a number of uses including, but not limited to, Administrative and Professional Services,
Agricultural and Horticultural Sales, Animal Sales and Services, Automotive and Equipment:
Parking, Business Support Services, Eating and Drinking Establishments, Food and Beverage
Retail Sales Repair Services, Consumer, Retail Sales: General, Retail Sales: Specialty and
Transient Habitation: Lodging (see Appendix B).

A majority of the project site would be zoned M54 General Impact Industrial. The use
regulations for this zone allow a variety of uses including custom manufacturing, storage and
distribution, and automotive and equipment sales and repairs .. Typically, this zone occurs near
rail and trucking facilities and allows outdoor storage of goods such as lumber, cars, construction
equipment, and manufactured items. The M54 General Impact Industrial zone does not allow
residential development, but allows some civic and commercial uses with special permits (see
Appendix B).

Special land use regulations would also be applied to portions of the project site. The "B"
Community Design Review Special Area Regulator currently applies to all areas in USDRIP
designated for commercial and industrial uses (approximately 282 acres). The Lakeside Design
Guidelines apply to all parcels with a "B" Designator. The "B" designator requires that a site
plan be reviewed and approved for all industrial, commercial, and multi-family development
prior to establishment of use or issuance of building or discretionary permits. The "B"
Designator would remain and would be applied to 462 acres of commercial, industrial, and multi-
family residential zones.

The "W" Zone Flood Channel Designator would replace the "F" Floodplain Designator that
currently exists on the River channel and the floodplain. The "W" Designator (Flood Channel
Area Regulations) restricts development within the 1OO-year floodplain and requires
implementation of a flood control plan as adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The USDRIP
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flood control plan, adopted in 1992, currently applies and would continue to apply to the project
site. This plan would be required to be implemented prior to development on any parcels subject
to the "W' Designator. No buildings or structures are allowed on these parcels until it can be
shown that they will be out of the lOO-yearfloodplain.

Because a flood control plan has been adopted, the "W' Designator is more appropriate for the
San Diego River in this area since the "W' was designed to deal with adopted flood control
channels. The "F" Designator, by comparison, is meant for streams that are meant to be left in a
more natural state.

The flood control plan already approved for this portion of the San Diego River would continue
to be in effect for the USDRIP project site. Flood control and land development would be
subject to the improvements required by the flood control plan. The flood control channel would
be zoned primarily M54 with a small portion adjacent to Riverford Road zoned C36. However,
the 155 acres that are located within the flood control channel could not be developed under the
"W' Regulations.

Amendment to the Lakeside Community Plan to Delete References to the RiverWay Specific
Plan

The Lakeside Community Plan contains various references to the RiverWay Specific Plan.
Under the proposed project, those references would be deleted.

Amendment to the Lakeside Circulation Element

Amendments to the County's Circulation Element are also proposed as part of the project. The
project proposes to downgrade the status of Riverford Road between the two on/off ramps at
Highway 67 from Prime Arterial to a four-lane collector. In addition, the status of Mapleview
Street, between Channel Road and Highway 67, and Channel Road, between Woodside Avenue
and Mapleview Street, would be downgraded from Major Road to four-lane collector.
Mapleview Street between Riverford Road and Wintergardens Boulevard would be deleted from
the Circulation Element.

Amendment to Section 5454 of the Zoning Ordinance

The project also includes an amendment to Zoning Ordinance Section 5454. This section would
be modified to allow the Director of Public Works to waive building restrictions of the "W'
Designator if the Director of Public Works determines the parcel is no longer subject to
inundation due to the construction of flood control structures or facilities. Section 5454 would
be amended as follows:
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Section 5454 REMOVAL OF BUILDING RESTRlCTIONS

If the Director of Public Works determines, based upon a written certification from a qualified
registered engineer, that a parcel is no longer subject to inundation due to the construction of
flood control structures or facilities in accordance with Section 5462 and any adopted flood
control plan, the Director of Public Works shall waive the application of Sections 5464 through
5472 as to that parcel.

Repeal of Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance

The project also includes repealing Zoning Ordinance Section 6878, which states:

6878 REDEVELOPMENT AREAS

Notwithstanding other provisions of these Nonconformity Regulations, any use located within
the project area of a Redevelopment Plan approved pursuant to the Community Redevelopment
Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.) which becomes nonconforming to zoning
which is adopted to implement such redevelopment plan, may, upon issuance of a Minor Use
Permit, be expanded, extended, modified, or another use substituted therefore, provided such
substituted use was a permitted use by right or Minor Use Permit under the existing zoning prior
to the rezone which created the nonconformity. Any application for such Minor Use Permit shall
be accompanied by an Owner Participation Agreement which has been entered into pursuant to
Section 33339 of the Community Redevelopment Law and is in effect and which provides for
such continuation, expansion, modification, or substitution. In addition to the findings for Minor
Use Permit required by Section 7358, the approving authority shall first find that such permit is
in conformance to the applicable redevelopment plan.

This amendment is proposed because USDRIP is the County's only redevelopment area to which
the County's Zoning Ordinance applies. Therefore, this section is no longer necessary.

Amendment to Article V,Section 6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance

The proposed project includes an amendment to Article V, Section 6 of the Resource Protection
Ordinance (RPO), adding an exception to the exemption of any development projects within the
USDRIP site from the provisions of the RPO. Article V, Section 6 would be amended as
follows:

6. Any oroiect located within the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project's
Fsesysls!9JBeftt area boundaries with the exception that Article IV, Section 7 of the
Resource Protection Ordinance shall apply.
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Article IV, Section 7 of the RPO states the following:

7. Significant Prehistoric or Historic Sites. Development, trenching, grading, clearing and
grubbing, or any other activity or use damaging to significant prehistoric or historic site
lands shall be prohibited, except for scientific investigations with an approved research
design prepared by an archaeologist certified by the Society of Professional
Archaeologists.

Repeal of Art ide III, Section 7ofthe Biological Mitigation Ordinance

The proposed project includes repealing Biological Mitigation Ordinance Article III, Section 7,
which states:

7. Any project within the Redevelopment Plan for the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project, adopted July 19, 1989 by Ordinance No. 7652 and amended March 17, 1995 by
Ordinance No. 8506.

Because the restoration program associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan would no longer be
implemented, the County will require biological mitigation in accordance with the requirements
oftheBMO.

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The project objectives are to:

• Provide a greater range of uses allowed by right and by discretionary permit by eliminating
the RiverWay Specific Plan and applying conventional zoning;

• Ensure future development is not built within the 100-year floodplain with the exception of
necessary transportation, utility, and flood control improvements;

• Ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing
residential uses by reducing visual, noise, and air quality impacts; and

1.3 INTENDEDUSES OF THE EIR

The USDRIP EIR is an informational document for decision makers and the public to use for
their review of the potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed project, as well
as in the evaluation of alternatives and mitigation measures which may minimize, avoid, or
eliminate those impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a)).
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1.3.1 Matrix of Project ApprovalslPermits

This EIR will be used for the following approvals:

Discretionary Approvals Responsible Agency

• General Plan and Community Plan
Amendments

• Zone Reclassifications
• Zoning Ordinance Amendments
• Repeal of Specific Plan and Amendments to

RPOandBMO

• County of San Diego

• County of San Diego
• County of San Diego
• County of San Diego

The following agencies would be responsible for issuing permits for future specific development
proposals in the USDRIP area:

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
• Caltrans
• California Dept. ofFish and Game

This EIR is programmatic in scope as addressed in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Based on the conventional zoning proposed for the USDRIP site, it is anticipated that future
discretionary approvals and permits would be required as development proposals are submitted
to the County. These include Minor and Major use permits, site plans, grading permits,
subdivision maps, as well as compliance with the "B" Designator. Future development permits
are speculative at this time because individual projects are not currently proposed; however, any
future discretionary actions would require further environmental review and compliance with
County regulations and the California Environmental Quality Act.

Other environmental regulations that require compliance for individual projects include Clean
Water Act Section 404 permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for wetland filling and
dredging, Streambed Alteration Agreements from the California Department of Fish and Game,
and compliance with the Endangered Species Act for any impacts to threatened and endangered
species. Compliance with County regulations such as grading, zoning, and noise ordinances, and
building permit regulations would also be required as development proposals are submitted.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 1-8
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1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located in an urbanized area generally surrounded by an assortment of
commercial, industrial, residential, and institutional uses. The site is located in a broad valley
with low hills to the north and southwest. Highway 67 is the dominant roadway in the area. The
San Diego River, which traverses San Diego County from the Laguna Mountains to the Pacific
Ocean, passes through the project site. Several unincorporated semi-rural residential
communities surround the project site including Eucalyptus Hills, Blossom Valley, Flinn
Springs, Winter Gardens and others.

Surrounding land uses include the Willowbrook Country Club, located in the middle of the site
but outside the project boundaries. Single-family residential and commercial uses exist to the
north; lower density homes exist on the hillside to the northwest; to the west are residential uses
in the City of Santee and the continuation of the San Diego River; to the east is the San Diego
River as well as industrial storage, rodeo grounds, and the Lakeside Town Center. El Capitan
High School and two county parks also exist east of Highway 67: Cactus County Park and Lindo
Lake County Park.

The uses on the site currently are varied. A majority of the site is in various stages of aggregate
mining activities within the San Diego River. Uses on the site include concrete products
manufacturing, heavy equipment rental and storage, building materials and supply stores,
construction and drilling materials storage, recreational vehicle storage, and a barn manufacturer.
A restaurant, plant nursery, gas station, fire station, and two schools are also located in the
project area. An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the northwest portion of the
site.

Existing residential uses within the project area consist of approximately 32 single-family
dwelling units, six duplexes, and a 60-space mobile home park located in the southeast portion of
the site. Although much of the area along San Diego River has been mined for sand resources in
the past, areas of high quality riparian habitat have regenerated in the northeast comer of the
project area east of Channel Road.

1.4.1 Consistency of Project with Applicable Regional and General Plans

The County's General Plan, which includes the Lakeside Community Plan, was amended in 1990
to include the RiverWay Specific Plan (Figure 1-5) and to change the land use designations and
zoning to reflect the Specific Plan land use plan. Eliminating the RiverWay Specific Plan is not
consistent with the General Plan which specifically incorporates the RiverWay Specific Plan as a
land use designation. However, the proposed project is to amend the County's General Plan,
(including the Lakeside Community Plan) to remove the Specific Plan designation and rezone
the land. To this end, the project would be consistent with the County General Plan.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 1-9
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The proposed General Plan land use designations and zoning for the USDRIP project area are
generally consistent with the land uses allowed under the RiverWay Specific Plan. The level of
consistency is evaluated in detail in Section 2.0 of this EIR.

Because removing the Specific Plan will require an amendment to the County General Plan
(including the Lakeside Community Plan), conformance with the Air Pollution Control District's
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) for San Diego County is a potential issue. Because the
uses allowed by the proposed land use designations and zoning are similar to those allowed
under the RiverWay Specific Plan, the proposed project will be in substantial conformance with
the existing RAQS. The level of consistency is further analyzed in Section 2.0 of this EIR.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 1-10
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Planning Are. I SF Residential 270 37 Planning Area XI Industrial 34
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Planning Area X Indusbial 34 Planning Area XX Flood Plain 155
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RiverWay Specific Plan not to scale
Source: Brian F. Mooney Associates
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TABLE 1-1
USDRIP PROPOSED ZONES AND LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Approx. Dwelling
Zone Land Use Designation Acres Units Other Uses

RS7 (6) Single Family Residential 69 504
C34 (14) Service Commercial 4
C36* (14) Service Commercial 19
M54** (16) General Impact Industrial 401
RS3*** (22) Public/Semi-Public 7 Elementary School
A72*** (22) Public/Semi-Public 2 1
C36*** (13) General Commercial 9
RU29*** (22) Public/Semi-Public 20 Middle School/Fire Station

Roads 21

Total 552 505

* Includes approximately 4 acres of flood control channel
** Includes approximately 151 acres of flood control channel
*** No change to current zone
All numbers are rounded
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SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

2.0 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following sections include an analysis, by issue area, of the proposed project on the
environment in compliance with Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines. The following subjects
are discussed for each section:

• Existing Conditions;
• Thresholds of Significance;
• Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance;
• Mitigation Measures; and
• Conclusions.

The issue areas analyzed in this section were found to be potentially significant in the Initial
Study prepared for the project. These issue areas are:

• Transportation/Circulation;
• Biological Resources;
• Noise;
• Public Services;
• Aesthetics; and
• Hazards.
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TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

2.1 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

This section summarizes the results and recommendations of a traffic study prepared for the
proposed project by Linscott Law & Greenspan in August 1998. The traffic study addresses the
potential project-generated traffic impacts along the existing and proposed street system in the
area. The full report is included in this Draft EIR as Appendix C.

2.1.1 Existing Conditions

Existing Vehicular Access and Circulation

The County of San Diego Public Road Standards for the classification of roadways in the County
are as follows: .

Prime Arterials: 102 feet wide in 122 feet of Right-of-Way (R/W), providing six through lanes,
a raised median and curbside parking.

Major Roads: 78 feet wide in 98 feet of RIW, providing four through lanes, a raised median
and curbside parking.

Collectors: 64 feet wide in 84 feet of RIW providing four through lanes with curbside
parking or four through lanes with a left-turn lane.

Light Collectors: 40 feet wide in 60 feet of RIW, providing two through lanes with a left-turn
lane. Bike lanes add 10 feet to both the road width and the RIW.

A brief description of the existing street/circulation system serving the project area is presented
below.

Riverford Road is currently classified as a Prime Arterial from Highway 67 to Riverside Drive
but is proposed to be reclassified as a Collector between the two on/off ramps at SR-67 as part of
this project. Riverford Road currently is a two-lane undivided road from Woodside Avenue to
just south of Riverside Drive. The northbound approach to Riverside Drive is a four-lane
undivided road. Riverford Road is currently signalized at Woodside Avenue and at Riverside
Drive. It should be noted that the Riverford RoadlRiverside Drive intersection was analyzed
without a traffic signal since this was the case when the traffic study commenced. Signalization
of this intersection will not affect the traffic analysis conclusions because the intersection was
assumed to be signalized in all conditions except the existing condition. The posted speed limit
is 40 miles per hour (mph) and curbside parking is generally prohibited. Bike lanes are provided
in the project area.

Riverside Drive is classified as a Collector along its entire length from Riverford Road to
Lakeside Avenue and currently operates as a two-lane undivided roadway. Riverside Drive is
currently signalized at Palm Row Drive. The posted speed limit on Riverside Drive is 45 mph,
and bus stops and bike lanes are provided.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-1
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Palm Row Drive is classified as a Light Collector and intersects Riverside Drive at a signalized
intersection. Parking is generally allowed on Palm Row Drive, and the posted speed limit is
40 mph.

Vista Camino is a two-lane residential street that intersects Riverside Drive at an unsignalized
intersection. Parking is generally permitted along Vista Camino, and the posted speed limit is 25
mph.

Lakeside Avenue is a two-lane undivided road that extends east from Palm Row Drive to
Channel Road within the project area. West of Riverside Drive, Lakeside Avenue is classified as
a Residential Collector with a posted speed limit of 35 mph. East of Riverside Drive, Lakeside
Avenue continues to its intersection with Channel Road as a two-lane Light Collector. Parking is
prohibited, and the posted speed limit is 40 mph.

Valle Vista is a two-lane undivided road classified as a Light Collector. It intersects Lakeside
Avenue at an unsignalized intersection immediately east of the Lakeside AvenuelRiverside Drive
intersection. Parking along Valle Vista is generally prohibited, and the posted speed limit is 45
mph.

Channel Road is classified as a Major Road on the County's Circulation Element although it
currently is a two-lane undivided road. Within the project area, Channel road intersects Lakeside
Avenue at a two-way stop controlled intersection, Mapleview Street at an all-way stop controlled
intersection, and Woodside Avenue at a signalized intersection. Bus stops are provided along
Channel Road, and parking is generally permitted. The posted speed limit is 40 mph. Channel
Road is currently being widened to a four-lane Major Road between Lakeside Avenue and
Mapleview Street. This capital improvement project will include construction of a new bridge
over the San Diego River as well as signalization of Channel Road at Lakeside Avenue and
Mapleview Street. Construction is in progress and is expected to be completed in the fiscal year
1999-2000.

Mapleview Street is a two-lane undivided road, extending east from Channel Road to Highway
67 and beyond. It provides full access to Highway 67 via an at grade intersection. Mapleview
Street is stop sign controlled at Channel Road. Parking is generally permitted, and no speed limit
is posted. The County's Circulation Element would be amended to delete the portion of
Mapleview Street from Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverford Road. However, Mapleview
Street would remain on the Circulation Element from Channel Road to Winter Gardens
Boulevard. This segment has not been constructed to date.

Woodside Avenue is classified as a Major Road and within the project area provides local
access to Highway 67. West of Winter Gardens Boulevard, Woodside Boulevard is a three-lane
road with two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane provided. Parking is generally
prohibited, and bike lanes are provided. East of Winter Gardens Boulevard, Woodside Avenue is
a four-lane road with a two-way left turn lane and bike lanes provided. The posted speed limit is
35 mph. Within the project area, Woodside Avenue is signalized at Riverford Road, Winter
Gardens Boulevard and Channel Road.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-2
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Winter Gardens Boulevard is a four-lane undivided road classified as a Major Road that
provides access to Highway 67. North of Woodside Avenue, the posted speed limit is 40 mph.
South of Woodside Avenue, the speed limit is 45 mph, and bus stops and bike lanes are
provided. Parking is generally prohibited on Winter Gardens Boulevard.

Woodside Avenue North is a two-lane Collector that intersects Riverford Road at a two-way
stop controlled intersection. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along Woodside Avenue
North, and no speed limits are posted.

Highway 67 extends generally north-south from 1-8 in EI Cajon to SR 78 in Ramona. It is
generally a four-lane freeway between Prospect Avenue and Mapleview Street and a two-lane
undivided roadway north of Mapleview Street. Additional lanes are provided near its
intersection with Poway Road and at intermittent locations between Poway Road and the
Community of Ramona.

Existing Traffic Volumes

The existing PM peak hour turning movement counts at twelve key intersections in the study
area (listed below) are presented in Figure 2.1-1. These counts were conducted in July 1998 by
Traffic Data Services (TDS). The intersections are noted as being unsignalized (u), Signalized
(s), or uncontrolled (n).

• Riverside Drive/Riverford Drive (u)
• Riverside DrivelPalm Row Drive (s)
• Riverside DriveNista Camino (u)
• Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue (u)
• Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road (u)
• Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road (u)
• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (u)
• Mapleview StreetiSR 67 (s)
• Channel RoadlMapleview Street (u)
• Woodside Avenue/Channel Road (s)
• Industry RoadlWinter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 on ramps (n)
• Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 northbound off-ramp (u)
• Woodside AvenueIWinter Gardens Boulevard (s)
• Woodside Avenue/SR 67 northbound on-ramp (n)
• Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road (s)
• SR 67 northboundIWoodside Avenue off-ramps (s)
• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps (u)
• Riverford Road/Woodside Avenue North (u)

Figure 2.1-1 also presents the most recent available existing daily traffic volumes (Average Daily
Traffic [ADT]) on the street segments in the project area. These volumes were obtained from the
County of San Diego records and were supplemented with counts conducted by IDS in 1997 and
1998.
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Existing Levels of Service

Table 2.1-1 presents a summary of the LOS threshold descriptions for intersections and street
segments.

Intersection Operation Analysis

A summary of the existing intersection operations during the PM peak hour is presented in
Table 2.1-2, which shows that each of the intersections currently operates at LOS D or better
with the exceptions of the following intersections:

• Riverside DrivelRiverford RoadlMast Boulevard (LOS E) and
• Riverford RoadIWoodside Avenue North (LOS E)

The LOS E at the Riverford RoadIWoodside Avenue North intersection is for the minor street
left-turn from Woodside Avenue North onto Riverford Road. All other movements at this
intersection are calculated to operate at LOS C or better.

Street Segment Operation Analysis

A summary of the existing street segment operations during the PM peak hour is presented in
Table 2.1-3, which shows that each of the street segments currently operates at LOS D or better,
with the exception of the following segments:

• Riverford Road between Woodside Avenue and Riverside Drive;
• Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive;
• Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue; and
• Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road.

Congestion Management Plan (CMP) Analysis

Highway 67 is calculated to currently operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour between
Riverford Road and Winter Gardens Boulevard, as shown in Table 2.1-4.

Existing County Traffic Improvement Mechanisms

• Subdivision Ordinance

Applies to major and minor subdivisions located within the unincorporated area of San
Diego County.

Establishes requirements for the dedication of right-of-way for future Circulation Element
and public roads which serve, traverse, and/or abut any proposed subdivision.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-4
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Establishes a minimum set of required improvements (including road improvements) that
must be provided with any proposed subdivision.

See attached excerpts for specific criteria provided within the Subdivision Ordinance.

• Centerline Ordinance

Applies to building permits for construction or alteration of buildings on parcels of land
located in commercial, manufacturing, and multiple residential zones.

Establishes a building line on each side of the centerline for Circulation Element roads
and public streets which adjoin or provide direct access to property located in
commercial, manufacturing, and multiple residential zones.

Restricts buildings and/or structures from being constructed in the area between the
building line and the centerline of the Circulation Element Road or public street.

Restricts buildings and/or structures from being constructed on a lot unless the streets or
highways which abut the lot are adequate with respect to the current San Diego County
Standards specified in 81.102.15 of the Subdivision Ordinance.

See attached excerpts for specific criteria provided within the Centerline Ordinance.

• Board Policy J-34

Applies to major subdivisions, large-scale projects, and Major use Permits.

Establishes method for determining off-site Circulation Element road improvements.

Requires the developer to submit a traffic study which identifies the proposed project's
future impacts on Circulation Element roads in the vicinity of the proposed project.

Based upon the identified traffic impacts and the percentage of future traffic growth
attributed to the proposed subdivision, project, or major use permit the Department of
Public Works shall determine the amount of improvements needed.

• Public Facilities Element (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1)

Applies to discretionary projects that must be found in conformance with the General
Plan.

Requires development proposals to determine both their short-term and long-term
impacts on the roadway system.
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Requires as a condition of approval that improvements or other measures be taken to
mitigate traffic impacts to avoid reduction or a level of service "C" on on-site Circulation
Element Roads or level of service "D" for off-site Circulation Element Roads.

If impacts cannot be mitigated, the project will be denied unless a specific statement of
overriding findings is made pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines.

• Capital Improvement Program

List of scheduled county road improvement projects.

Funded by Gas Tax, TRANSNET revenue, federal, and/or state resources and developer
deposits.

Two projects currently schedule in USDRIP area: widening of Riverside Drive between
Channel Road and Riverford Road (project is currently on hold) and Charmel Road
Bridge between Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street.

2.1.2 Thresholds of Significance

A summary of the County of San Diego traffic impact significance criteria is presented in
Table 2.1-5. This table shows the allowable increase in intersection delay or street segment vic
(volume/capacity) ratio for a particular LOS. In general, the worse the intersection operates, the
less change in delay is allowed due to a project. If the values in the table are exceeded due to the
addition of project traffic, the impact is considered to be a direct project significant impact.
However, if an intersection or street segment is calculated to operate at LOS C or better with
project traffic, the impact is considered to be less than significant since LOS C indicates good
operations.

A freeway impact is considered significant if the addition of project traffic causes an impact to
decrease to worse than LOS D.

2.1.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The amount of traffic to be generated by the project was estimated based on SANDAG trip
generation rates for the various proposed land uses (i.e., industrial, single family, and
commercial). Table 2.1-6 shows a summary of the total project traffic generation based on these
rates. This table shows that the entire project is estimated to generate 39,370 average daily trips
(ADT) with 1,570 inbound and 3,075 outbound trips during the PM peak hour.

Project traffic was distributed and assigned to the street segment based on a Select Zone
Assignment (SZA) prepared by SANDAG. The SZA matches the trips generated by the project
with other areas of San Diego County. Figure 2.1-2 shows the assignment of project traffic
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based on the distribution percentages generated by the SZA. Figure 2.1-3 shows the existing
plus project traffic volumes.

Intersection Capacity Analysis

The results of the intersection capacity analysis with the addition of project-generated traffic are
presented in Table 2.1-2. The results indicate that the following intersections would operate
from acceptable LOS D or better to LOS F with the addition of project-generated traffic to the
existing street system:

• Lakeside Avenue/V alle Vista Road;
• Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road;
• Channel RoadlMapleview Street;
• Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 northbound off-ramps;
• Woodside AvenueIWinter Gardens Boulevard;
• Woodside AvenuelRiverford Road; and
• Riverford Road/Highway 67 Southbound Ramps.

Additionally, the project would add traffic to the following three intersections already operating
at poor LOS (LOS E or LOS F):

• Riverside DrivelRiverford RoadlMast Boulevard (LOS E) and
• Riverford RoadIWoodside Avenue North (LOS E).
• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (LOS F)

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the intersections identified above are planned by the
County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

l) Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
• Northbound (Channel Road): two through and one right
• Southbound: one left and two through
• Westbound: one left and one right

2) Riverside DrivelRiverford RoadlMast Boulevard
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
• Northbound: two lefts, two through, and one right
• Southbound: one left, one through, and one through-right
• Eastbound: one left, two through, and two right
• Westbound: two lefts, two through, and one right

Based on the established thresholds of significance, the intersections identified above, with the
exception of the intersections of Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road and Riverside DrivelRiverford
RoadlMast Boulevard, would be significantly impacted by project-generated traffic.
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Street Segment Capacity Analysis

The results of the street segment capacity analysis with the addition of project-generated traffic
are presented in Table 2.1-3. The results indicate that the following street segments would
operate from acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E with the addition of project-generated traffic
to the existing street system:

• Riverside Drive east of Riverford Road;
• Channel Road south of SR 67; and
• Woodside Avenue west of Winter Gardens Boulevard.

Additionally, the project traffic would add to the following five street segments already operating
at poor LOS (LOS E):

• Riverford Road north of Woodside Avenue
• Riverford Road south of Riverside Drive
• Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive
• Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue and
• Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road.

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the street segments identified above are planned by
the County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

I) Improve Lakeside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Riverside Drive to Channel
Road.

2) Improve Channel Road to a four lane Collector Road from Lakeside Avenue to Woodside
Avenue.

Based on the established thresholds of significance, the street segments identified above, with the
exception of the segments of Lakeside Avenue and Channel Road (south of Lakeside Avenue)
would be significantly impacted by project-generated traffic. In addition, Mapleview Street east
of Channel Road would also be significantly impacted by project-generated traffic as the volume
to capacity (VIC) ratio for that street segment would be increased by 0.13, exceeding the 0.02
allowable increase due to project-generated traffic.

CMP Analysis

As shown in Table 2.1-4, the addition of project-generated traffic to Highway 67 would result in
the reduction of LOS C to LOS D during the PM peak hour between Riverford Road and Winter
Gardens Boulevard in the northbound direction. Southbound, the addition of project-generated
traffic would not change the LOS, which would be maintained at an acceptable LOS C.
Therefore, no significant impacts to Highway 67 are anticipated to result from the addition of
project-generated traffic.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-8
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Plan to Plan Analysis

The existing Riverway Specific Plan allows Industrial, Single Family Housing, Commercial,
Middle School, Fire Station, and Elementary school land uses in the USDRIP project area that
are estimated to generate 38,790 ADT. The proposed project would allow these same land uses
as well as a small portion of neighborhood commercial. The uses allowed under the proposed
land use designations and zoning are estimated to generate 39,370 ADT. The proposed project is
calculated to generate 1.5 percent more traffic to the project area than the existing Specific Plan.
The impacts and corresponding mitigation would be identical.

Amendments to the County's Circulation Element include the deletion of Mapleview Street from
Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverford Road, and the reclassification of Riverford Road to a
Collector between the on- and off-ramps of SR-67. Past models conducted by the County
projected about 4000 ADT on Mapleview Street west of Winter Gardens Boulevard. This small
amount of projected traffic indicates that the elimination of this future roadway would not
constitute a significant impact. Therefore, the project traffic distribution and SANDAG
modeling assumed the deletion of this portion of Mapleview Street from the County's
Circulation Element. The peak hour intersection analysis shows that Riverford Road can operate
at acceptable LOS as a Collector. It should be noted that the forecasted ADT on Riverford Road
does not exceed its capacity.

Table 2.1-7 shows the three segments whose classifications are proposed to be changed as part of
the project. As shown in the table, these segments would operate at acceptable levels of service
with both the existing and proposed circulation element classifications.

2.1.4 Mitigation Measures

The following intersection and segment improvements are recommended to mitigate all
significant traffic impacts:

Intersections

• Lakeside Avenue/SR67
Signalize the intersection.

• Mapleview StreetlSR67
Provide the following lane configurations:

Northbound: one left, two through, one right
Southbound: one left, two through, one right
Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

• Winter Gardens BoulevardlSR67 Northbound Off-Ramp
Signalize the intersection.

r
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• Lakeside AvenueN alle Vista Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

Southbound: one left and one right
Eastbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one right and two through

• Channel RoadlMapleview Street
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

Northbound: one through and one through-right
Southbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one left and one right

• Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard
Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:

Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right
Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right
Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
Westbound: one left, two through and one right

• Woodside AvenuelRiverford Road
Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:

Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
Eastbound: two lefts and one through
Westbound: two through and one right

• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: two through and one right
Westbound: one left-through and one right

• Woodside Avenue North/Riverford Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: one through and one through-right
Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

• Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
DrivelMast Boulevard.

• Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-10
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• Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

It is anticipated that some of the improvements listed above would be required of developers in
compliance with the County improvement mechanisms identified in Section 2.1.1 as future
development proposals are approved. However, at this stage, because there are not specific
development projects proposed, it is not known which improvements will be required or when
they would be implemented.

2.1.5 Conclusions

It is anticipated that some of these improvements would be required of developers in compliance
with the County improvement mechanisms identified in Section 2.1.1 of the EIR as future
development proposals are approved. However, at this stage, it is infeasible to ensure or require
that even some of these improvements be made through these improvement mechanisms because
no specific development is proposed. The specifics of the proposed future development would
determine which improvement mechanisms would apply and what specific road improvements
would be required. Moreover, road improvements required through discretionary conditions in
discretionary permits would have to be roughly proportional to the traffic impacts caused by the
proposed development. Without knowing the specifics of the proposed future development, it is

. not possible to make this determination.

The County of San Diego improves and maintains its existing 1,884 miles of roads and builds
new roads with an annual budget derived from federal, state, and local funds (such as TransNet
sales tax funds, gas sales tax, Federal Highway Funds, Federal Community Development Block
Grants, and other smaller sources of revenue). The overall budget for the County's Road
Maintenance and Capital Improvements for Fiscal Year (FY) 98/99 was approximately $47
million. Of this $47 million, $9 million was planned for roadway maintenance (e.g., installation
of guard rails, road repaving, culvert construction), and $38 million was allocated for roadway
improvements (e.g., expanding existing roadcapacity, construction of new roads). A majority of
the roadway improvement funds are committed to specific projects throughout the County. As
an example, only $8.4 million of the $38 million FY98/99 budget was available for discretionary
spending in the County. Similarly, the amount of discretionary funds in the FY99/00 budget is
approximately $5 million. The County sets its spending priorities for these limited amounts of
discretionary funds based on need throughout the County.

The improvements required by the proposed project would cost approximately $26 million. Of
the $26 million, approximately $7 million is expected to be financed by private developers
through the mechanisms listed in Section 2.1.1 of this EIR (pages 2.1-4 through 2.1-6, with the
exception of the CIP) as future projects within the USDRIP area are approved and constructed. In
addition, some of the improvements have been included in the Department of Public Works'
Capital Improvement Programs. These include $2 million for the Riverside Drive improvements
and $7 million for the Riverford RoadlBridge project, part of the proposed Riverford Road
improvements. The balance of $10 million ($26 million minus $16 million) represents
approximately 148 percent of the County's FY99/00 discretionary road funds. Because of the

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-11



TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

limited amount of discretionary funds available in the County's Road Maintenance and Capital
Improvements budget and the need for these funds throughout the County, it cannot be
guaranteed that the County's portion of the USDRIP roadway improvements would be
constructed concurrent with demand. In addition, the $10 million for USDRIP improvements
would represent a disproportionate amount of the total discretionary funds used for County-wide
projects (the USDRIP improvements represent 0.2 percent of total County roadway miles). Use
of this disproportionate share oflirnited resources for one project would prevent the County from
making needed road improvements in other areas of the County for a minimum of 4 years.
While the construction of the required road improvements in the USDRIP area would reduce
traffic impacts to below significant levels, and some of the required improvements are already
included in the CIP, there is no guarantee that the remaining improvements would be constructed
concurrent with need. Consequently, it is infeasible to mitigate the traffic impacts to the
intersections and street segments identified. Those impacts would remain significant and
unmitigable.

2.1-12Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR
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TABLE 2.1-1
INTERSECTION AND STREET SEGMENT

LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLD DESCRIPTION

Level of
Service Intersection Street Segment

Occurs when progression is extremely favorable Describes primarily free-flow operations. Average

A and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. operating speeds at the free-flow speed generally
Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle prevail. Vehicles are almost completely
lengths may also contribute to low delay. unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the

traffic stream.
Generally occurs with good progression andlor Also represents reasonably free-flow, and speeds

B short cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than for at the free-flow speed are generally maintained.
LOS A, causing higher levels of average delay. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream

is only slightly restricted, and the general level of
physical and psychological comfort provided to
drivers is still high.

Generally results when there is fair progression Provides for flow with speeds still at or near the

C andlor longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle free-flow speed of the roadway. Freedom to
failures may begin to appear in this level. The maneuver within the traffic stream is noticeably
number of vehicles stopping is significant at this restricted at LOS C, and lane changes require
level, although many still pass through the more vigilance on the part of the driver. The
intersection without stopping. driver now experiences a noticeable increase in

tension because of the additional vigilance
required for safe operation.

Generally results in noticeable congestion. The level at which speeds begin to decline slightly

D Longer delays may result from some combination with increasing flows. In this range, density
of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or begins to deteriorate somewhat more quickly with
high volume-to-capacity ratios. Many vehicles increasing flows. Freedom to maneuver within
stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping the traffic stream is more noticeably limited, and
declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable. the driver experiences reduced physical and

psychological comfort levels.
Considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. Describes operation at capacity. Operations in this

E These high delay values generally indicate poor level are volatile, because there are virtually no
progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume- usable gaps in the traffic stream. At capacity, the
to-capacity ratios. Individual cycle failures are traffic stream has no ability to dissipate even the
frequent occurrences. most minor disruptions, and any incident can be

expected to produce a serious breakdown with
extensive queuing.

Considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. Describes breakdowns in vehicular flow. Such

F This condition often occurs with oversaturation conditions generally exist within queues forming
i.e, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of behind breakdown points such as traffic incidents
the intersection. It may also occur at high volume- and recurring points of congestion. Whenever
to-capacity ratios below 1.00 with many LOS F conditions exist, there is a potential for
individual cycle failures. Poor progression and them to extend upstream for significant distances.
long cycle lengths may also be major contributing
causes to such delay levels.

INTERSECTION DELAY
0.0 < 5.0
5.1 to 15.0
15.1 to 25.0
25.1 to 40.0
40.1 to 60.0

> 60.0

LOS
A
B
C
D
E
F

SOURCE: Highway Capacity Manual, 1994.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.1-16
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TABLE 2.1-3
DAILY STREET SEGMENT OPERATION ANALYSIS

EXISTING EXISTING + PROJECT EXISTING + PROJECT WITH MITIGATION
STREET SEGMENT CAPACITY I VOL VIC LOS VOL VIC LOS CAPACITY VOL VIC LOS

EI Nopal
7,5002E/o Magnolia Avenue 6,900 0.43 C 9,200 0.58 D

Riverford Road
N/o Woodside Avenue 16,200 E 34,200

10,570 0.65 20,020 0.58 B
Nlo SR 67 SB Ramps 16,200 12,680 0.78 E 57,000 26,180 0.46 B
Slo Riverside Drive 16,200 14,200 0.88 E 23,700 B

57,000 0.42

Riverside Drive
Elo Riverford Road 16,200 9,400 0.58 D 34,200 13,300 0.39 A

Lakeside Avenue
Elo Riverside Drive 16,200 11,500 0.71 E 34,200 14,300 0.42 B

Valle Vista Road
Nlo Riverside Drive 16,200 5,200 0.32 C 6,600 0.41 C

Channel Road
Slo Lakeside Avenue 16,200 11,500 0.71 E 34,200 15,800 0.46 B
Slo SR 67 16,200 9,300 0.57 D 34,200 11,700 0.34 A
Sio Woodside Avenue 16,200 3,600 0.22 B

Mapleview Street
Elo Channel Road 16,200 8,300 0.51 D 10,300 0.64 D 34,200

Winter Gardens Blvd.
Sio SR 67 34,200 15,500 0.45 B 18,400 0.54 B
Sio Woodside Avenue 34,200 21,200 0.62 B 24,000 0.70 C

Woodside Avenue
Elo Channel Road 34,200 21,000 0.61 B 22,600 0.66 B
Elo Winter Gardens Blvd. 34,200 22,100 0.65 B 24,900 0.73 C
wlo Winter Gardens Blvd. 16,200 10,500 0.65 D 34,200 14,800 0.43 B
wlo Rivcrford Road 16,200 13,530 0.84 E 34,200 14,330 0.42 B

I. Capacity based on County of San Diego Standards (LOS E).
2. City of Santee LOS C capacity (16,000 and 30,000 are approximate LOS E capacities for existing and Year 2015 conditions, respectively).
Significant impacts are bold faced.
- Indicates mitigation not needed.
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TABLE 2.1-4
FREEWAY OPERATIONS

PM PEAK HOUR

EXISTING + PROJECT' EXISTING + PROJECT
EXISTING1 FOUR LANE SR 67 SIX LAND SR 67

FREEWAY SEGMENT DlR DENSITY' LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY· LOS
SR67

Woodside Avenue to Riverford Road NB 31.0\ D 36.95 E 21.82 C
SB 26.90 D 37.6\ E 22.02 C

Riverford Road to Winter Gardens Blvd. NB 22.63 C 25.74 D 16.95 C
SB 20.35 C 23.2\ C 15.45 B

Notes: I. SR 67 is assumed to be a four lane highway
2. Density = Passenger cars per miles per lane

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project E\R 2.1-\9
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TABLE 2.1-5
COUNTY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Allowable Increase Due to Project Traffic
Level of Service With Project Intersections Roadway Segments

Delay (seconds) Volume/Capacity
A IS 0.15
B 10 0.10
C 5 0.05
D 3 0.03
E 2 0.02
F 2 0.02

Source: County of San Diego Department of Public Works.

TABLE 2.1-6
PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION

DAILY TRIP ENDS
(ADT) PM PEAK HOUR

%OF IN: OUT VOLUME
LAND USE SIZE RATE VOLUME ADT SPLIT IN OUT

Industrial 250AC 90/AC 22,500 12% 20:80 500 3,075

Single Family 509DU 10IDU 5,090 10% 70:30 360 ISO

Commercial 17.5AC 500/AC 8,750 9% 50:50 395 395

Neighborhood Commercial 1.5 AC 1,200/AC 1,800 11% 50:50 100 100

Middle School 19.5 AC 40/AC 780 7% 30:70 165 380

Fire Station 0.5AC 60/AC 30 10% 50:50 45 45

Elementary School 7.0AC 60/AC 420 5% 30:70 5 15

TOTAL 39,370 1,570 3,075

Notes:
1) Source: Generation factors derived from the SANDAG Brief Guide, December 1996.
2) Rate is a trip end per dwelling unit (DU) or acre CAC).
3) Trip ends are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
4) All ADTs are rounded to the nearest 10 and peak hour volumes are rounded to the nearest 5.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project ErR 2.1-20
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TABLE 2.1-7
FUTURE VOLUMES AND CAPACITIES

EXISTING AND PROPOSED CIRCULATION ELEMENT CLASSIFICATION

YEAR 2015 WITH EXISTING YEAR 2015 WITH PROPOSED
CIRCULATION ELEMENT CIRCULATION ELEMENT

EXISTING CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION
SEGMENT CAPACITY CAPACITY VOLUME VIC LOS CAPACITY VOLUME VIC LOS

Riverford Road
SR 67 SB Ramps to Woodside Ave, 16,200 57,000 26,500 0.46 B 34,200 26,500 0.77 C

Mapleview Street
Channel Road to SR 67 16,200 37,000 13,800 0.37 A 34,200 13,800 0.40 B

Channel Road
Mapleview Street to Woodside Ave. 16,200 37,000 13,800 0.37 A 34,200 13,800 0.40 B

Note: Assumes segment volume does not change if capacity changes since volumes are well within the capacity of the roadway.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

2.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section identifies the existing biotic conditions on the project site and surrounding area.
Because there is no specific development proposed at this time, potential impacts to biological
resources are addressed on a general level. General mitigation measures for potential impacts to
sensitive resources are also identified.

2.2.1 Existing Conditions

The biotic composition of the project site is described herein from information compiled through
field reconnaissance, supplemented by existing documentation of biological resources within the
project vicinity. The project site was surveyed by P&D Environmental Services on June 9
and 24, 1998. Each habitat type on the project site was examined with most attention given to
establishing the current extent of the habitat. Floral constituents were recorded in terms of
relative abundance and host habitat type. Faunal constituents were determined through the use of
field identification, combined with documented habitat preferences of regional wildlife species
that, whether or not detected during the survey, are thought to include the project site within their
range. The overall biotic composition of the project site was derived from this information.

Vegetation

The undeveloped portions of the project site and its immediate surroundings support four major
plant communities: ruderal non-native grasslands and recently disturbed areas, riparian habitats,
agricultural areas, and coastal sage scrub. The riparian habitats are further divided into open
water, emergent riparian, riparian woodland, riparian scrub, disturbed riparian, and wet meadow.
Plant communities identified in the project site are illustrated in Figure 2.2-1. All of the habitats
in the project site have been previously disturbed, and none support a complete and diverse
assemblage of the species commonly found in that habitat. The entire project site is
characterized by low species diversity and a dominance of non-native and ruderal species. The
following habitat discussions describe the generalized habitats found in the project site and the
dominant or characteristic species found in each habitat. .

Ruderal/Non-Native Grassland and Recently Disturbed Areas

The majority of the undeveloped portions of the project site are occupied by ruderal vegetation
and non-native grassland and recently disturbed unvegetated areas. Ruderals, often considered
weeds, are fast growing species adapted to adverse and disturbed conditions; they have the
ability to quickly flower and set seed when conditions are favorable. Ruderals can be either
native or non-native; however, the majority of the ruderal in the project site are non-native.
Among the most abundant ruderals in the project site are several species in the mustard family,
including short-podded mustard, wild radish, London rocket, and hedge mustard. Other ruderal
species present include tocalote, cardoon, common sow-thistle, lambs quarters, horehound,
cheeseweed, and tumbleweed.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.2-1
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The ruderal vegetation intergrades with the non-native grassland in many areas of the site. Non-
native grasslands are dominated by ripgut brome and wild oats with red-stemmed filaree also
abundant. Most of the previously mentioned ruderal species and several native scrub species are
also scattered throughout the grassland. Most of the non-native grassland and ruderal habitat is
located on the western end of the project site. There is also a large area of ruderal grassland near
the center of the site.

The non-native ruderal habitats are usually the result of disturbances to native habitats. For this
reason the recently disturbed, but as yet unvegetated, areas, are grouped with non-native and
ruderal habitats. Disturbed areas include dirt roads, sand and gravel pits, fill areas, and unpaved
storage areas.

Riparian Habitats

Distribution of the riparian habitats in the project site has been largely determined by past and
present mining activities. Mining has lowered the elevation of the river channel and water table.
Several deep holes or pits remain in the channel bottom that are even lower than the water table.
These deep holes have formed ponds or pools of surface water where the bottom is too deep to
support riparian vegetation.

In many areas, the margins, islands, and shallows of the open water, support emergent riparian
species, including various rushes, sedges, and cattails. In many areas the emergent vegetation is
not extensive enough to map separately from the adjacent habitats. In other areas, emergent
vegetation forms broad bands around pools or large expanses in the shallows.

The riparian woodland is heavily dominated by willows, primarily arroyo and black willow, with
Fremont's cottonwood also scattered throughout the riparian habitat. The woodland is generally
mature with many of the trees more than 20 feet tall. Little species diversity is found in the
riparian woodland understory. This is probably because most of the riparian woodland is found
in areas that were massively disturbed by previous sand and gravel extraction. The understory
present is represented by species that take advantage of disturbances and tolerate a wide range of
conditions (i.e., ruderal species). In the drier portions of the riparian woodland, the understory is

. represented by many of the same species described in the ruderal/non-native grassland areas.
Wetter portions of the understory, adjacent to the river, is comprised of species more commonly
associated with wetlands; among the species present are stinging nettle, wild rhubarb, curly dock,
water-cress, western ragweed, and California mugwort. San Diego ambrosia, a federal species of
concern, has been reported in the riparian woodland west of Highway 67.

Riparian scrub is characterized by mulefat and immature willows. The habitat, like most others
in the project site, also supports many ruderal species. In natural conditions, riparian scrub
usually occurs in areas where flooding has removed mature riparian vegetation or in areas on the
fringe of the mature riparian habitats where there is not enough water available to support a
mature riparian woodland. In the project site, riparian scrub is primarily located where man
made disturbances have replaced flooding as the agent of change and on the fringes of the
wetlands. Most of the riparian scrub is located near the west end of the river channel. Some

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.2-2
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elements of the riparian scrub are also found in the drier areas south of the east end of the
Willowbrook Country Club.

Disturbed riparian habitats fall into two broad categories in the project site. The first is mature
riparian vegetation dominated by non-native species, especially tamarisk, Brazilian pepper, giant
reed and sometimes eucalyptus. The second is largely unvegetated wet areas that are within or
adjacent to vegetated wetland or riparian habitats. The reasons for the lack of vegetation are
unclear. Some of the areas appear to be heavy clay, possibly the remains of sand and gravel
extraction and washing, others may be recently disturbed and not yet revegetated.

The wet meadow habitat is located at the western boundary of the project site. The western edge
of the project site consists of an approximately 30-acre parcel dominated by non-native
grasslands. The parcel also supports several very large old willows. This parcel is probably near
the approximate elevation of the original floodplain. In the southwestern quarter of the parcel,
curly dock, common loosestrife or grass poly and rabbitfoot grass dominate the non-native
grassland. These species are wetland indicators as is the moist to very wet soil present in this
area.

Agricultural

The only remaining agricultural land in the project site is near the western end of the project site.
This parcel supports an egg ranch, Christmas tree farm, and other unidentified crops.

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub

While a complete representation of the Diegan coastal sage scrub community is not present on-
site, elements of the habitat are found scattered throughout the drier portions of the project site.
This is due to disturbance on the project site. Following is a discussion of the Diegan coastal
sage scrub found adjacent to the site. There is coastal sage scrub located adjacent to both the east
and west ends of the project site. Near the west end of the project site, the native component of
the off-site coastal sage scrub is dominated by buckwheat and broom baccharis, with California
sagebrush and white sage also present. Non-native species found in this area include most of the
ruderal species previously described. The hillside just west and across Lakeside Avenue from
the northeastern end of the project site supports elements of the coastal sage scrub community.
The area is dominated by ruderal grassland but supports scattered buckwheat, laurel sumac, and
California sagebrush shrubs. There is sizable stand of the sensitive San Diego sunflower in this
area.

Wildlife

Most wildlife species are not restricted to a single plant community, occurring instead in several
communities, especially those of similar composition and physical structure. However, some
animals, birds and wide-ranging mammals in particular, may utilize an array of dissimilar
communities for forage and cover. With a few exceptions noted below, most animals found on-
site during the present survey are common, widespread, and highly adaptable species. Wildlife

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.2-3



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

species recorded as occurring in the project site include both those species that were observed
and those whose occurrence can be deduced due to the presence of diagnostic signs in the project
site.

The only mammals directly observed in the project site were the brush rabbit and California
ground squirrel. Other mammals known to occur due to the presence of tracks, burrows, and scat
include the coyote, Botta's pocket gopher, raccoon, and domestic dog. Mammal species not
observed on the site, but expected to occur because they are common in the area, include the
bobcat, opossum, striped skunk, and many small rodent species.

Seventy-five bird species were observed in the project vicinity during the course of this and
previous surveys. This relatively high number of species is due to the diversity of habitat types
within the project site and in spite of the fact that each habitat type is of relatively low quality.
The open water habitat supports waterfowl and wading birds; the freshwater marsh is home to
rails and some songbirds, riparian scrub and woodlands support many migratory songbirds and
several raptors, and the upland areas support songbirds, raptors and many cosmopolitan bird
species. Among the most common species in the project site were flocks of bush tits, scrub jays,
and mourning doves. Several sensitive bird species have been reported in the project site or in
the immediate vicinity.

Other observed species were the scrub jay, northem mockingbird, California towhee, Nuttal's
woodpecker, and mourning dove. Two raptors, the American kestrel and white-tailed kite, were
also observed in the project site.

The Pacific treefrog is the only amphibian species observed (by call) on the project site. Several
other amphibians are expected to occur on-site because they are common in the area, including
the Pacific slender salamander and western toad. The side-blotched lizard and western fence
lizard are the only reptile species directly observed in the project site. Other reptiles that are
common to the area and may occur on-site include the western whiptail (a lizard), western skink,
gophersnake, ringneck snake, and western rattlesnake.

Wildlife Corridors

The San Diego River functions as a valuable wildlife movement corridor. The relatively
unbroken area of natural habitat that stretches from the coast to many areas of natural open space
located several miles inland provides dispersal pathways for many of the wildlife species that
occupy the riparian and adjacent upland habitats in the area. A wildlife corridor is a strip of land
connecting two, or more, larger land areas that is free of barriers that would seriously curtail or
prevent wildlife passage. These corridors can serve as useful habitat in their own right, or can
serve as travel lanes for seasonal or circadian (daily) movements of wildlife. Their value
depends upon width, habitat type and structure, nature of surrounding habitat, human use
patterns, and other factors. Typically, a wildlife corridor provides refuge and ease of movement,
and often follows ridge lines or drainages. Wildlife movement corridors are important for the
free movement of animals between population centers, for access to food and water sources
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during drought, as escape routes from brush fires, and, in the longer term, for dispersal of genetic
traits between population centers.

Sensitive Biological Resources

The following discussion presents the sensitive resources from the vicinity and their known or
expected status in the project site. A brief rationale for the determination of a resource's expected
status is also presented.

Discussed in this section are: (1) species present in the project vicinity that have been given
special recognition by federal, state, or local resource conservation agencies and organizations
due to declining, limited, or threatened populations, resulting in most cases from habitat
reduction, and (2) habitat areas that are unique, of relatively limited distribution, or of particular
value to wildlife. Sources used for determination of sensitive biological resources are as follows:
wildlife - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (1997), California Natural Diversity Data
Base (CNDDB 1993), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 1980, 1997), and
Remsen (1978); plants - USFWS (1997), CDFG (1985), CNDDB (1993), and Smith and York
(1984); and habitats - CNDDB (1993) and Holland (1986). Each of the sensitive biotic resources
reported in the vicinity and their current status with the above agencies are presented in
Table 2.2-1. The potential for each species occurrence on-site is also presented in the table.

The region supports, or has historically supported, 52 sensitive animal species, 16 sensitive-plant
species, and 3 sensitive habitat types. The following discussion includes those species with the
potential to occur in the project site based on the presence of appropriate habitat and other
specific requirements such as elevation or edaphic lirnitations.

The California gnatcatcher was the only bird species designated threatened, rare, or endangered
by USFWS, CDFG, observed on-site. One sensitive plant species, the San Diego ambrosia, was
observed inside the eastern boundary; one sensitive bird species, the yellow-breasted chat; and
one sensitive reptile, the orange-throated whiptail have been previously reported in the area, but
were not observed during this site visit. In addition, all of the riparian related resources are
considered sensitive. All of the sensitive bird species found locally may occur in the project site
as migratory transients or foraging visitors and there is a potential for several sensitive bird
species to nest in the project site. Five sensitive reptile species and five sensitive mammal
species may also occur in the project site. The expected on-site status of each sensitive
biological resource reported in the vicinity is discussed above.

Existing Reclamation and Mitigation Plans

The three largest users of the areas in and adjacent to the river are sand and gravel mining
operations. As such, in accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA), they are required to develop reclamation plans for the eventual end of mining
operations on the site. The Lakeside-Caster N has 121 acres, Calmat has 103 acres, and
Woodward Sand and Materials has 23 acres, all covered under mining reclamation plans. Two
mitigation plans have also been approved in the project site. Bill Signs Trucking has prepared an
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approved Jurisdictional Delineation and mitigation plan for a floodway stabilization project on
approximately 20 acres of their property at the east end of the project site. The County of San
Diego has an approved revegetation plan for the Rock Slope Protection Project on 1.98 acres of
the 15 acre Lakeside Sanitation District property in the west end of the project site. In total, of
the 343 acres of undeveloped land in the project site, 269 acres (78%) are covered by previously
approved plans. Project implementation will not change the revegetation and mitigation required
by the reclamation plans and mitigation plans. The areas covered by reclamation and mitigation
plans are illustrated in Figure 1-3 in Section 1.0. A brief summary of the relevant portions of
each plan follows. .

Lakeside Caster JV. The "Biological Survey, Upper San Diego RiverImprovement Project,
Lakeside Caster N Parcel, Reclamation Plan" (TW Biological Services 1997) reports that "the
impacts [of the reclamation plan] can be reduced to below a level of significance by adherence to
[USDRIP EIRlEA] mitigation measures." The biological report suggests some changes in
species composition in the revegetation areas but the reclamation plan would remain in
conformance with the RiverWay Specific Plan. The reclamation plan is currently being
implemented and is expected to be complete in 1999.

Calmat. The Calmat reclamation plan is quite limited in regards to biological restoration. The
plan provides for the stabilization of slopes and allows for the future creation or natural
reestablishment of native riparian vegetation. The plan is designed so that it would not hinder
implementation of the RiverWay Specific Plan but does not propose to implement any of the
features of the specific plan. Calmat's reclamation plan expired in March 1995. An application
for a modification of that plan was applied for in November 1993, and is currently being
processed by the County.

Bill Signs Trucking Company. The bank stabilization mitigation plan requires conformance
with the RiverWay Specific Plan. A mitigation area of approximately 14 acres is to be
established in the river channel. The reclamation plan calls for the creation of a pond that has a
surface area of between 0.3 acres and 1.25 acres. The plan also calls for the relocation of all
existing major native trees and shrubs on the site to appropriately prepared on-site locations.
Exotic invasive species will be removed from the reclamation area. Existing paved and elevated
roadways will be removed from the area. It is anticipated that there will be insufficient donor
trees available on the site to fully restore the reclamation area, therefore, some areas will be left
to revegetate naturally. The upland areas will be hydroseeded with a coastal sage scrub seed
mix. The work required by the mitigation plan has recently been completed.

Rock Slope Protection Project. The County of San Diego has an approved revegetation plan
for the Rock Slope Protection Project on 1.98 acres of the 15 acre Lakeside Sanitation District
property in the west end of the project site. This revegetation plan has already been implemented
and the current biological survey noted, by qualitative observation, what appeared to be good
success.
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Applicable Resource Conservation Plans and Ordinances

The County of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance. Neither the RiverWay Specific
Plan nor the proposed project is subject to Article IV, Sections 1,2, and 6 of the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO), which address wetlands, wetland buffer areas, and sensitive habitat
lands, respectively. The RPO applies to certain discretionary permits. The purpose of the RPO
is to protect sensitive lands and prevent their degradation and loss by requiring a Resource
Protection Study and a finding that the proposed use or development is consistent with the
ordinance.

The Multiple Species Conservation Program. In response to the continued loss of sensitive
plant communities, especially coastal sage scrub, in the county, the State and Federal
governments initiated the Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP). As a participant
in the NCCP, the County has initiated the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
Subarea Plan. 404 permits are exempt from the MSCP.

The Biological Mitigation Ordinance. Application of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance
(BMO) to individual projects is the method by which the County will achieve the conservation
goals set forth in the MSCP. The BMO sets forth the mitigation requirements for projects that
impact sensitive resources within the MSCP subarea plans. Mitigation requirements for different
habitat types. are based on the location of both the impact location and mitigation location.
Impacts within core habitat areas or pre-approved mitigation areas require higher mitigation
ratios. Conversely, more credit is allowed for preservation or mitigation within core habitat areas
or pre-approved mitigation areas. The project site is not in a core habitat area or pre-approved
preserve area, indicating that development will be subject to less stringent requirements.

2.2.2 Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project would have a significant impact to on-site biological resources if it would:

• Have a negative impact to any species state or federally listed as Rare, Threatened, or
Endangered;

• Have a negative impact to any wetland or riparian resource protected under California Fish
and Game Code Section 1600 or the Clean Water Act Section 404;

• Have a negative impact to any locally designated sensitive habitat resource such as coastal
sage scrub or oak woodlands;

• Have a substantial negative impact on any species considered sensitive by resource
conservation agencies; or

• Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants, as presented in the CEQA
Guidelines (Appendix G).
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2.2.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The proposed project would not cause any direct impacts to biological resources in the project
site as the project is administrative and does not propose a specific development project.
However, land uses allowed under the new zoning reclassifications would potentially impact
biological resources as development plans are proposed in the future and implemented. Some
levels of biological protection and mitigation on the project site would continue to exist under the
proposed project as shown in Figure 2.2-2. This figure shows the areas that are subject to
regulatory protection of sensitive biological habitats present on the site either through an
approved reclamation plan, mitigation plan, or by federal and state regulation by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Game. The approved reclamation
plans include mitigation and reclamation for wetlands that had been mined. The mitigation plans
(Rock Slope and Bill Signs Trucking) include wetland restoration within the floodplain. The
parcels not covered by these plans and that contain wetlands (such as wet meadow and riparian
woodlands) would be subject to existing wetland regulations required by CDFG Code Section
1600 and the Clean Water Act Section 404. If federally listed endangered or threatened species
(Table 2.2-1) exist on the site, a Section 7 or 10 permit must be obtained from the USFWS.
Impacts to state listed species would be regulated by the State Endangered Species Act directed
by the CDFG. Permit conditions will depend on which species are discovered, their location,
and their breeding status. Mitigation may include one or more of the following: purchase of
offsite habitat to replace the habitat lost; species relocation; revegetation; and redesign of project
features to minimize or avoid significant impacts.

In addition to state and federal regulations, the USDRIP project area will be subject to the
County's BMO which applies to all projects that require a discretionary permit (such as a grading
permit). The BMO requires that any project that is subject to CEQA (i.e., involving a
discretionary action) submit to the Department of Planning and Land Use a vegetation map of the
site and a species survey report if needed. The BMO requires that project design criteria be used
to avoid sensitive habitat and species, and where not avoidable, that impacts be mitigated
according to the criteria stated in the BMO. Potential biological impacts that could occur from
future development proposals on the USDRIP project site and that would require mitigation per
the BMO are described below.

Potential Biological Impacts from Future Development

Vegetation

The primary impact of development in the project site would be the direct removal of on-site
plant communities and the wildlife habitat that they represent. Degradation of adjacent natural
areas after project implementation would constitute a secondary project impact. These impacts
include the potential loss of sensitive wetland and riparian habitats, which would be considered a
significant impact of a future development proposal.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.2-8
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Wildlife

The immediate impact of development to wildlife would be that construction activity would
disturb wildlife in the vicinity. Many species can be expected to move to adjacent areas of
similar habitat. Wildlife, which does emigrate, is subject to mortality by predation and
unsuccessful competition for food and territory. Species of low mobility, particularly burrowing
reptiles and mammals, will probably be eliminated by site preparation.

Indirectly, wildlife populations in the surrounding area would be affected adversely by loss of
available habitat within the project site as resident wildlife species were displaced by
development. This displacement would cause temporary increased stress on nearby wildlife
populations as competition for food, water, and nesting sites increased. Replacement
landscaping on the freeway embankments would eventually provide replacement habitat for the
existing coastal sage scrub landscaping. .The wildlife species currently utilizing the freeway
landscaping are expected to return to the replacement habitat when the freeway landscaping has
established itself as a mature habitat.

Night lighting in the allowed development areas adjacent to the floodway may be detrimental to
animals in nearby natural areas for a variety of reasons. These include disruption of circadian
rhythms and avoidance due to light sensitivity in species with exceptional night vision. Some
insectivorous species benefit from night lighting because it attracts and concentrates large
numbers of insects for feeding purposes. However, the typical net effect of lighting is that
adjacent areas are utilized by wildlife to less than their fullest extent. The on-site riparian habitat
would be most affected by the additional lighting because this area is likely to support more
sensitive species and because this area is the least influenced by existing freeway lighting.

The San Diego River traverses the site in an east-west direction. The river is currently serving as
a wildlife corridor. It would be anticipated that with implementation of the project (including
implementation of the reclamation plans) that the river will continue to function as a wildlife
corridor.

Sensitive Biological Resources

A variety of habitats exist on-site, including riparian and coastal sage scrub, which may support
threatened or endangered species.

The San Diego ambrosia was observed within the boundaries of the project site near the eastern
border; therefore, there is a potential impact to sensitive plant species once a development plan is
proposed for that area.

Any impacts to sensitive biological resources would be considered significant.
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Area Specific Impacts

There are five areas of undeveloped land on the project site that are not covered by an existing
reclamation or mitigation plan. Figure 2.2-2 illustrates the location of each of these areas. In
each of these areas, future development proposals would impact undeveloped land that supports
some vegetation and wildlife. In each case, the area has been previously disturbed to some
degree and, in most cases, the vegetation present is non-native ruderal vegetation, and the
wildlife present is typical of the suburban environment.

In the northwest comer of the site (Area I on Figure 2.2-2), there is a 30-acre parcel that is
currently dominated by ruderal grassland and wet meadow. Several large willow trees are also
present that probably remain from the time when the entire floodplain was at the same
approximate elevation. This site is designated as Planning Area I in the RiverWay Specific Plan.
Development in this area would result in the loss of more than five acres of potential wetland. In
addition, a California gnatcatcher pair (federally listed as threatened) was observed in the
southwest comer of this parcel. The birds primarily utilized habitat off-site to the south, but were
noted perching on shrubs at the property boundary. Development of this parcel could impact this
species which would be considered a significant impact.

The IS-acre Lakeside Sanitation District property in the southwest comer of the project site
(Area 2) is dominated by ruderal vegetation with the exception of the 1.98-acre revegetation area
discussed earlier. Development in the upland portion of this site would impact non-native
ruderal vegetation and common cosmopolitan wildlife species. As long as the revegetation site is
avoided, impacts to this site would probably not be significant.

Near the center of the site, surrounded by the sand and gravel mines, is a five-acre parcel that is
presently occupied by a large pond that supports some willows along its margins (Area 3).
Development of this area could impact up to nearly five acres of waters of the U.S. and riparian
habitats, which would be a significant impact.

Immediately east of the Willowbrook Golf Course is a 16-acre area, of which approximately
seven acres are occupied by a serpentine waterway and pond that were obviously man-made
(Area 4). The margins or the waterway and pond support scattered riparian vegetation.
Development in this area would result in the impact of nearly seven acres of waters of the U.S.
and associated riparian habitat, which would be a significant impact.

At the northeast comer is an approximately five-acre area along the east side of Lakeside Avenue
that supports ruderal vegetation only (Area 5). Development in this area would impact non-
native ruderal vegetation and common cosmopolitan wildlife species. It is likely that there
would be no significant impacts to this parcel from ultimate development.

Significant biological impacts would occur if future development proposals in the areas
discussed above impact wetlands, sensitive plant and animal species, and sensitive biological
habitat. However, no development is proposed as part of this project. It is not possible to
determine what specific impacts future development would cause or how significant the impacts
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would be without knowing the specifics of the proposed development. The County BMO
contains specific requirements for future development proposals that may impact biological
resources including detailed site surveys to identify the presence of sensitive habitat or species,
quantification of impacts to sensitive resources, and mitigation for any impacts. The BMO is a
habitat-based mitigation regulation that requires mitigation for species-supporting habitat
according to a tier-based system. The mitigation requirements vary by the quality of resources
impacted and the sensitivity of a plant or animal population. Mitigation ratios are established for.
vegetation communities that exist on the USDRIP site including wetlands and coastal sage scrub.
Wetlands are considered a Tier I Vegetation Community which requires in-kind mitigation at
replacement ratios varying from 1:1 to 3:1.

Future development that may be proposed in the project area must comply with the BMO and
other regulations discussed above designed to protect biological resources. Therefore, potential
impacts to biological resources should not be significant, with the exception of wetland impacts
associated with the County flood control plan (see following discussion).

Plan to Plan Comparison

There are two potential impacts considering a plan to plan comparison. The first would be the
removal of the Planning Buffer zone around the preserved/restored riparian habitat along the
floodway. This buffer is currently planned as a 50 to 100-foot-wide zone where no development
would be allowed. If the Specific Plan is removed, buildings could be permitted up to the edge
of the biological buffer zone, which includes the floodway and its banks. The other impact
would be a reduction in the revegetation requirements for the floodway. The RiverWay Specific
Plan includes substantial revegetation and riparian habitat creation in this area. Although the
County BMO and Clean Water Act Section 404 wetland regulations would require avoidance of
wetlands and mitigation where no feasible alternatives exist to avoid impacts, the potential exists
that wetland mitigation would not occur at the same level as currently required in the RiverWay
Specific Plan. Also, the level of wetland creation and mitigation for the majority of the floodway
covered by the Calmat property cannot be determined at this time since the Calmat Reclamation
Plan has expired. The RiverWay Specific Plan revegetation requirements are detailed and
contain requirements for wetland and upland habitat creation, planting specifications, biology
and planning buffers, and trails. Long-term maintenance and monitoring requirements are also
required. Impacts from completion of the County flood control plan may not be adequately
mitigated since approval of this plan relied on the RiverWay Specific Plan as mitigation for
wetland impacts. This is considered a significant impact.

2.2.4 Mitigation Measures

• Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance. All wetland restoration, revegetation, and
creation activities will be conducted within the San Diego River floodplain. Impacts to all
wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of wetlands which replace
the functions and values of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there will be no net loss
of wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of the functions and values. The mitigation
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plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and Land Use. In
addition, appropriate wetland permits shall be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game. The project applicant shall also
comply with all applicable permit requirements.

2.2.5 Conclusions

With implementation of site-specific mitigation programs, impacts to biological resources can be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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TABLE 2.2-1
SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE

USDRIP VICINITY

USFWS CDFG CNPS Occ.

San Diego Thommint - Acanthamintha ilicifolia PE E IB N
California Adolphia - Adolphia californica 2 N
San Diego Ambrosia- Ambrosia pumilla SC IB 0
Thread-leaved Brodiaea - Brodiaeafilifolia PT E IB U
Western Dichondra - Dichondra occidentalis 4 U
B1ochman=s Dudleya - Dudleya blochmaniae SC IB U
Many-stemmed Dudleya - Dudleya multicaulis SC IB U
San Diego Button Celery, Coyote Thistle - Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii E E IB N
Coast Wallflower - Erysimum ammophilum SC IB N
San Diego Barrel Cactus - Ferocactus viridescens SC 2 N
Palmer's Grappling Hook - Harpagonella palmeri SC 2 U
San Diego Marsh Elder - Iva hayesiana SC 2 N
San Diego Goldenstar - Mullia clevelandii SC IB P
Mesa Clubmoss, Ashy Spike Moss - Selaginella cinerascens 4 N
San Diego County Needlegrass - Nasella diegoensis 2 N
San Diego County Viguiera - Viguiera laciniata 2 N

Red Legged Frog - Rana aurora dray toni T U
Arroyo southwestern toad - Bufo microscaphus californicus E U
Southwestern Pond Turtle - Clemmys marmorata pallida U
Coronado Island Skink - Eumeces skiltonianus interparietalis SC CSC P
San Diego Homed Lizard - Phrynosoma coronatum blainvellei SC CSC SDHS U
Coastal Western Whiptail - Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus SC P
Orange-throated Whiptail - Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi SC CSC SDHS 0
Silvery Legless Lizard - Anniella pulchra pulchra CSC N
Two-striped Garter Snake - Thamnophis hammondii CSC P
Coastal Rosy Boa - Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca SC P N
San Diego Ringneck Snake - Diadophis punctatus similis SC P
Coast Patch-nosed Snake- Salvadora hexalepis virgultea SC CSC P
Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake - Crotalus ruber ruber SC CSC U

Double-crested cormorant - Phalacrocorax auritus CSC U
Least bittern - Ixobrychus exilis CSC P
White-faced ibis - Plegadis chihi CSC U
Fulvous whistling-duck - Dendrocygna bicolor CSC U
California Least Tern - Sterna antillarum browni E E N
California Gnatcatcher - Polioptila californica T CSC 0
Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow - Aimophila ruficeps canescens SC P
Coastal Cactus Wren - Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus CSC U
California Homed Lark - Eremophila alpestris actia SC CSC P
Osprey - Pandion haliaetus CSC N
Bald Eagle - Haliaeetus leucocephalus T E N
Swainson's Hawk - Buteo swainsoni T N
Merlin - Falco columbarius CSC N
Peregrine Falcon - Falco peregrinus E E N
Prairie Falcon - Falco mexican us CSC N
White-tailed Kite - Elanus caeruleus majusculus FP CSC P
Northern Harrier - Circus cyaneus hudsonius PM CSC P
Cooper's Hawk - Accipiter cooperii CSC P
Sharp-shinned Hawk - Accipiter striatus CSC,W P
Golden Eagle - Aquila chrysaetos FP FP,CSC N
Yellow-billed Cuckoo - Coccyzus americanus E P
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TABLE 2.2-1- (Continued)
SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE

USDRIP VICINITY

USFWS CDFG CNPS Occ.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher - Empidonax traillii extimus E E P
Willow Flycatcher - Empidonax traillii E P
Loggerhead shrike - Lanius ludovicianus SC CSC P
Least Bell's Vireo - Vireo bellii pusillus E E P
Yellow Warbler - Dendroiea petechia CSC P
Tricolored Blackbird - Agelaius tricolor CSC P
Yellow-breasted chat - Icteria virens CSC 0
Burrowing Owl - Speotyto cunicularia hypugaea PM esc N
Long-eared Owl - Asio otus esc P

California Mastiff Bat - Eumops perotis californicus SC esc U
Pale Big-eared Bat - Plecotus townsendii pal/escens SC CSC U
California Leaf-nosed Bat - Macrotus californicus SC CSC U
San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit - Lepus califomicus bennetti SC CSC N
Dulzura Pocket Mouse - Chaetodipus fal/ax femoralis sc CSC U
Northwestern San Diego Pocket Mouse - Chaetodipus fallax fal/ax S csc P
Pacific Pocket Mouse - Perognathus longimembris pacificus E E N
Southern Grasshopper Mouse - Onychomys torridus ramona SC esc P
San Diego Desert Woodrat - Neotoma lepida intermedia SC esc N
American Badger - Taxidea taxus jeffersoni CSC,HS N

Riparian woodland 0
Streamcourses** 0
Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP NCCP 0

Notes:
This table contains a listing of most of the sensitive biological resources reported from the site vicinity. Some
species that have been reported in the vicinity but which have very specific habitat requirements which would
indicate an extreme unlikelihood of their occurrence on site have not been included in this table.

Occ.
P
o
U
N

E
PEIPT
Fp
SC

CSC

IB

2

4

NCCP

Occurrence
PossiblelProbable undetected occurrence on-site.
Occurs on-site.
Unlikely to occur on-site.
No occurrence on-site.

Endangered; Species is in immediate danger of extirpation or extinction from existing pressures.
Proposed for federal listing as endangered or threatened.
Fully Protected by special ordinance or statute.
Federal species of concern. Unofficially applied to former Candidates for Federal Listing as Threatened
or Endangered - Species for which existing information indicates a listing may be warranted, but for
which substantial biological information to support a proposed rule is lacking.
CDFG Species of Special Concern; native species not having state or federal Threatened or Endangered
Species status, but thought to warrant monitoring due to declining population numbers.
CNPS Priority List IB; plant rare, threatened, or endangered in CA and elsewhere; eligible for state
listing.
CNPS Priority List 2; plant rare, threatened, or endangered in CA, but more common elsewhere; eligible
for state listing.
CNPS Priority List 4; on watch list for plants of limited distribution.
Protected by CDFG Code Chapter 1600 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers [ACOE]).
Natural Communities Conservation Plan
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NOISE

2.3 NOISE

The noise section identifies, describes, and evaluates noise sources and potential noise conflicts
associated with the proposed project. This section analyzes the noise impacts generated by the
proposed project, including both the short-term construction impacts and long-term operational
impacts, and determine whether the proposed project would result in perceptible or significant
increases in noise levels. These impacts are evaluated based upon the worst-case buildout of
allowed uses.

2.3.1 Existing Conditions

Terminology and Methodology

Noise is often defined as unwanted sound because it can cause hearing losses, interfere with
speech communication, disturb sleep, and interfere with the performance of complex tasks.
Environmental noise is usually measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA). A decibel (dB) is a
logarithmic unit of sound energy intensity. Sound waves, traveling outward from a source, exert
a sound pressure level (commonly called "sound level"), measured in dBs. A dBA is a dB
corrected for the variation in frequency response of the typical human ear at commonly
encountered noise levels. In general, people can perceive a 3-dBA difference in noise levels; a
difference of 10 dBA is perceived as a doubling of loudness. Some representative sounds and
sound pressure levels are shown in Figure 2.3-1.

Community noise is generally not steady state and varies with time. Under these conditions of
non-steady state noise, some type of statistical system of measurement is necessary in order to
quantify human response to noise. Several rating scales have been developed for the analysis of
adverse effects of community noise on people. These scales include the Equivalent Noise Level
(Leq), the Day-Night Average Level (Lm,), and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).

Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same total
energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is the "energy" average noise
level. Ldn and CNEL are similar to Leq, but it is for 24 hours, and applies a weighting factor
which places greater significance on noise events occurring during the evening and night hours
(when sleep disturbance is a concern). Ldn is a 24-hour, time weighted average, obtained after the
addition of 10 dB to sound levels between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. CNEL is a 24-
hour, time-weighted average, obtained after the addition of 5 dB to sound levels between the
hours of7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB to sound levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Sound Propagation and Attenuation

Each source of noise can be categorized as either a "line source" or a "point source." For a "line
source" of noise, such as a heavily traveled roadway, the noise level decreases by a nominal
value of 3 dB for each doubling of distance between the noise source and the noise receptor. In
many cases, noise attenuation is increased to 4.5 dB for each doubling of distance with the
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combined effects of enviromnental factors, such as wind conditions, temperature gradients,
characteristics of the ground and the air, and the presence of vegetation.

In an area which is relatively flat and free of barriers, the sound level resulting from a single
"point source" of noise decreases by 6 dB for each doubling of distance. This applies to fixed
and mobile sources, which are temporarily stationary, such as an idling truck or other heavy duty
equipment operating within a confined area, such as a construction site.

Noise Standards, Plans, Policies, and Guidelines

Noise Element a/the General Plan

The project area lies entirely within the County of San Diego and is therefore subject to
regulation in accordance with the Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan and the
County Noise Ordinance.

The Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan establishes general noise exposure
standards for determining land use/noise compatibility in terms of CNEL. It also establishes
comprehensive goals, policies, and actions to address noise problems in the County; in particular,
the Noise Element includes Policy 4b with the following provisions:

1. Wherever possible, development in San Diego County should be planned and constructed
so that noise sensitive areas are not subject to noise in excess of CNEL equal to 55
decibels.

2. Whenever it appears that new development will result in any (existing or future) noise
sensitive area being subjected to noise levels of CNEL equal to 60 decibels or greater, an
acoustical study should be required.

3. If the acoustical study shows that noise levels at any noise sensitive areas will exceed
CNEL equal to 60 decibels, the development should not be approved unless the following
findings are made:

A. Modifications to the development have been or will be made which reduce the
exterior noise level below CNEL equal to 60 decibels; or

B. If with current noise abatement technology it is infeasible to reduce exterior
CNEL to 60 decibels then modifications to the development have been or will be
made which reduce interior noise below CNEL equal to 45 decibels. Particular
attention shall be given to noise sensitive interior spaces such as bedrooms; and

C. If finding "B" above is made, a further finding is made that there are specifically
identified overriding social or economic considerations which warrant approval of
the development without modification as described in "A" above.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.3-2
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4. If the acoustical study shows that noise levels at any noise sensitive area will exceed
CNEL equal to 75 decibels, the development should not be approved.

Policy 4b defines "Development" as any physical development, including, but not limited to,
residences, commercial, or industrial facilities, roads, civic buildings, hospitals, schools, airports,
or similar facilities. Policy 4b defines ''Noise Sensitive Area" as the building site of any
residence, hospital, school, library, or similar facility where quiet is an important attribute of the
environment.

County Noise Ordinance

The County of San Diego Noise Ordinance establishes the property line sound level limits. The
Noise Ordinance specifies in Section 36.404 "Sound Level Limits" that unless a variance has
been applied for and granted, it shall be unlawful for any person to cause or allow the creation of
any noise to the extent that the one-hour average sound level, at any point on or beyond the
boundaries of the property on which the sound is produced, exceeds the applicable limits listed
below.

According to the Noise Ordinance, the sound level limit at a location on a boundary between two
(2) zoning districts is the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two districts. The Noise
Ordinance specifies that the one-hour average sound level limit applicable to extractive industries
including but not limited to borrow pits and mines, shall be 75 decibels at the property line
regardless of the zone where the extractive industry is actually located. The Noise Ordinance
also specifies that if the measured ambient level exceeds the applicable limit, the allowable one-
hour average sound level shall be the ambient noise level.

In the immediate vicinity of the project site, the property sound level limits of the Noise
Ordinance are as follows:

Zone Time

Applicable Limit
One-Hour Average Sound

Level (decibels)

RS7, RS3, An, S80, RU29 Use
regulations with a density of less
than 11 dwelling units per acre

7 a.m. to 10p.m.
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.

50
45

RU29 Use regulations with a
density of 11 or more dwelling unit
per acre

7 a.m. to 10p.m.
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.

55
50

C34, C36 60
55

7 a.m. to 10p.m.
10p.m. to 7 a.m.

M52,M54 Anytime 70
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Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines

The State of California has established guidelines and/or standards for acceptable community
noise levels. These guidelines are presented in Figure 2.3-2. These compatibility guidelines
indicate that office buildings, business, and professional land uses are acceptable in areas of
65 dBA (Ldn or CNEL) or less and normally acceptable in areas exposed to 65 to 75 dBA. These
guidelines also indicate that residential uses and other noise-sensitive receptors generally should
be located in areas where outdoor ambient noise levels do not exceed 65 to 70 dBA. However,
the State stresses that these compatibility guidelines can be modified to reflect sensitivities of
individual communities to noise (OPR 1987).

Based on the land use compatibility guidelines in Figure 2.3-2, commercial development is
normally acceptable in areas with ambient levels of up to 70 dBA. When commercial
development is permitted in areas of 75 dBA or greater, special construction precautions and
sound barriers are required prior to construction.

Existing Noise Levels

The existing noise environment throughout the project area is affected primarily by
transportation-related noise, including both automobile and truck traffic noise, and noise
associated by sand mining and reclamation activities. Noise levels in the vicinity of the project
area are produced almost exclusively by motor vehicle traffic on Highway 67, Riverside Drive,
Lakeside Avenue, EI Nopal Road, Riverford Road, Woodside Avenue, and Channel Road, and
heavy equipment used for mining activities along the San Diego River.

Sensitive Receptors.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others, due to the
amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure time and "insulation" from noise) and the
types of activities typically involved. Residences, motels and hotels, schools, libraries, churches,
hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, parks and outdoor recreation areas are generally more
sensitive to noise than are commercial and industrial land uses.

There are a limited number of sensitive receptors in the project area, which include 32 single-
family dwelling units, six duplexes, Lakeside Farms Elementary School, which is located on
Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Middle School, which is located south of the San Diego River.
Surrounding sensitive receptors include the Willowbrook Country Club, single-family residences
to the north and to the west, and EI Capital High School, located east of Highway 67.

2.3.2 Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the noise related issues of a proposed project, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if
it would "increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas."

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.3-4

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

NOISE

In addition, the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance has established the following property
line one-hour average sound level limits, as discussed earlier:

7 a.m.-l0 p.m. 10 p.m.-7 a.m.

• RS3, RS7, An, RU29 (ll<du/acre)
• RU29 (ll>du/acre)
• C34, C36
• M52, M54

50dBA
55dBA
60dBA
70dBA

45dBA
50dBA
55 dBA
70dBA

According to historical noise studies, an increase of 1 dBA cannot be perceived; a 3 dBA
increase is considered a just-noticeable difference (Stevens 1995 and Beranek 1954).
Additionally, a change of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in community
response would be expected. Therefore, the industry-accepted threshold of significance for an
area that already exceeds the applicable standard is determined by the "measurable change,"
defined as a change of 3 dBA or greater.

2.3.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Noise impacts for the project area would result from traffic-generated noise and activrties
associated with industrial and commercial uses. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model was utilized to estimate the increase in traffic noise
levels along the following street segments due to project-generated motor vehicle trips during the
p.m. peak hour, which presents the worst-case scenario:

• Riverside Drive between Riverford Road and Palm Row Drive;
• Riverside Drive between Palm Row Drive and Vista Camino;
• Riverside Drive between Vista Camino and Lakeside Avenue;
• Lakeside Avenue between Valle Vista Road and Channel Road;
• Channel Road between Riverside DriveILakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street;
• Riverford Road between Riverside Drive and Highway 67; and
• Woodside Avenue between Winter Gardens Boulevard and Channel Road.

The FHW A model has been used to estimate existing and future noise levels during the p.m.
peak hour to provide a consistent basis of analysis directly related to peak hour traffic volume
changes that would result from the proposed project. Traffic noise was estimated for the
following conditions: existing conditions (1998), and future (year 2005) conditions with and
without the project. Existing and projected noise levels at approximately 50, 150, and 300 feet
from the roadway segment are presented in Table 2.3-1. These distances were selected to present
noise levels at different locations from the roadway segment, where sensitive receptors could be
located.

As mentioned briefly above, noise increases of less than 3 dBA are typically not noticeable by
the average person, while a 3 dBA and above increase in noise levels is just-noticeable to most
sensitive receptors. Due to the logarithmic nature of the acoustical scale, a 10 dBA increase is
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perceived as a doubling of loudness. As shown in Table 2.3-1, noise levels are expected to
increase in the project area as a result of project-generated traffic. However, this increase is
estimated to be no greater than 3 dBA, which does not exceed the measurable increase and would
not be perceptible and significant.

The project vicinity would be subject to noise levels exceeding 65 dBA. Similar to the
RiverWay Specific Plan, the proposed zone reclassification would allow the development of
residential uses adjacent to commercial and/or industrial uses and uses that are allowed by right,
which may result in a significant noise impact on sensitive receptors, specifically the residential
uses. The areas where this potential conflict are located include:

• The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to M54
Industrial Zone;

• The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial IS located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

• The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

• The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

Noise impacts associated with industrial uses adjacent to the northwestern residential area (RS7)
are not anticipated to be significant because Mast Boulevard separates the industrial from the
residential uses. The physical separation between these two uses would be expected to reduce
the noise levels to acceptable levels.

It should be recognized that at a Plan-to-Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

2.3.4 Mitigation Measures

• As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:

The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.3-6
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The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project sites to
ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's Noise
Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise Ordinance. The
noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including building design and
orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from residential property lines,
limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise walls, and setbacks, as needed.

2.3.5 Conclusions

With implementation of site-specific mitigation measures, noise impacts can be mitigated to
below a level of significance.
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THRESHOLD
LEVEL

COMMON OUTDOOR
NOISE LEVELS

NOISE LEVEL
(dBa)

COMMON INDOOR
NOISE LEVELS

Physically Painful 140Fireanns. Air Raid Siren. }
Sonic Boom •...•.•

Jackhammer ..•••••

Jet Takeoff. Oxygen Torch •••••••

Motorcycle at 15 ft. (unmuffledl

Power Mower at 3 ft.
Jet Ayover at 1000 ft.

Snowmobile. Chain Saw

Freight Train at 50 ft.

Motorcycle at 50 ft.

High Urban Ambient Sound
Passenger Car (65mphl at 25 ft.

Busy Traffic

Air Conditioning Unit at 100 ft. •••••..

Large Transfonners at 100 ft.. }
Moderate Rainfall •....••

Bird Calls

Lowest Limit of Urban
Ambient Sound

Threshold of Hearing

130

120

Discotheque

110 •••••.• Rock Band

100

Newspaper Press

90

80 ••••••• Garbage Disposal. Alann Clock

70 ... .... Vacuum Cleaner

60 ••••••• Nonnal Speech. Dishwasher (rinse)
at 100ft.

50

40 ••••••• Quiet Room

••••••....... Library

30 ..• •••• Whisper

20 ••••••• Motion Picture Studio

10 .••.••• Leaves Rustling

o

Fig. 2.3-1
Typical Noise Levels of Familiar Sources
Sources: Federal Interagency Committee. Federal Agency Review of
Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues. August 1992; American Speech
- Language - Hearing Association. ASHA Brochure. November 1997;
Los Angeles County Preliminary Noise Element, July 1994.
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SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

FIGURE 2.3-2 - Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment

Community Noise Exposure
Land Use Category Ldn or CNEL, dB

55 60 65 70 75 80
, 1 IResidential- Low Density Single Family, L" :', -., ' I

Duplex, Mobile Homes
I

,.,,' " .. ,,'
c I

IResidential- Multiple Family I·,' ». 'I

I
.. I

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels .' ., -I

I I
c ,. 1

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, - , .; ". "':',,1
Nursing Homes

I I
I

Auditoriums, Concen Halls, • C cc, • .' ' -"; .:' .: _.- - '",I
Amphitheaters

I I I I
I ISpons Arena, Outdoor Spectator Spons c •• •• ' 'c ..... ~. .:,.'. ,I -co. ~..;-;.:;:a

I 1 I I
I • IPlaygrounds, Neighborhood Parks

1 I
1 "" .. I

~

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemetenes

, ,

IOffice Buildings, Business, Commercial I'" I?~,,, ..: , 1--,,'-"1
and Professional

I I I
I I I

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, " 'ii<1.,:Agriculture
I

r-I NormallyL.-.J Acceptable

Specified land use is
satisfactory based upon the
assumption that any
buildings involved are of
normal conventional
construction, without any
special noise insulation
requirements.

l"I::,,;,n,1 Conditionally::<;-;-;t: Acceptable

New construction or
development should be
undenaken only after a
detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirement is
made and needed noise
insulation features included in
the design. Conventional
construction, but with closed
windows and fresh air supply
systems or air conditioning.
will normally suffice.

Normally
Unacceptable •

Clearly
Unacceptable

New construction or
development should generally
be discouraged. If new
construction or development
does proceed, a detailed
analysis of the noise reduction
requirements must be made
and needed noise insulation
features included in the
design.

New construction or
development should generally
not be undenaken.

SOURCE: Office of Planning and Research 1987.
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SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

TABLE 2.3-1
MODELED EXISTING AND PROJECTED AFTERNOON PEAK-HOUR

NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT AREA AND VICINITY

Noise Levels (dBA, L~)'
Approximate Existing Plus
Distance from Existing Project
Road Segment Conditions Conditions Project Impact

Modeled Location (feet) (1998) (2005)

Riverside Drive" 50 74 76 2
Between Riverford Road and ISO 69 71 2
Palm Row Drive 300 66 68 2

Riverside Drive" 50 73 75 2
Between Palm Row Drive and ISO 68 70 2
Vista Camino 300 65 67 2

Riverside Drive" 50 72 75 3
Between Vista Camino and ISO 67 69 4
Lakeside Avenue 300 64 66 4

Lakeside Avenue" 50 72 74 2
Between Valle Vista Road and ISO 67 69 2
Channel Road 300 64 66 2

Channel Road"
Between Lakeside Avenue and 50 72 74 2
Mapleview Street ISO 66 69 3

300 63 66 3
Riverford Road" 50 73 76 3

Between Riverside Drive and ISO 68 71 3
Highway 67 300 65 68 3

Woodside Avenue" 50 72 73 I
Between Winter Gardens Boulevard and ISO 67 68 I
Channel Road 300 64 65 I

Notes:
a. Noise level estimates and projections were made using the U.S. Department of Transportation's FHWA Highway Traffic

Noise Prediction Model and are based on the turning volumes presented in the traffic impact analysis prepared by
Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Inc. Vehicle mix assumed to be 80% autos, 12% medium trucks, and 8% heavy
trucks (Linscott, Law, & Greenspan Engineers, Inc.).

b. Assumes an average speed of 45 miles per hour (mph), as presented in the traffic impact analysis.
c. Assumes an average speed of 40 mph, as presented in the traffic impact analysis.
d. Assumes an average speed of 35 mph, as presented in the traffic impact analysis.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

2.4 PUBLIC SERVICES

The Public Services Section assesses the impacts of the proposed project on fire protection,
police services, and schools. This analysis is based on comparisons of the existing levels of
service and the levels needed to adequately serve the uses allowed by the project.

2.4.1 Existing Conditions

Fire Protection

Fire protection and emergency services for the project area are provided by the Lakeside Fire
Protection District. Two stations are available to serve the project area; Station One, which is at
9726 Riverview Avenue within the project area, and Station Two, which is located at
11211 Valle Vista outside of the project area. Although Station One is located within the project
area, it is not in a suitable location to serve the needs of the project area as this station is
separated from the vast majority of the project by Highway 67. Additionally, the project area is
bisected by the San Diego River; as a result, the project area is subject to flooding, which
contributes to the occasional difficulty of accessing the project area in the event of an emergency.
Presently, response times vary but average five minutes in duration (Lakeside Fire Protection
District July 1998). The Lakeside Fire Protection District has an established response time goal
of five minutes, which is currently met. However, according to the District, this is not the only
criterion to determine service adequacy. According to the most recent study by ISO Commercial
Risk Services, Inc., the other criteria that need to be considered are the following: the number of
needed fire stations, a fire station equipped with a ladder truck within 2.5 road miles of a specific
site, and a fire station equipped with engine companies within 1.5 miles of a specific site
(Lakeside Fire Protection District November 1998).

The Lakeside Fire Protection District currently needs seven fire stations to adequately serve their
area of jurisdiction; presently the District has four stations, which results in a shortage of three
stations to serve their District. Additionally, the District does not currently operate a ladder
company; the nearest available ladder truck is located on Cottonwood Avenue in the City of
Santee, which responds by a mutual aid agreement, but is well beyond the acceptable distance of
2.5 road miles. Moreover, Fire Station #2 at 11211 Valle Vista Road is beyond the acceptable
distance of 1.5 miles for engine companies (Lakeside Fire Protection District November 1998).

The Lakeside Fire Protection District also indicates that the existing water supply system for the
project area is inadequate to serve large commercial complexes. For example, there are no fire
hydrants on Riverford Road between Woodside Avenue and Riverside Drive. Any fire in this
area would require "Tanker" operations and the Fire District's Water Tender 3 is located at 14008
Highway 8 Business, which is six miles from the project area. Additionally, many hydrants in
Marilla Drive and Riverview Avenue are substandard and are only capable of 800 gallons per
minute (gpm) of fire flow. The minimum water supply required to suppress a fire even in a
single-family dwelling is 1,500 gpm at 20 psi residual (Lakeside Fire Protection District July
1998).
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Currently, the Lakeside Fire Protection District has no plans to build additional fire stations or
purchase a ladder truck. However, their aerial water tower, which is housed at Fire Station #3 at
14008 Highway Business in EI Cajon, (also well beyond the acceptable travel distance to the
project site), is due for replacement (Lakeside Fire Protection District November 1998).

According to the Lakeside Fire Protection District, the project area is within the State of
California Severe Wildland Fire Danger Area, which requires any new development to conduct
additional clearing, brush removal, and building standards to reduce incidents of fire.

Police Protection

The project area is located within an unincorporated portion of the County of San Diego; it is
served by the San Diego County Sheriffs Department from the Santee Sheriffs Station located at
8811 Cuyamaca Street. This station currently provides the following staffing: I captain, 2
lieutenants, 7 sergeants, 59 deputies, 12 detectives, 12 community service officers, 6 crime
prevention specialists, and 10 secretaries (San Diego County Sheriffs Department 1998).

Quick response to calls is critical because it increases the chances of saving lives and
apprehending criminals at or near the scene of the crime. In rural areas of unincorporated San
Diego, the current goal for response time to a priority call is 12 minutes or less. These are calls
involving life-threatening situations or felonies in progress. For all other calls, the target is 24
minutes or less. As provided by the Sheriffs CrimeAnalysis Unit, average response times for
calls for service in the Santee Sheriffs Station's unincorporated jurisdiction during the 1997
calendar year are as follows: priority calls - 10.8 minutes and non-priority calls - 37.3 minutes;
as presented, the average response time for non-priority calls does not meet the current target of
24 minutes or less (San Diego County Sheriffs Department 1998).

The desirable law enforcement service level for unincorporated areas is computed on a 24-hour
service package and consists of seven patrol deputies, two detectives, one supervisor and one
clerical support staff for each 10,000 resident population; for each population increase of 1,000
persons, approximately one sworn officer must be added to maintain current levels of service.
Although resources provided for the unincorporated area of the County are currently below
actual current projected staffing levels, the response time for priority calls is within the 12-
minute goal. However, current staffing and personnel do not adequately serve the project area
based on the desirable law enforcement service level (San Diego County Sheriffs Department
1998).

Schools

The project area is within the jurisdiction of the Lakeside Union Elementary School District
(Grades K-8) and the Grossmont Union High School District (Grades 9-12). The schools serving
the project area are Lakeside Farms School at 11915 Lakeside Avenue and Lakeside Middle
School at 11833 Woodside Avenue, both with the Lakeside Union Elementary School District
(Lakeside Union Elementary School District July 1998), and the EI Capitan High School with the
Grossmont Union High School District. The current enrollment (as of October 26, 1998) for
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Lakeside Farms School is 558 students, with a capacity of 469 students; the current enrollment
(as of October 26, 1998) for Lakeside Middle School is 663 students, with a capacity of
696 students, and the current enrollment (as of October 8, 1998) for El Capitan High School is
2,233 students, with a capacity of 1,876 students (Lakeside Union Elementary School District
and Grossmont Union High School District, pers. comm. October 1998).

The Lakeside Union Elementary School District operates 9 schools; it currently exceeds its
facility capacity of 4,026 students and anticipates to continue to exceed capacity through the
2007-08 school year (Lakeside Union Elementary School District March 1998). As of October
26, 1998, the Lakeside Union Elementary School District enrollment is 4,858 (Lakeside Union
Elementary School District, pers. com. October 1998). The Grossmont Union High School
District operates 10 high schools; its current enrollment of 2,162 students currently exceeds its
capacity of 1,840 students. Its projected enrollment for 1997/1998 and for succeeding years
would exceed the desired assignment level, which is the level at which the Grossmont Union
High School District can provide its standard instructional program of six periods per day per
student without extended day scheduling.

A mechanism to offset new development impacts is the collection of "new development" fees
from new residential and commercial projects.

Currently, the mandatory state development fee is $1.93 per square foot for residential
construction, and $0.31 per square foot for commercial/industrial construction. However,
Government Code Section 53080 authorizes school districts to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or
other form of requirement against any development project for the construction or reconstruction
of school facilities provided that the district can showjustification for levying of fees.

The Lakeside Union Elementary School District prepared a developer fee justification study,
which found that justification exists for levying fees in the district of at least $3.23 per square
foot for single-family residential construction, $6.32 per square foot for multi-family residential
construction, and between $0.04 and $3.05 per square foot for commercial and industrial
construction (Lakeside Union Elementary School District 1998).

The Grossmont Union High School District also has a developer fee assessment policy. The
current level of assessment for different types of development is as follows: $0.70 per square
foot for residential and $0.11 per square foot for industrial or commercial projects (Grossmont
Union High School District 1998).

Table 2.4-1 presents the student generation rates for both the Lakeside Union Elementary School
District and the Grossmont Union High School District. Table 2.4-2 presents the generation
factors used to determine the number of households associated with commercial and industrial
uses.
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2.4.2 Thresholds of Significance

Impacts to public services are considered significant if they cause any of the following:

• Require additional staff and equipment in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.

• Have a significant effect on, or result in a substantial need for new, altered, or expanded
services.

2.4.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Fire Protection

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire flow, response distance
from existing fire stations, and the Fire Protection District's judgment for needs in the area. In
general, the required fire flow is closely related to land use. The quantity of water necessary for
fire protection varies with the type of development, existing/potential hazards, occupancy and the
degree of fire hazard.

The residential development that would be allowed under the proposed project would be required
to have a minimum fire flow of 1,500 gpm at 20 psi. As previously mentioned, many of the fire
hydrants in the project area are substandard and have a maximum fire flow capability of 800
gpm. The existing water supply to serve the project is considered inadequate to meet fire flow
requirements. Thus, this would be considered a significant impact.

In conformance with the current sprinkler ordinance, all new construction would be required to
install sprinkler systems. Along with smoke detectors, this would provide adequate fire safety
for project area residents. Additionally, the project would be required to meet all applicable fire
codes, including street width, water supply, alarm systems, etc., during the plan check phase.
However, project implementation would increase the need for fire protection and emergency
medical services in the area. Because the project would result in the need for additional staff and
fire equipment to maintain the current level of service, which is already deemed inadequate by
the Lakeside Fire Protection District, the proposed project would result in a significant impact to
fire protection services. New development on the project site would generate new revenues (i.e.,
property tax) that could partially offset significant impacts to fire protection services. However,
impacts to fire protection services would remain significant and unavoidable.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a
net increase in demand for fire protection services when compared to the demand generated by
the uses allowed under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.
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Police Protection

As mentioned above, current staffing and personnel do not adequately serve the project area.
Implementation of the proposed project would further reduce the level of service to the
remainder of the unincorporated area of the County, which would result in a significant impact to
police protection services. New development on the project site would generate new revenues
(i.e., property tax) that could partially offset significant indirect impacts to police protection
services. However, impacts to police protection services would remain significant and
unavoidable.

The proposed project would require increases in law enforcement resources to meet the increased
demand for services. The specific number of deputies and other sworn officers and associated
equipment servicing the proposed project cannot be estimated until further review is conducted
by the Sheriffs Department on a project by project basis.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a
net increase in demand for police protection services when compared to the demand generated by
the uses allowed under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.

Schools

Based on the student generation rates presented in Table 2.4-1, implementation of the proposed
project could generate up to 256 elementary students and 61 high school students from the
development of residential uses. Additionally, development of industrial and commercial uses
may result in the indirect addition of students to local schools. New development under the
proposed project would contribute to the overcrowding of local schools within the two school
districts serving the project area, which would result in a significant impact to school services.
However, the developer fee that is required to be paid to both school districts would assist in
providing adequate public school services and facilities concurrent with need, which may be
done through the construction of new facilities or the modification of existing facilities; in some
cases, school boundary changes are the means of providing adequate services and facilities, to
reduce development impacts to school services to less than significant levels.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 2.4-5



PUBLIC SERVICES

2.4.4 MitigationMeasures

Fire Protection

There are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time to reduce impacts to fire
protection services.

Police Protection

There are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time to reduce impacts to police
protection services.

Schools

No significant impacts to school services were identified due to payment of the developer fee
paid at building permit issuance; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

2.4.5 Conclusions

Fire Protection

Because there are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time, impacts to fire
protection services would remain significant and unavoidable.

Police Protection

Because there are no feasible mitigation measures available at this time impacts to police
protection services would remain significant and unavoidable.

Schools

No significant impacts to school services are anticipated due to payment of the developer fee.
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TABLE 2.4-1
STUDENT GENERATION RATES

Land Use Average Student per Dwelling Unit

Grades K-5
Single-Family Units 0.338
Multi-Family Units 0.371

Grades 6-8
Single-Family Units 0.168
Multi-Family Units 0.113

Grades 9-12
Single-Family Units 0.120
Multi-Family Units 0.120

SOURCE: Lakeside Union Elementary School District, March 18, 1998; Grossmont Union High School District,

TABLE 2.4-2
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL GENERATION FACTORS

Employees/ District Household/
Type of Development 1,000 sq. ft. Employee
Industrial Parks 1.68 0.048
Neighborhood Shopping Centers 3.62 0.048

SOURCE: Lakeside Union Elementary School District, March 18, 1998.
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2.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

A cultural resource analysis for the project site was conducted by Brian F. Mooney Associates in
March 1989. This analysis examined site records and previous studies for the project vicinity
and included an in-field examination of the various properties within the project site boundaries.
This section summarizes the results and recommendations of the cultural resource analysis.

2.5.1 Existing Conditions

Archaeological research conducted in the San Diego Valley region over the last few decades
indicates that the prehistoric period may be divided into what are generally accepted to be three
major culture-historical traditions: Paleoindian, Early Archaic, and Late Prehistoric. The
Paleoindian Tradition is typified by artifact assemblages of the San Dieguito, sole inhabitants of
coastal and inland areas from approximately 12,000 to 7,500 years before present (RP.).
Beginning about 8,000 RP. and extending until 3,000 to 2,000 RP., the people of the Early
Archaic Tradition occupied the region, although their presence is predominantly represented by
large shell middens located along the coast shores to the west of the project area. The ancestors
of the ethnographically documented Kumeyaay were the last prehistoric culture to have occupied
the area, representing the Late Prehistoric Tradition, which ended at the time of Spanish contact.

In San Diego, the historic period begins with establishment of the first mission in Alta California
by Father Junipero in 1769. Lasting until about 1824, this first phase of historic occupation has
been designated the Spanish missionization and early agricultural development period.
Following this period, four other phases were delineated: the Mexican land grant distribution
(1824-1846); Early American ranching (1846-1880); late ranching and early town growth period
in the Lakeside/Santee area (1880-1920); and the Modern Period (1920-present).

For major drainages, such as the San Diego River, three zones can be delineated: 1) the active
floodplain, 2) the terraces and other stable landforms at the interface between the floodplain
margin and uplands, and 3) the surrounding elevated terrain. The hilly and mountainous terrain
(third zone) well above the river was an area of food and material procurement and extraction but
was not a preferred locale for habitation and long-term occupation. As a result, the sites that
occur in this zone tend to be small and of limited variability. The project area does not contain
any areas of this third zone type; therefore, these areas were eliminated from further
consideration.

The zone having the greatest potential for the occurrence of prehistoric sites is the interface
between the floodplain and uplands where terraces and other stable landforms are found. These
areas were most suitable for long-term occupation and the processing of food and material
resources as evidenced in the archaeological records. As a result, the vast majority of sites,
especially larger sites, tend to occur in these areas. Within the project area, these areas are
located on the northern and eastern periphery. The active, alluvial floodplain zone is generally
not considered to be an area of relatively high site potential although recent studies have
indicated that buried sites do occur under certain conditions. In the absence of detailed
geomorphological mapping of the floodplains, delineation of those areas, which possess the
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potential for buried sites, is currently not possible. As a result, archaeologist have resorted to the
use of monitoring during construction grading to detect such sites.

The effects of current land uses also have a considerable bearing on the potential for
archaeological site occurrence; within the project area, these effects are of particular importance.
A field examination of the project area indicated that there are basically two kinds of land uses
that may have had effects on the presence and integrity of archaeological resources.
Disturbances that are principally surficial in nature (ranging from I to 2 feet in depth) are of
relevance in those zones above the floodplain, whereas extensive subsurface disturbances, such
as sand mining, effectively negate the potential for any archaeological resources and are of
relevance in the floodplain and interface zone.

Portions of the project area that have been subjected to extensive sand mining and other similarly
extreme disruption are not considered to have the potential for prehistoric and historic
archaeological resources. Certain other areas have been previously studied and are known to
contain no surface archaeological materials but have the potential for buried subsurface deposits
based on geomorphological data. The remaining areas have yet to be surveyed and are
considered to have the potential for both surface and subsurface archaeological materials.

2.5.2 Thresholds of Significance

The cultural resources impact analysis focuses on the potential disturbance of prehistoric or
historic resources. According to the CEQA Guidelines, an important prehistoric or historic
resource is one which:

• Is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American
history or recognized importance in prehistory;

• Can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in
addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable or archaeological research questions;

• Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest, or last surviving
example of its kind;

• Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; and

• Involved important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered
only with archaeological methods.

If the resource meets anyone of the above criteria, the resource is considered significant.

2.5.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The proposed project would not directly impact cultural resources within the project area as it
does not propose any specific project. However, future development allowed by the proposed
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project would potentially affect cultural resource sites that may exist in the project area. The
areas most susceptible to project impacts are those in zones above the floodplain, where
extensive subsurface disturbances, such as sand mining, have not been conducted. As a result,
significant impacts to cultural resources may occur when land uses allowed under the proposed
project are developed.

Direct impacts would result from construction activities, particularly excavation and grading
activities, which could disturb existing unidentified cultural resource sites or artifacts. These
impacts to cultural resources would need to be addressed on a project by project basis during the
environmental evaluation for that specific project.

Without knowing the specifics of future development that may be proposed in the project area, it
is not possible to determine what the specific impacts to cultural resources would be. Appropriate
archaeological and paleontological studies would need to be undertaken on a project-specific
level to ensure compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the
Archaeological Resource Protection Act, and County guidelines and ordinances, including the
San Diego County ArchaeologicallHistorical Report Procedures and the Resource Protection
Ordinance (RPO Article IV, Section 7), all of which regulate activities for the preservation of
cultural resources. Projects located within the USDRIP site boundaries are exempt from the
provisions of the RPO with the exception of Article IV, Section 7 of the ordinance, which
prohibits development, trenching, grading, clearing and grubbing, or any other activity or use
damaging to significant prehistoric or historic sites; a Resource Protection Study would have to
be prepared, which shows the proposed development and its relationship to significant
prehistoric or historic sites. Any proposed impact that involves a federal action such as obtaining
a 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will require compliance with the NHPA
which requires detailed archaeological surveys and avoidance of significant archaeological
artifacts or appropriate mitigation. This situation would occur for any development proposal in
the San Diego River or in any adjacent wetland. These regulations are enforced by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the State Office of Historic Preservation. Any discretionary action
on the part of the County associated with a development proposal in the USDRIP area (this
would include issuance of a grading permit, subdivision map, or "B" Designator consideration)
would require compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act which requires full
disclosure of all impacts to cultural resources and mitigation for such impacts. However, without
a development proposal, impacts to cultural resources cannot be predicted at this time. Without a
detailed development proposal and mitigation plan for individual parcels, impacts are considered
potentially significant.

Those areas which require monitoring or survey/monitor are depicted on Figure 2.5-1. These
areas are depicted because, based on the archaeological studies done in the area, the potential for
finding buried cultural resources is greatest in these areas. Areas with the highest cultural
resources sensitivity are located on terraces that have not been significantly disturbed by mining
activities and have not been previously surveyed. Where surveys are not practical because of
existing urban development, monitoring during construction is used to identify resources if they
exist.
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It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

2.5.4 Mitigation Measures

• As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest portion of
the site, a monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required. Figure 2.5-1 depicts the
requirements.

• For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1 will be required as part of any development proposal.

• In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with County Guidelines for cultural resources surveys and
mitigation. Artifacts collected during a data recovery plan for a cultural resources site
determined to be significant according to CEQA and County significance criteria shall be
curated in a qualified facility.

• In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
'investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

2.5.5 Conclusions

Implementation of the mitigation measures recommended above and adherence to existing
regulations pertaining to archaeological and cultural resources would result in the reduction of all
project impacts to less than significant levels.
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2.6 AESTHETICS

This section identifies and evaluates key visual and aesthetic resources in the project area and
determines the degree of visual and aesthetic impacts that would be attributable to the proposed
project. The analysis describes the potential effects of the proposed project on the existing
landscape and built environment, focusing on the compatibility of the project with existing
conditions and the effects of the proposed project on visual resources.

2.6.1 Existing Conditions

The project area is located along the San Diego River Valley in the community of Lakeside. The
San Diego River bisects the project area. The project area is predominantly developed with
industrial uses dominated by mining activities conducted along the river. Industrial uses exist on
both sides of San Diego River and consist of outdoor stockpiling of sand, gravel, and rock;
warehouse uses; large construction equipment and truck rentals; and other light industrial uses
(Figure 2.6-1). Highway 67 is also a dominant use in the project area.

The project area is visible from the north side of Highway 67 (traveling west bound) and from
the surrounding hillsides (Figure 2.6-2). The entire river valley is visible from the hillsides north
of the site. Views to the site from these areas are not scenic in quality due to the heavy amount
of sand mining activities occurring in the area that tends to diminish the area's overall scenic
quality. There are no scenic highways in the proximity of the project site.

Because most of the area within the river valley is being mined for sand and gravel, the scenic
quality along most of the river valley is poor. The site's aesthetic appeal is generally limited to
the northeastern portion of the river valley where riparian woodland vegetation extends east of
Channel Road (Figure 2.6-3). This area can be seen from the surrounding hillsides. The project
area overall is considered to have a low visual quality.

The surrounding hillsides are developed with rural residential lots. Natural open space exists on
the hillsides to the northwest. These areas have views to the river valley and define the edges of
the San Diego river valley. These hillsides have a moderate to good scenic quality.

2.6.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the
environment if it would have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect.

2.6.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Under the proposed project, the project area will develop over time with new industrial uses to
replace mining operations. New industrial uses may include any of the uses allowed under the
M54 zone. In addition, higher density residential uses would also be built along EI Nopal,
replacing the rural residential homes that exist today. The most significant change in the area
will occur when the San Diego River is restored to riparian vegetation. This will occur
independently of the proposed project when the approved reclamation plans are implemented and
the area is revegetated. The proposed project is not anticipated to have an effect on the
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reclamation process. Reclamation of the river valley will occur as the mining operations leave
the area regardless of the proposed project. Once the river is restored and the flood control
channel is completed, new industrial uses will be developed.

Overall, the scenic quality of the area will improve from today's condition as the river is
restored. Riparian vegetation and trees will replace the mining activities. Other areas of the site
would probably not significantly change visually from today's condition since industrial uses
already exist in the area. The M54 zone would allow uses similar to those already occurring in
the project area including outdoor storage. Outdoor storage could present a negative aesthetic
impact if not properly screened from view. However, the site would be subject to the Lakeside
Design Guidelines. These guidelines would apply to all new uses proposed in the industrial and
commercial zones. Although these guidelines are not standards, all development (commercial
and industrial) proposals would require approval from the Lakeside Design Review Board before
development permits are issued. The Lakeside Design Review Board would apply these
guidelines (as they do for other projects in the Lakeside Community Plan area) when reviewing
site designs for aesthetic quality. The design review process requires that information on the
existing site, site plans, landscape plans, floor plans, building sections, sign design, and lighting
design be submitted to the County and Lakeside Design Review Board for new projects.

The Lakeside Design Guidelines include a Landscaped Street Edge Zone along all front and site
street property lines. Implementation of this zone along Mast Boulevard and Riverside Drive
would help to soften industrial uses and parking lots and create a visually appealing streetscape.
Screening, with landscaping and walls, is also recommended for all storage yards and service
areas. Other forms of screening techniques recommended by the guidelines include setbacks and
rooftop equipment screening. The design guidelines also include architectural recommendations
and landscaping suggestions. Implementation of these design guidelines would reduce visual
impacts from industrial uses to less than significant.

The project would improve the aesthetic quality of the project area because new development
would replace mining operations, which are being phased out. New development would be
compatible with existing industrial uses because the project would allow industrial uses similar
to those already existing in the area, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would apply to the new
commercial and industrial development, Impacts are not considered significant.

Regarding a plan-to-plan evaluation, the RiverWay Specific Plan includes design guidelines
specifically tailored to address design issues for the USDRIP site. These guidelines address
architecture, project gateways, streetscape (hardscape and landscaping), guidelines for parking
areas, lighting, site furniture, and signage. Also, the Specific Plan includes guidelines for the
river corridor such as a revegetation plan, design guidelines for trails and walkways, and access
to the river. These guidelines would no longer be applicable under the proposed project.
Although the Lakeside Design Guidelines address aesthetic design issues, they are more general
in nature. While the Lakeside Design Guidelines are more general, they do consider the
aesthetic value of the USDRIP area. Lakeside Community Design Object number 6 states,
"Carefully integrate new industrial development with the existing landscape, and minimize its
visual impact on the community's residential neighborhoods and scenic resources." Objective
number 6 requires development proposed within USDRIP be carefully located to minimize
disruption of views to neighboring hillsides and mountains. The Design Guidelines prescribe
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strong planting requirements to screen industrial sites from view, creating a park-like
background of vegetation that will dominate the built facilities. Consequently, a mechanism
remains in place to deal with design issues in the USDRIP area.

However, the Lakeside Design Guidelines do not address the revegetation of the river as do the
RiverWay Specific Plan Design Guidelines. The intent of the RiverWay revegetation plan was
primarily to preserve and create habitat for the least Bell's vireo while offering support to the
community's image and historic identity. Under the proposed project, revegetation of the river
corridor would be required in accordance with Clean Water Act 404 wetland regulations.
However, as identified under the biological resources analysis (Section 2.2 of this EIR), the
revegetation requirements of the RiverWay Specific Plan are more detailed and include a
planning buffer. Treatments within the planning buffer include a trail, landscaping, and a row of
parking stalls between the river and buildings. Creation of the planning buffer between buildings
and the river would no longer be in force. Loss of this component, combined with less stringent
landscaping requirements, could be considered a significant visual impact from a plan to plan
perspective.

2.6.4 Mitigation Measures

• Prior to issuance of a discretionary permit for properties bordering the river, the applicant
shall take the aesthetic value of the river into account as follows: No construction of
buildings shall be approved within 25 feet of the exterior bank of the flood control channel.
This buffer is intended to provide a natural visual transition between the river corridor and
adjacent industrial development and to allow enjoyment of the natural setting of the river
corridor. Native plants should be used in this area in order to achieve a natural interface with
the river corridor. Landscaping shall be designed so as to visually screen activities of
adjacent development from the river corridor; parking may be allowed within the buffer in
conjunction with a 1O-foot screened landscaping buffer designed to the satisfaction of the
Director of the Department of Planning and Land Use. Parking lot and security lighting shall
be shielded to avoid light spillage into the river corridor in accordance with terms and
conditions imposed by the wildlife agencies.

2.6.5 Conclusion

The adverse aesthetic impact can be eliminated by implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures.
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Fig. 2.6-1

Industrial Uses Within the Project Area
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Hillside Views of the Project Area
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Riparian Woodland Vegetation
East of Channel Road
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2.7 HAZARDS

This section describes the project area in regards to the use, storage, transport, and disposal of
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, and flooding. This section also addresses the
potential impacts that may occur as residential uses are developed adjacent to industrial uses
within the project area. Additionally, impacts to human health and safety during accidents
and/or events of upset conditions are addressed in this section. This information is based in part
on information contained in the Final EIR/EA for the USDRIP Specific Plan prepared by
Brian F. Mooney Associates in June 1990.

2.7.1 Existing Conditions

Hazardous Materials and Wastes

As described in Chapter 1.0, major portions of the project area are in various stages of aggregate
mining activities within the San Diego River. Active sand and aggregate mining and processing
activities have been conducted since the 1950s. Uses within the project area include
manufacturing of concrete products; storage of heavy equipment, construction and drilling
materials; commercial uses retailing building materials and supplies; and a bam manufacturer.

Some of these industrial uses involve the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials,
including, but not limited to, gasoline and diesel fuel and other chemicals used for processing
sand and aggregate materials. Presently, the potential for public exposure to hazardous material
and/or waste associated with existing site conditions already exist.

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) is responsible for
enforcement of regulations governing the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace, which
include the use of hazardous materials, as detailed in the California Code of Regulations
(Title 8). CallOSHA regulations include requirements for employee safety training, availability
of safety equipment, accident and illness prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure
warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation.

Flooding

The project area is dominated by the San Diego River and its associated 100-year floodplain.
Through the project area, the river's floodplain ranges from approximately 400 to 2,700 feet wide
between Highway 67 and the Santee city limits, as shown in Figure 2.7-1.

Over the years, sand extraction activities, as well as the construction of roads, bridges, upstream
dams, and other development, have significantly altered the river's hydraulic characteristics.
Sand extraction has had a major effect on the riverbed by creating deep pits and other changes,
which have altered the upstream and downstream runoff characteristics. Extraction operations
have been largely responsible for endangering bridges on Highway 67 and Magnolia Avenue by
increasing runoff velocities and changing the sediment transport system, which results in head
cutting and undermining of support structures (Brian F. Mooney Associates 1990). Extensive
flooding has historically occurred within the area, with resulting damage to properties in the
Lakeside and Santee areas.
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Since the adoption of the RiverWay Specific Plan in 1990, a flood control plan was adopted in
1992, establishing the fmal configuration of the San Diego River and type and location of needed
flood control structures. This flood control plan would continue to be in effect for the project
site, and flood control and land development would be subject to the improvements required by
this plan. Presently, one of the three proposed flood control structures under the flood control
plan has already been completed, and the Channel Road Bridge project (involving a drop
structure and other improvements to Channel Road) has been engineered and is scheduled for
completion in May 2000 as part of TransNet funds.

2.7.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant adverse
impact on the environment if it would create the following:

• A potential public health hazard or involve the use, production, or disposal of materials that
pose a hazard to people, animal, or plant populations in the area affected, or

• Substantial flooding, erosion or siltation.

2.7.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Hazardous Materials and Wastes

The proposed project would not substantially change the types of uses that are currently allowed
by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses that could potentially be located within the project
area, including industrial and commercial uses, may also involve the use, handling, and transport
of hazardous materials, which are regulated by applicable state, regional and local regulations
associated with hazardous materials/waste. These hazardous materials/wastes could include
gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and waste oil and other chemical substances used in
industrial facilities.

The County Environmental Health Division issues permits to businesses for handling hazardous
materials and requires these businesses to prepare Hazardous Materials Management Plans that
detail hazards inventories, site layouts, training and monitoring procedures, and emergency
response plans. Compliance with proper hazardous materials handling procedures would
minimize the hazards to the public, particularly sensitive receptors such as schools and
residences, to below a level of significance.

Because portions of the project area have been in industrial use for many years, hazardous
contamination may be present on some properties from previous or current industrial activities.
As new development projects are constructed, ground disturbance associated with demolition of
existing structures and grading activities could disturb contaminated soils thereby potentially
exposing construction crews and the general public to hazardous materials. This situation is
considered significant.
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Flooding

Flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to stabilize the river
channel and provide for IOO-year flood protection, along the San Diego River within the
boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of the proposed project.
The structures proposed under the adopted flood control plan would continue to be implemented
under the proposed project and would act as "check dams" to dissipate the high energy water
flows of major floods. These structures would also lower the level of the flood water and control
the high velocity turbulence at the structures. Water flow between structures would be
controlled with a slow velocity that would prevent significant erosion of the riverbed or banks.
This would allow the existing floodway to be reshaped into a more natural, vegetated appearance
along its banks and streambed as an alternative to construction of a concrete channel.

The flood control channel would create a beneficial impact, as it would prevent potential floods
from occurring along this segment of the San Diego River by increasing the channel capacity to
contain a IOO-yearflood. Additionally, special land use designators would be applied to portions
of the project site. More specifically, the "W" Flood Control Channel Designator would be
applied to areas subject to the IOO-yearfloodplain. This designator restricts development within
the 1Ou-year floodplain prior to the development of flood control structures to prevent any
development from becoming subject to a IOO-yearinundation. This eliminates flood hazards to
any development that would be built within this the project area; therefore, no significant
impacts associated with flooding are anticipated to occur.

The project lies within the mapped dam inundation area for El Capitan and San Vicente
reservoirs. The County has an Operational Area Emergency Plan in the event of a catastrophic
failure of either reservoir. Both reservoirs are monitored to reduce flood danger during periods
of peak flows and rainfall. Because all development would be located outside of the laO-year
floodplain and the existence of the County's Operational Area Emergency Plans, there would be
no significant impact. It should also be recognized that the proposed uses are similar to those in
the adopted Specific Plan.

2.7.4 Mitigation Measures

• Prior to issuing a discretionary grading permit on property previously used for industrial
uses, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be required
to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns resulting
from existing or prior uses. Each assessment shall identify measures, including site
remediation, if necessary, to ensure that no public exposure to hazardous materials and/or
waste would occur during project construction.

2.7.5 Conclusions

With implementation of the mitigation measure above, impacts associated with hazardous
materials use can be mitigated to below a level of significance.
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Source: County of San Diego

Fig. 2.7-1

San Diego River Floodplain
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3.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

3.1 LIST OF PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY ANTICIPATED FUTURE
PROJECTS

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that "cwnulative impacts shall be discussed
when they are significant". Cwnulative impacts involve individual effects which may increase in
scope or intensity when considered together. Such impacts typically involve a nwnber of local
projects, and can result from individually incremental effects when these collectively increase in
magnitude over time. The evaluation of cumulative effects can be based on a list of past,
present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cwnulative impacts.

Because the Lakeside area and surrounding communities and/or cities are already developed, few
projects of any magnitude are under construction or planned. In addition to limited roadway
improvements planned for the County, there are three projects in the City of Santee, which
would contribute to the cumulative setting -- the Santee Trolley Square within the Santee Town
Center Specific Plan Area, approximately two miles west of the project area near the intersection
of Mission Gorge Road and Cuyamaca Street; the Edgemoor Hospital County-owned parcel also
within the Santee Town Center Specific Plan Area; and Fanita Ranch, approximately three miles
northwest of the project area in the northeastern comer of the City. The Santee Trolley Square
project is approximately 2.5 miles west of the USDRIP site. The project is 45 acres with
commercial/retail uses and a library. The anticipated completion of the project is 2000 to 2001.
Impacts considered for this project included traffic, noise, and aesthetics. The Edgemoor
Hospital County-owned parcel is also approximately 2.5 miles west of the USDRIP site.
Development on the Edgemoor County-parcel has not been fully established; however, at the
time of the filing of the project application, the land use plan for this county-owned parcel
includes the following: 131.6 acres of residential uses (with a maximum of 1,650 dwelling
units), 22.8 acres of office uses, and 44.6 acres of commercial uses. However, the County is also
considering other uses, including rebuilding the existing hospital. Fanita Ranch Specific Plan is
located about 2.5 miles west of the USDRIP site. The 2,600-acre project includes 3,000 single-
family units, general commercial uses, and a hotel. The project has not been approved yet and
the completion date is unknown at this time. Impacts considered for this project include
biological resources, cultural resources, traffic, land use, landform alteration, visual quality, and
geology.

The area surrounding the USDRIP site is mostly residential with zoning consistent with the
existing type of development. No other projects within the unincorporated areas of the County
were identified.

3.2 SUBJECT AREA CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

3.2.1 Existing Conditions

The cumulative setting would be the same as those presented in Chapter 2.0 and Chapter 6.0. A
description of the existing conditions for each environmental issue area can be found in each of
the sections in that chapter.
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3.2.2 Thresholds of Significance

A project would have a significant cumulative impact if the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past project, other current projects,
and probable future projects.

3.2.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Land Use and Planning

All three nearby projects are located within the City of Santee and would result in the increased
urbanization of the City. Cumulative impacts relating to land use and planning issues are not
considered to be significant. Land use incompatibilities between the USDRIP site and projects
nearby in Santee would not occur because new industrial uses would be separated enough from
residential uses avoiding noise and air quality impacts.

Geological Issues

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would increase the amount of exposed soils
during excavation and grading and may result in increased erosion and sedimentation. However,
due to the short-term nature of grading and construction activities, cumulative impacts resulting
from erosion and sedimentation are not anticipated to be significant. The increase in land use
intensity at each individual project site would result in the exposure of an increasing number of
patrons, visitors and/or workers and property to geological hazards associated with seismic
activity in the area. Adherence of cumulative projects, including land uses that would be
allowed under the proposed project, to building codes would minimize impacts to people and
property to less than significant levels.

Water Resources

Of the identified cumulative projects, Santee Trolley Square, located approximately two miles
west of the project, is the closest project to the San Diego River, located approximately 0.25 mile
from the River at its closest point. Given its distance from the river, construction of the Town
Center is unlikely to cause turbidity impacts the River. The other identified projects are located
more than 0.5 miles from the River. Due to their distance from the river, these projects are also
unlikely to impact surface water quality. More importantly, the City of Santee has strict storm
water regulations. The city requires physical best management practices to preclude discharge of
silt from construction sites. Additionally, all commercial and industrial sites are required to
implement physical best management practices, such as oil/water separators, to preclude impacts
from stormwater runoff, including "first-flush" runoff (personal Communication, City of Santee
Engineering Staff, August 2, 2000). As such, stormwater runoff from the cumulative projects is
unlikely to significantly impact the San Diego River. Therefore, none of the cumulative projects
considered would impact water resources in the area, as they are not anticipated to result in
increased water turbidity, or significant increase of other pollutants, in the San Diego River or
any water body.
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As discussed in Section 6.1.5, implementation of future development in the project area is not
anticipated to result in significant, incremental increases in water quality impacts. Current
regulations are expected to protect water quality. Furthermore, future development within the
project area (other than individual single family residences) will require site plan approval and,
therefore be subject to further environmental review. If project specific impacts are identified,
feasible project-specific mitigation measures would be required, based on project-specific design
information not available at this time.

Current groundwater contamination in the region resulting from leaking underground storage
tanks outside of the project area, has shut down public well fields within the project area.
Although the use of underground storage tanks (USTs) is allowed within the project area, all new
installations ofUSTs would be subject to current regulations regarding design. As such, impacts
to water quality due to tank leaks are not expected to occur, and increases in impacts to
groundwater quality are not expected.

As discussed above, the land uses allowed under the proposed project are not expected to result
in incrementally significant impacts to water resources. Further, the cumulative projects are not
expected to result in significant impacts to water quality, given their location relative to the San
Diego River, and the City'S stormwater regulations. As a result, the cumulative projects and land
uses that would be allowed under the proposed project are not expected to create a significant
cumulative long-term impact to water resources.

Air Quality

Construction of cumulative projects in the area and land uses allowed under the proposed project
would generate air pollutant emissions. Air dispersion modeling was also conducted for future
conditions, which took into account traffic volumes generated by ambient growth and cumulative
projects in the area. The results of CO modeling for the year 2015 indicate that ambient growth
and the development of cumulative projects in the area and land uses allowed under the proposed
project would not create a CO hot spot (exceeding the one-hour or eight-hour CO standard) at
anyone of the intersections modeled for the proposed project (see Section 6.1.2). Because the
proposed project is located in a non-attainment area, any contribution caused by the addition of
vehicular trips exceeding the 03 and PMIO standards in the San Diego Air Basin would be
considered cumulatively significant.

Transportation/Circulation

The cumulative traffic scenario is based on general growth between existing conditions and the
year 2015, including full build out of the Lakeside Community Plan in the year 2015, Santee
Trolley Square, and Fanita Ranch, and partial build out of the Edgemoor County-parcel. Based
on the forecasted traffic volumes for 2015 as analyzed in the traffic impact analysis for the
proposed project, all but the following four intersections (both unsignalized) would operate at an
acceptable LOS D or better, assuming that all mitigation measures presented in Section 2.1 are
implemented:

• Riverside DriveNista Camino (LOS F)
• Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue (LOS F)
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• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67
• Mapleview StreetiSR 67

Signalization of the Riverside Drive intersections identified above would improve the LOS and
reduce traffic impacts on these intersections to less than significant levels. Adding one through
lane in each direction on SR67 at Lakeside Avenue and a full interchange on SR 67 at
Mapleview Street would be required to fully mitigate these two intersections.

In the year 2015 the following two segments would operate at below LOS D:

• Riverford Road north of Woodside Avenue
• Mapleview Street east of Channel Road

Both segments can be mitigated below significant by improving Riverford Road to a four-lane
major road standards and Mapleview to a four-lane collector standards. LOS D operations are
calculated on SR 67, assuming this freeway is widened to six lanes. However, because there are
insufficient funds to implement the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.1, traffic impacts
to the intersections and street segments would remain cumulatively significant.

Biological Resources

Due to the cumulative loss of biological resources resulting from implementation of the projects
in the surrounding area, cumulative impacts to biological resources are considered significant;
however, with the adoption of the MSCP, the impacts would be mitigated cumulatively.

Future development proposed in the project area must comply with the MSCP as well as feasible
mitigation measures needed to reduce any significant site-specific biological impacts. The area
immediately surrounding the USDRIP site does not contain a substantial amount of biological
habitat that could be disturbed by future projects (particularly in the single-family-zoned areas
that are already substantially disturbed).

Hazards

None of the cumulative projects considered are expected to use large quantities of hazardous
materials that would create a potential public hazard. Cumulative projects are anticipated to use
small quantities of commonly used hazardous materials, such as cleaning solvents, paint,
fertilizers, etc., which pose no unwarranted risks to public health and safety with proper handling
and storage.

Additionally, development areas of any of the cumulative projects are not located within any
floodplain or are located higher than any floodplain and would not be directly exposed to any
flood hazards. In particular, the Santee Trolley Square Project is located approximately 600 feet
south of the San Diego River floodway, which is capable of handling a 100-year flood event, and
is not anticipated to be impacted by flooding in the area. Similarly, the Edgemoor County-parcel
is located at a higher elevation than the San Diego River, and is, therefore, not anticipated to be
impacted by flooding in the area.
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Noise

The FHW A model was used to estimate future noise levels. Modeled future noise levels took
into account traffic volwnes generated by ambient growth and cwnulative projects in the project
vicinity, including the Santee Square Trolley, Edgemoor County-parcel, and Fanita Ranch. In
the year 2015, noise levels are expected to increase by a range of 2 elBA to 7 dBA over existing
levels as a result of development of land uses allowed under the proposed project, ambient
growth and cwnulative projects anticipated in the area and the corresponding increase in traffic.
An increase of 2 dBA is estimated for Woodside Avenue between Winter Gardens Boulevard
and Channel Road. An increase of less than 3 dBA is generally not considered perceptible and
is, therefore, not significant. An increase of 7 dBA is estimated for Channel Road between
Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street. This increase is perceptible and measurable, and is,
therefore, considered significant and unavoidable.

Public Services

Cwnulative projects considered are within the City of Santee; therefore, these projects would be
under the jurisdiction of other public service providers than those that would serve the project
area. Therefore, cumulative impacts to public services serving the project area would not occur.

Public Utilities

Cumulative projects considered are within the City of Santee; therefore, these projects would be
under the jurisdiction of other public utility providers than those that would serve the project
area, with the exception of electricity and natural gas, which would be provided by San Diego
Gas & Electric for all the projects in the County. The San Diego Gas & Electric would be able
to provide energy services to all development projects in the County. Cwnulative impacts to
other public utility providers, including water, wastewater and solid waste collection services
serving the project area, would not occur. More specifically, water and wastewater services
provided by the Padre Dam Municipal Water District would not be significantly impacted.
According to Padre Dam, the District assesses a capacity fee at the initial stages of individual
project planning and engineering to ensure that adequate capacity and services are available.
Additionally, all three projects have been included in the Padre Dam Municipal Water District's
Facilities Master Plan (padre Dam Municipal Water District, pers comm. January 4, 1999).

Aesthetics

The cumulative projects are located three to four miles from the project area; therefore, the
aesthetic impacts of these projects would not be cumulatively noticeable.

Cultural Resources

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources would essentially be the same as those identified for the
proposed project. Each individual specific project is required to evaluate archaeological and
paleontological resources on-site and conduct salvage operations if applicable. Some impacts to
cultural resources could result from ministerial actions, such as development of a single-family
home; because no comprehensive surveys of the entire cumulative project area have been done,
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impacts cannot be determined. However, impacts from ministerial projects would likely be
minimal. The area is largely developed and has already been disturbed. Very few vacant lots
remain for single-family development and the cumulative impact from disturbance to the few
lots remaining is not considered significant. Large scale grading would only occur associated
with a discretionary action such as a proposed subdivision. Cultural impacts from new large-
scale disturbance to the area would require mitigation under the RPO and impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant. Therefore, the cumulative impact to these resources would be
less than significant.

3.2.4 MitigationMeasures

The mitigation measures identified in each of the environmental issue area discussed in
Chapter 2.0 would reduce cumulative impacts to below a level of significance, with the
exception of air quality, traffic, and noise impacts.

3.2.5 Conclusions

Cumulative impacts to air quality and traffic would remain significant and unavoidable.
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4.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

An EIR must describe and evaluate a "range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project"
that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project, but avoids or
substantially reduces one or more of the project's significant effects (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126(d».

4.1 RATIONALE FOR ALTERNATIVES SELECTION

The alternatives evaluated in this EIR were selected based on discussions with the County. They
were also selected based on their ability to reduce significant impacts identified in this EIR while
meeting the project's basic purpose and objectives.

The alternatives evaluated in this EIR are the following:

• No Development Alternative
• No ProjectlExisting Entitlement Alternative
• M52 Zoning Buffer Alternative
• Lakeside Planning Group Alternative
• RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative

A description of impacts associated with each alternative is discussed in detail below (Sections
4.2-4.5) with a comparison to the proposed project. Table 4-1 is a comparison of each
alternative.

Additionally, the following discussion identifies alternatives seriously considered but rejected as
infeasible:

All Residential Alternative

This alternative would rezone the entire project site to residential uses. It was rejected on the
basis of incompatibility with existing land uses and community character and failure to meet the
project objective of providing a greater range of allowed uses by right and by discretionary
permit. Except for the area currently zoned for residential uses, the USDRIP area has
historically been associated with sand mining and other heavy industrial uses. Many of the
businesses in the area have been in existence for many years, and some have stated that they are
unlikely to end their activities in the foreseeable future. Based upon that, it was determined that
residential uses throughout the USDRIP area would create conflicts between new residential and
existing industrial use types.

Another reason the alternative was rejected is because the Lakeside Community Plan identifies
the project area as one of the three established industrial areas in Lakeside and states that it is
intended that Lakeside's industrial areas, including the USDRIP area, will be used more
extensively in the future rather than establishing new industrial areas. Consequently, rezoning
the entire USDRIP area to residential uses would deprive the community of an important part of
its economic infrastructure and could lead to future pressures to allow industrial uses in less
suitable areas of the community.
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All M52 Alternative

This alternative would rezone the entire project area to the M52 Limited Impact Industrial Zone.
Although this alternative could potentially reduce aesthetics impacts due to lighter industrial uses
and the prohibition of outdoor storage in M52 zones, it was rejected due to the heavier industrial
uses that currently exist on the project site. Prior to adoption of the Specific Plan, the majority of
the project area was designated for M54 uses, and a number of businesses allowed by that zone
have been developed. This alternative would cause a number of existing businesses to become
legal non-conforming uses. While some expansion of these businesses could be accomplished
within its current floor area, no outside area accommodating or serving the use could be
established or increased in size unless the business was allowed in that zone by a use permit and
the business could obtain a use permit for the expanded uses. This situation could negatively
impact the economic viability of the project area. If the use were not allowed by permit in the
new zone, no expansion such as that described above could be accomplished. For these reasons
and the fact that this alternative would not meet the objective of providing a greater range of
uses, the alternative was rejected.

Multifamily Residential Alternative

This alternative would rezone the residential area in the northwest comer of the project site from
single-family to multiple-family dwellings. This alternative was rejected because the
environmental impacts would be essentially the same as the single-family designation, and the
alternative would not be consistent with the community character of the surrounding residential
area. The residential area of USDRIP, although only partially developed, is made up of single-
family residences as are the residential areas surrounding the project site.

Also, the City of Santee has zoned the area just west of the project site for single-family homes,
thereby adding to a community character typified by single-family residences. Therefore, due to
no expected lessening of impacts and inconsistency with established and planned community
character, this alternative was rejected.

4.2 ANALYSIS OF THE NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

4.2.1 No Development Alternative Description and Setting

The No Development Alternative proposes to leave the project area in its present condition
without project development or new construction. Existing conditions for each environmental
issue area, as described in Chapter 2.0 and Chapter 6.0, would remain, and environmental
impacts would remain at existing levels.
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4.2.2 Comparison of the Effects of the No Development Alternative to the Proposed
Project

Land Use and Planning

The following existing uses would remain: concrete product manufacturing, heavy equipment
storage, building materials and supply stores, construction and drilling material storage, a barn
manufacturer, a restaurant, a plant nursery, a gas station, 2 schools, an egg ranch, a Christmas
tree farm, a swim/tennis club, 32 single-family dwelling units, 6 duplexes, and a mobile home
park.

Although no new development would occur within the project area, the approved reclamation
plans for three sand and gravel mining operations within the project area would continue to be
implemented. The plans provide a reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will
be rehabilitated to restore the San Diego River back to riparian vegetation and allow future
industrial development. No significant land use impacts are associated with this alternative.

Geological Issues

The No Development Alternative would have no potential effects on geology, seismicity, and
soils because no new construction would take place. The project area and the existing structures
and uses would continue to be subject to seismic activities in the area.

Water Resources

This alternative would have no new impacts to water resources in the project area. Since there
would be no new construction or any grading activities proposed under this alternative, water
quality impacts, including short-term changes in water turbidity, would not occur.

Air Quality

The No Development Alternative would not involve any new construction in the project area;
therefore, this alternative would not result in any new emissions generated by on-site uses.
Impacts to air quality would result from the continued operation of mining, industrial, and
commercial activities in the project area. This is not anticipated to be considered significant.

Transportation/Circulation

The No Development Alternative would not involve any new uses or improvements to the
existing roadways in the project area; therefore, this alternative would not result in any new trips
generated by on-site uses. Traffic generation and circulation in the project area and vicinity
would remain congested and at LOS D or worse for some street segments and intersections.
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Biological Resources

Under the no development alternative, conditions on the site would remain as described under
existing conditions. This includes the eventual implementation of the mining reclamation plans
as described.

Hazards

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would create any new
potential hazards in the project area. However, the flood control plan would continue to be in
effect for the project site, and flood control and land development would be subject to the
improvements required by this plan. Presently, one of the three proposed flood control structures
under the flood control plan has already been completed, and the Channel Road Bridge project
(involving a drop structure and other improvements to Channel Road) has been engineered and is
scheduled for completion in May 2000 as part of TransNet funds. This would prevent the areas
located within the floodplain to be subject to flooding.

Noise

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would contribute to noise
increases in the project vicinity. This alternative would eliminate noise associated with
construction activities as they would not be conducted.

Public Services

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would increase demand
for public services, including police and fire protection services and schools, provided in the
project area. Therefore, no impacts to public services would be created under this alternative.

Public Utilities

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new uses that would increase demand
for public utilities, including electricity and natural gas supply, water, sewage disposal and solid
waste disposal services. Therefore, no impacts to public utilities would be created under this
alternative.

Aesthetics

The No Development Alternative would not result in any new construction. As a result, no
changes in view of the project area from the surrounding uses would occur. The area would
continue to appear visually blighted due to the mixture of poorly maintained properties and the
extraction activities.

Cultural Resources

Because no new construction would take place under the No Development Alternative,
archaeological and paleontological resources that may exist within the project area would not be
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disturbed. Impacts to cultural resources associated with the proposed project would be
eliminated under this alternative.

4.2.3 Conclusion

The No Development Alternative is not feasible or practical to implement. This alternative does
not meet any of the goals and objectives of the proposed project. The parcels within the project
area are privately owned, the project area is developed with industrial and commercial uses, and
the project area is substantially surrounded by urban development. Therefore, it is neither
feasible or practical to prohibit all future development. Moreover, this alternative would not
meet the project objectives.

4.3 ANALYSIS OF THE NO PROJECTIEXISTINGENTITLEMENT
ALTERNATIVE

4.3.1 No ProjectlExisting Entitlement Alternative Description and Setting

Under this alternative, the project area would retain the zoning and land use designations of the
existing RiverWay Specific Plan (see Figure 1-5). This plan allows for the development of
approximately 240 acres of industrial uses, 17 acres of commercial uses, and a total of
746 dwelling units. Additionally, the existing Specific Plan allows for the development of low
intensity recreational uses and the creation of new wildlife habitat within the riverbed. In
comparison to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan allows 160 fewer acres of
industrial uses, 6 fewer acres of commercial uses, and 241 more dwelling units than the proposed
project.

4.3.2 Comparison of the Effects of the No ProjectlExisting Entitlement Alternative to the
Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, permitted uses under the existing Specific Plan would result in the
conversion of existing residential uses, agricultural uses, and vacant land to higher intensity uses.
Additionally, in areas currently used for mining and processing of aggregate materials, permitted
uses would result in less impactive land uses, such as business parks, commercial, residential, or
open space uses.

The RiverWay Specific Plan would avoid land use incompatibility issues between residential and
industrial uses by limiting industrial uses in areas adjacent to residential areas and disallowing
outdoor uses. However, industrial uses would still be allowed along Mast Boulevard and
adjacent to two residential areas (Planning Areas I and II). This alternative would simply
implement the Lakeside Community Plan/General Plan without requiring amendments. No land
use or planning impacts are associated with this alternative.
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(;eologjcalIssues

The existing Specific Plan would have similar geological issues as those identified for the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, the potential exists for settlement hazards
associated with development in alluvial areas under the existing Specific Plan. Extensive
recompaction of soils may be required prior to development to ensure adequate foundation
support. With implementation of appropriate engineering practices, erosion susceptibility would
be moderate. The potential for liquefaction wherever unconsolidated soils overlay groundwater
exists during seismic activity.

Water Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the construction of land uses allowed under the existing Specific
Plan would potentially result in the temporary increases in turbidity or total suspended solids
(TSS) within the project area or further downstream, which could result in a short-term
significant impact to water quality. However, subsequent to the completion of construction
activities, the relatively small developed portion of the project area, as compared to the entire
watershed, is not anticipated to result in increased contaminants downstream of the project area.
As a result, this alternative would not create a significant long-term impact to water resources.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, vehicular emissions generated by uses allowed under this
alternative would be the primary source of pollutants in the project vicinity. Emissions in the
1994 State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions were based upon SANDAG growth forecasts,
which were derived from county and city plans. Since the County's General Plan was amended
to include the adoption of the RiverWay Specific Plan in 1990, the 1994 SIP revisions, in turn,
took into account pollutant emissions associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan.

Since the No Project Alternative would maintain the existing Specific Plan, which was included
in the projections considered in the County's Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), and the
1994 SIP revisions, this alternative is not anticipated to adversely impact air quality.

Transportation/Circulation

As previously estimated in the EIR for the Riverway Specific Plan, the existing Specific Plan
would generate approximately 37,602 daily trips; this is approximately 1,768 trips less than the
those estimated for the proposed project. However, similar to the proposed project, increasing
the average daily traffic at local intersections and roadways would significantly impact the
existing road network and traffic.

Biologjcal Resources

The no project alternative assumes that conditions would remain as they are in terms of potential
impacts to the project site. The potential impacts would remain as described in the descriptions
of general and area specific impacts above, The primary difference being that under the existing
RiverWay Specific Plan, the planning buffer remains in place, and the revegetation requirements
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within the floodway remain in place. With respect to biological resources, the no project
alternative is preferred over the proposed project.

Hazards

Similar to the proposed project, public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes associated
with existing site conditions may occur during project construction. Because new development
under the existing entitlements would be similar to the proposed project, site disturbance to
existing contaminated soils would still be significant. However, as with the proposed project,
this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the
mitigation measure listed in Section 2.7.

This alternative would not allow new uses to be developed within the 100-year floodplain prior
to the development of flood control structures; therefore, no significant impacts associated with
flooding have the potential to occur.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, noise impacts for the project area would result from traffic-
generated noise and activities associated with industrial and commercial uses. Wherever
residential development is proposed directly adjacent to future commercial or industrial uses,
buffer zones and/or the use of barriers may be required to ensure acceptable noise levels.

Noise levels are expected to slightly increase in the project area as a result of traffic generated-by
this alternative. However, similar to the proposed project, this increase is not estimated to be
measurable and would not be perceptible; therefore, no significant noise impacts are anticipated
with implementation of site-specific mitigation measures.

Public Services

Similar to the proposed project, development of land uses allowed under the existing Specific
Plan would significantly increase demand for public services, including fire protection,
emergency services, police protection, and schools. These services would have to be expanded
in proportion to increased population generated by the development of new uses in the project
area. This would result in a significant impact to public services, particularly fire and police
protection.

Public Utilities

Similar to the proposed project, development of land uses allowed under the existing Specific
Plan would significantly increase demand for public utilities, including electricity, natural gas,
water and wastewater services, and solid waste collection. Electricity, natural gas, and solid
waste collection services are not anticipated to be significantly impacted as these utility
providers are able to accommodate increased demand and to continue servicing the project area
based on local demand.
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Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate water and
wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. .As a result, future
development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan would enhance the scenic quality of
the project area as currently mined lands would be transformed into an environmentally sensitive
flood control channel with new riparian vegetation. As with the proposed project, development
of land uses allowed under the existing Specific Plan would be required to conform to the
Lakeside Design Guidelines. Additionally, the RiverWay Specific Plan Design Guidelines will
remain applicable and will ensure that no significant visual impacts will occur through
development on adjacent lands. These guidelines are site-specific to the USDRIP site and would
be superior to the more general guidelines contained in the Lakeside Community Plan. The
RiverWay guidelines are specifically tailored to address architecture, project gateways,
streetscape, and guidelines for improvement of the river corridor in the USDRIP area. This
alternative would avoid adverse aesthetic impacts associated with development of new industrial
uses in the area and application of the more general Lakeside Design Guidelines.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the existing Specific Plan would not directly impact cultural
resources within the project area as it does not propose any specific project. However, future
development allowed by the Specific Plan would potentially affect cultural resource sites that
may exist or have been documented in the project area. The areas most susceptible to project
impacts are those in zones above the floodplain, where extensive subsurface disturbances, such
as sand mining, are not conducted and where cultural resource sites have yet to be discovered.
As a result, significant impacts to cultural resources may occur.

4.3.3 Conclusion

The No ProjectlExisting Entitlement Altemative does not implement two of the four project
objectives: 1) to provide a greater range of uses, nor 2) eliminate County fund commitment to
implement the Redevelopment Plan. The County is currently experiencing a shortfall in revenue
to implement necessary road improvements, which becomes a major hindrance to the
continuance of redevelopment activities under the existing Specific Plan. Coupled with the other
constraints to development, such as weak market demand, egg ranch, and the time needed for
land reclamation, the County has determined that it is more prudent at this time to cease
redevelopment efforts and to restore private development potential through the removal of the
Specific Plan and allowing development under the conventional zoning. The impacts of this
alternative are substantially the same as the proposed action; however, since there are no means
to implement mitigation measures that would reduce significant traffic impacts, they would
remain unmitigable and unavoidable. With the exception of biological impacts, this alternative is
not the environmentally preferred altemative. The No Project Altemative would be preferred
over the No Development Alternative since the No Development Alternative is completely
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infeasible and could not be implemented without a moratorium on new development or a transfer
of ownership to a public entity.

4.4 ANALYSIS OF THE M52 BUFFER ALTERNATIVE

4.4.1 M52 Buffer Alternative Description and Setting

The M52 Buffer Alternative proposes to create a buffer, which would consist of lower impact
industrial uses, between areas where higher intensity industrial uses are located adjacent to
residential uses, as shown in Figure 4.5-1. Other uses that would be prohibited in the M52 zone
without certain restrictions would be automotive repair and heavy equipment sales. The M52
zone would not allow storage of automobiles and equipment or scrap operations. These uses
would be allowed in the M54 zone by right. This alternative would rezone approximately 24
acres to M52, which would create a buffer zone, measuring 200 feet from the property lines for
the portion of Riverside Drive between Riverford Road and the Willowbrook Country Club and
200 feet from the property line of the parcel located south of Mast Boulevard. Additionally, this
buffer zone would be placed approximately 600 feet of the length of the property immediately
west of the Willowbrook Country Club, as shown in Figure 4.5-2.

Approximately 68 acres would be rezoned RS7, resulting in a maximum of 493 dwelling units
(12 units less than the proposed project); approximately 24 acres would be rezoned to C36;
approximately 4 acres would be rezoned to C34; and 34 acres would remain as they are now
zoned under the RiverWay Specific Plan.

Similar to the proposed project, under this alternative, the "W" and "B" designators would be
applied as proposed under the proposed action. The "W" Designator language in Section 5454 of
the Zoning Ordinance would be modified to allow the Director of Public Works to waive
building restrictions of the "W" Designator if the Director of Public Works determines the parcel
is no longer subject to inundation due to the construction of flood control structures of facilities.

Similarly, Section 6878 of the Zoning Ordinance dealing with substitution and expansion of legal
non-conforming uses in a Redevelopment Area would be repealed under this alternative.

4.4.2 Comparison of the Effects of the M52 Buffer Alternative to the Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

Similar to the proposed project, the land use and zoning designations under this alternative
would be consistent with the scale and type of development that exists in the project area today.

This alternative would not have an effect on the future implementation of the County-approved
flood control channel improvements, and the project area would be subject to the "W"
Designator. As a result, this alternative would not be in conflict with any of the floodplain
policies and recommendations contained in the Lakeside Community Plan. The Lakeside
Community Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would still apply to
the USDRIP project area. Therefore, this alternative would not cause a significant conflict with
adopted plans and goals; no significant impact would occur.
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Additionally, the project area is already highly industrialized dominated by extraction activities
and related land uses. Under the zoning proposed for this alternative, future industrial
development and redevelopment in the M52 and M54 zones would allow a wide range of
industrial uses, including light manufacturing and outdoor storage, as well as commercial sales
and uses. Typically, industrial uses are a concern because they may create nuisance impacts to
surrounding uses (particularly residential uses), including visual blight, noise, and light and
glare. However, because the M52 zone area, as shown in Figure 4.5-2, would serve as a buffer
between residential development and the land uses allowed in the M54 zones, land use
compatibilities are improved. This results in a reduction of the potential for land use conflicts in
those areas where the M54 zones are located adjacent to residential zones. For example, because
outdoor storage is not permitted in the M52 zone, then surrounding residential uses at the
Willowbrook Country Club and RS7 area would not be located in proximity to outdoor storage
activities. The M52 and the width of Mast Boulevard would buffer the residential uses from
industrial uses more so than the proposed project. The "B" Designator would also be
implemented, as applicable in all commercial and industrial zones. Otherwise, the impacts
identified in the proposed project are similar to those anticipated for this alternative.

Geological Issues

This alternative would not change any of the geological impacts identified for the proposed
project. The potential for risks of injury and damages to structures in the project area also exists
during project construction and during seismic events. However, as with the proposed project,
these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels upon compliance with the
Uniform Building Code and the County of San Diego Grading Ordinance.

Water Resources

This alternative would not change any of the impacts to water resources identified for the
proposed project. Impacts to groundwater and water quality would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. As with the proposed project, these impacts would be less
than significant due to required compliance with the County of San Diego Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permitting
requirements.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could be affected by the
increase in local pollutant levels due to construction-related activities. However, because
construction-related emissions occur for a short-term, ceasing at the completion of construction
activities, these emissions are not normally considered significant. As with the proposed project,
implementation of this alternative is not anticipated to create a CO hot spot at local intersections
and would not result in a significant long-term impact on air quality.
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Transportation/Circulation

Because the land uses that would be allowed under this alternative are similar to those for the
proposed project, traffic generation and distribution are anticipated to be the same as those
estimated for the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in eight intersections and five street
segments in the project area and vicinity to be significantly impacted by the addition of traffic
generated by the development of land uses allowed under this alternative. With the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 2.1, traffic impacts would only
be partially mitigated to below a level of significance. Because there are no means to implement
these mitigation measures, traffic impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.

Biological Resources

For the evaluation of potential biological impacts, the M52 Buffer Alternative is identical to the
proposed project. There will be no change in the potential biotic impacts to the project site based
on the land use designations under this alternative because it is assumed that in either case the
entire site would be impacted.

Hazards

Similar to the proposed project, public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes associated
with existing site conditions may occur during project construction. Because new development
under the M52 zone would be similar to the proposed project, site disturbance to existing
contaminated soils could still be significant. However, as with the proposed project, this impact
would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the mitigation
measures listed in Section 2.7.

Additionally, this alternative would not substantially change the uses proposed in the project area
or those that are currently allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses that could
potentially be located within the project area, including industrial and commercial uses, may also
involve the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials in compliance with applicable
state, regional and local regulations associated with hazardous materials/waste. These hazardous
materials/wastes could include gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and waste oil and
other chemical substances used in industrial facilities.

Similarly, flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to
stabilize the river channel and provide for IOO-yearflood protection, along the San Diego River
within the boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of this
alternative. The flood control channel would create a beneficial impact, as it would prevent
potential floods from occurring along this segment of the San Diego River by increasing the
channel capacity to contain a lOO-yearflood. Additionally, special land use designators would
be applied to portions of the project site. More specifically, the "W" Flood Control Channel
Designator would be applied to areas subject to the lOO-yearfloodplain. This designator restricts
development within the IOO-yearfloodplain prior to the development of flood control structures
to prevent any development to be subject to a lOO-year inundation. This eliminates any flood
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hazards to any development that would be built within this the project area; therefore, no
significant impacts associated with flooding are anticipated to occur.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would increase noise levels in the project vicinity
to unacceptable levels intermittently during project construction for the duration of construction;
this would occur for a short term and would not be considered a significant impact. Noise from
operation of this alternative would result from traffic generated by the development of land uses
allowed under this alternative, which is not anticipated to significantly increase noise levels in
the project area. Development of the M52 buffer zone between the M54 zones and the
residential areas would reduce noise impacts associated With industrial activities, particularly
outdoor storage, which would not be allowed in the M52 zones.

Public Services

This alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to fire protection, emergency
services, and police protection as the proposed project. Since this alternative would involve
development of a smaller residential area (12 fewer units), the number of students that would be
generated under this alternative would be incrementally less than the number of students that
would be generated under the proposed project. However, because the schools serving the
project area are currently operating over their capacities, any additional students generated under
this alternative would result in a significant impact to school services. Public services would
have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated by the development of new
uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact, particularly to fire and police
protection.

Public Utilities

Because the uses that would be allowed under this alternative are very similar to the proposed
project, this alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to public utilities, including
electricity and natural gas, water and sewer services, and solid waste collection services, as the
proposed project. Electricity, natural gas, and solid waste collection services are not anticipated
to be significantly impacted as these utility providers are able to accommodate increased demand
and to continue servicing the project area based on local demand.

Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate water and
wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. As a result, future
development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in the redevelopment of the project
area with new industrial uses to replace mining operations. New industrial uses may include any
of the uses allowed under the M52 and M54 zones. However, outdoor storage is not permitted in
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the M52 zone so screening techniques, although still required, would not have to be used to the
same extent as in the M54 zone to hide aesthetically offensive outdoor storage. Instead, all
storage would be enclosed with less potential for blight.

The project would improve the aesthetic quality of the project area because new development
would replace mining operations. New development would be compatible with existing
industrial uses because the project would allow industrial uses similar to those already existing in
the area, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would apply to the new commercial and industrial
development., Impacts are not considered significant. Additionally, development of the M52
buffer zone between the M54 zone and the residential areas would reduce visual impacts
associated with industrial uses, particularly outdoor storage, which would not be allowed in the
M52 zones.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have the potential to encounter isolated
archaeological deposits, which would represent a potentially significant impact. However, as
with the proposed project, impacts to cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant
levels with the implementation of the RPO and mitigation measures in Section 2.5.

4.4.3 Conclusion

The environmental impacts associated with this alternative are similar to the proposed action.
Table 4-1 compares this alternative to the other alternatives. This alternative meets the goals and
objectives of the proposed project and reduces some impacts, including noise and aesthetics, by
providing a buffer zone between the M54 zones and the residential uses. This alternative,
therefore, better meets Project Objective No.3 "to ensure compatibility of zone and General Plan
designation changes with adjacent existing residential uses."

4.5 ANALYSIS OF THE LAKESIDE PLANNING GROUP ALTERNATIVE

4.5.1 Lakeside Planning Group Alternative Description and Setting

Similar to the proposed project, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would also remove the
Specific Plan land use designation and zoning from the USDRIP site and replace them with
conventional zoning. However, the zones proposed for this alternative differ from the proposed
project (Figure 4.5-1 and Table 4.5-1). The flood control channel area would be zoned S80
(Open Space Use) instead ofM54. This zone would allow uses that have a minimal impact on
the natural environment, or those that would be compatible with the hazards, resources, or other
restrictions within the flood control channel area. This alternative would also replace the M54
General Impact Industrial zone proposed on the western half of the site with M52 Limited
Industrial. The primary difference between these industrial zones is that the M52 zone requires
all uses to be conducted within buildings. Outdoor uses are only allowed if approved by a Major
Use Permit. Other uses that would be prohibited in the M52 zone without certain restrictions
would be automotive repair and heavy equipment sales. The M52 zone would not allow storage
of automobiles and equipment or scrap operations. These uses would be allowed in the M54
zone by right. The M54 zone at the eastern end of the project area would be the same as the
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proposed project. The M52 zone would also replace the RS7 zone proposed in the northwestern
portion of the project area along El Nopal. Instead, a smaller area adjacent to the Lakeside
Farms Elementary School along Riverside Drive would be zoned RS3. This area would allow
approximately 29 dwelling units. The C36 General Commercial zone along Riverside Drive and
Riverford Road would also be reduced in size and would not extend into the flood control
channel area. All other aspects of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would be the same
as the proposed project.

4.5.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative to the
Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

Similar to the proposed project, the land use and zoning designations under this alternative
would be consistent with the scale and type of development that exists in the project area today.
This alternative would not have an effect on the future implementation of the County-approved
flood control channel improvements, and the project area would be subject to the "W"
Designator. As a result, this alternative would not be in conflict with any of the floodplain
policies and recommendations contained in the Lakeside Community Plan.

The Lakeside Community Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would
still apply to the USDRIP project area. Therefore, this alternative would not cause a significant
conflict with adopted plans and goals; no significant impact would occur.

Additionally, the project area is already highly industrialized dominated by extraction activities
and related land uses. Under the zoning proposed for this alternative, future industrial
development and redevelopment in the M52 and M54 zones would allow a wide range of
industrial uses including custom manufacturing as well as commercial sales and uses. However,
as with the proposed project, these uses would be required to comply with County-imposed
performance standards and site design requirements to reduce impacts to surrounding uses. The
M52 zone does not allow outdoor storage and the condition where industrial uses are proposed
near residential areas would not exist. This condition would further minimize the potential
incompatibility with adjacent residential uses. However, the potential for community impacts is
not considered significant for the project or for this alternative.

Build out of the M52 zone area in the northwestern portion of the project area would preclude
agricultural operations on the prime agricultural land located there. However, the impact is not
considered significant because the prime agricultural land is already developed with residential
uses, is small in size (about 20 acres), is isolated and surrounded by urban uses, and is not used
for crop production.

GeologicalIssues

This alternative would not change any of the geological impacts identified for the proposed
project. The potential for risks of injury and damages to structures in the project area also exists
during project construction and during seismic events. However, as with the proposed project,
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these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels upon compliance with the
Uniform Building Code and the County of San Diego Grading Ordinance.

Water Resources

This alternative would not change any of the impacts to water resources identified for the
proposed project. Impacts to groundwater and water quality would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. As with the proposed project, these impacts would be less
than significant due to required compliance with the County of San Diego Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permitting
requirements.

Air Quality

Similar to the proposed project, sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could be affected by the
increase in local pollutant levels due to construction-related activities. However, because
construction-related emissions occur for a short-term, ceasing at the completion of construction
activities, these emissions are not normally considered significant. As with the proposed project,
implementation of this alternative is not anticipated to create a CO hot spot at local intersections
and would not result in a significant long-term impact on air quality.

Transportation/Circulation

Because the land uses that would be allowed under this altemative are similar to those for the
proposed project, traffic generation and distribution are anticipated to be the same as those
estimated for the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in eight intersections and five street
segments in the project area and vicinity to be significantly impacted by the addition of traffic
generated by the development of land uses allowed under this alternative. Because there are no
means to implement these mitigation measures, traffic impacts would remain significant and
unmitigable.

Biological Resources

For the evaluation of potential biological impacts, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative is
nearly identical to the proposed project. The one exception is on the five-acre parcel near the
center of the site, which is described below.

The northwest corner parcel, designated as Planning Area I, single family residential in the
RiverWay Specific Plan. The Lakeside Planning Group proposed land use zone designates this
parcel as M52, Industrial. There will be no change in the potential biotic impacts to this area
based on these land use designations because it is assumed that in either case the entire site
would be impacted.

The Lakeside Sanitation District parcel in the southwest corner of the site is designated as
Planning Area VIII, Industrial, in the RiverWay Specific Plan, the site would be designated as
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M52 Industrial under the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative proposed zoning. There would
be no change in potential impacts based on changes in proposed land uses.

The RiverWay Specific Plan designates the five-acre parcel that is presently occupied by a large
pond that supports some willows along its margins, Planning Area XX, Flood Plain. The
Lakeside Planning Group proposed land use zones designates most of this site as floodway. It
appears that this alternative would preserve most of the existing riparian resource on this parcel.
The impact would be approximately the same as with the existing Specific Plan.

The 16-acre area east of the Willowbrook Golf Course is designated in the RiverWay Specific
Plan as Planning Area XV, Industrial. The Lakeside Planning Group proposed land use is
designated as M54 Industrial. There would be no change in potential impact based on the
proposed project.

The five acres of disturbed ruderal habitat in the northeast comer of the site is designated as
Planning Area XII, Industrial in the RiverWay Specific Plan, and as floodway in the Lakeside
Planning Group proposed plan. Based upon the known existing conditions, it is assumed that the
existing developed area and ruderal uplands would actually remain out of the floodway. It is
assumed that implementation of the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative would have very little
effect on this portion of the project site.

There are two other potential impacts of the Lakeside Planning Group proposed alternative. The
first would be the removal of the Planning Buffer zone around the preserved/restored riparian
habitat along the floodway. This buffer is currently planned as a 50-foot wide zone where no
building would be allowed. If the Specific Plan is removed, building could be permitted up to
the edge of the biological buffer zone, which includes the floodway and its banks.

The other impact would be a substantial reduction in the revegetation requirements for the
floodway in the Calmat property. The RiverWay Specific Plan includes substantial revegetation
and riparian habitat creation in this area. The Calmat reclamation plan is quite limited in this
regard.

Hazards

Similar to the proposed project, public exposure to hazardous materials and/or wastes associated
with existing site conditions may occur during project construction. However, as with the
proposed project, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with the
implementation of the mitigation measure listed in Section 2.7.

Additionally, this alternative would not substantially change the uses that would be allowed in
the project area from those that are currently allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses
that could potentially be located within the project area, including industrial and commercial
uses, may also involve the use, handling, and transport of hazardous materials in compliance
with applicable state, regional and local regulations associated with hazardous materials/waste.
These hazardous materials/wastes could include gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and
waste oil and other chemical substances used in industrial facilities.
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Similarly, flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to
stabilize the river channel and provide for IOO-year flood protection, along the San Diego River
within the boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of this
alternative. The flood control channel would create a beneficial impact, as it would prevent
potential floods from occurring along this segment of the San Diego River by increasing the
channel capacity to contain a lOO-year flood. Additionally, special land use designators would
be applied to portions of the project site. More specifically, the "W" Flood Control Channel
Designator would be applied to areas subject to the IOO-year floodplain. This designator restricts
development within the IOO-year floodplain prior to the development of flood control structures
to prevent any development to be subject to a IOO-year inundation. This eliminates any flood
hazards to any development that would be built within this the project area; therefore, no
significant impacts associated with flooding are anticipated to occur.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would increase noise levels in the project vicinity
to unacceptable levels intermittently during project construction for the duration of construction;
this would occur for a short term and would not be considered a significant impact. Noise from
operation of this alternative would primarily result from traffic generated by the development of
land uses allowed under this alternative, which is not anticipated to significantly increase noise
levels in the project area.

Noise impacts associated with industrial uses adjacent to the small residential area located .near
the northeastern corner of the project site are not anticipated to be significant because Riverside
Drive separates the industrial from the residential areas. The physical separation between these
uses would be expected to reduce the noise levels to acceptable levels.

Commercial uses generate increased noise levels predominantly associated with loading. The
"B" Designator will be used to establish community design guidelines, which includes siting,
buffering, and landscaping between differing land uses. Because the "B" Designator will apply
to all commercial uses, noise impacts, particularly to the residential area adjacent to commercial
uses on the southern portion of the project site, will be reduced to below a level of significance.

Public Services

This alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to fire protection, emergency
services, and police protection as the proposed project. Since this alternative would involve
development of a smaller residential area, the number of students that would be generated under
this alternative would be less than the number of students that would be generated under the
proposed project. However, because the schools serving the project area are currently operating
over their capacities, any additional students generated under this alternative would result in a
significant impact to school services. Public services would have to be expanded in proportion
to increased population generated by the development of new uses in the project area. This
would result in a significant impact, particularly to fire and police protection.
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Public Utilities

Because the uses that would be allowed under this alternative are very similar to the proposed
project, this alternative is anticipated to result in the same impacts to public utilities, including
electricity and natural gas, water and sewer services, and solid waste collection services, as the
proposed project. Electricity, natural gas, waste collection services are not anticipated to be
significantly impacted as these utility providers are able to accommodate increased demand and
to continue servicing the project area based on local demand.

Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate water and
wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. As a result, future
development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in the redevelopment of the project
area with new industrial uses to replace mining operations. New industrial uses may include any
of the uses allowed under the M52 and M54 zones. Because outdoor storage is not allowed in
the M52 zone, the potential for outdoor storage of automobiles, equipment, lumber, and
manufactured products would be eliminated. Although unsightly uses may be proposed in the
M52 zone (warehouse for example), implementation of the Lakeside Design Guidelines would
minimize visually offensive uses and design.

The project would improve the aesthetic quality of the project area because new development
would replace mining operations. New development would be compatible with existing
industrial uses because the project would allow industrial uses similar to those already existing in
the area, and the Lakeside Design Guidelines would apply to the new commercial and industrial
development. Impacts are not considered significant.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have the potential to encounter isolated
archaeological deposits, which would represent a potentially significant impact. However, as
with the proposed project, impacts to cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant
levels with the implementation of the RPO and mitigation measures in Section 2.5.

4.5.3 Conclusion

The environmental impacts associated with noise, land use, and aesthetics are reduced for this
alternative; however, the remaining impacts are similar to the proposed project. This alternative
meets the majority of the goals and objectives of the proposed project. Although the Lakeside
Planning Group Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project, it is not
preferred over the Specific Plan Amendment Alternative since the Specific Plan Amendment
Alternative also reduces impacts to noise, biology, land use, aesthetics, and water quality
because it retains the revegetation plan and planning buffer for the river, disallows the more
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impactive uses, retains the Specific Plan Design Guidelines and institutes standards of review for
the protection of water quality.

4.6 RIVERWAY SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT ALTERNATIVE

4.6.1 RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative Description and Setting

Under this alternative, the RiverWay Specific Plan would be amended to allow a greater range of
uses than those that are currently allowed under the current Specific Plan. The proposed
amendment to the Specific Plan would allow almost the full range of uses that are found in the
C36, M52 and M54 Zones; however, some uses that would be prohibited include crematoriums,
drug paraphernalia shops, adult entertainment establishments, and mini-warehouses, as well as
farm equipment sales and rentals in the western end of the project site. The S-88 Specific
Planning Areas, as amended, would be used to implement the land uses in all of the RiverWay
Specific Planning Areas.

Industrial uses, generally allowed by right or permit within the M52 or M54 zones, would be
allowed consistent with the Industrial, S-88 (Modified M52) or (Modified M54) zones as
proposed in the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment. The amendment would allow open
storage, by right, up to 10 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of all
buildings on the property, which would be expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit.
The amendment would also allow accessory vehicle parking (i.e., delivery trucks, etc.) up to a
maximum of 50 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of the building.

Two parcels south of State Route 67 that never carried the S88 Specific Plan Zone would be
zoned S88 and would allow modified C36 commercial uses. One parcel, approximately 10 acres
in area, is currently zoned C36 and would become S88. The other parcel, a little over an acre in
area, is currently zoned A72 and would be rezoned to S88 as well. North of State Route 67 the
San Diego River, which has been zoned S80 (Open Space) through the project area, would be
rezoned to S88 (Specific Plan), a zoning that would limit future allowable land uses within this
portion of the river due to the ability to limit uses within a specific plan area.

Amendments would be required to RPO, BMO, and the Zoning Ordinance. RPO would be
amended to remove the Cultural Resources exemption that currently exists for the USDRIP area.
Similarly, the BMO would be amended to remove all exemptions to the BMO in the USDRIP
area. The amendments to the Zoning Ordinance would consist of the repeal of Section 6878,
which currently allows a use that has become non-conforming, as the result of a rezone
associated with a redevelopment project, to be expanded or substituted for any other use allowed
in the previous zone by right or a Minor Use Permit. Section 6878 also allows, the substitution
or expansion of use by a Minor Use Permit and entering into a participation agreement with the
Redevelopment Agency. The Zoning Ordinance Amendment would also amend Section 5454
(the .oW' Flood Control Channel designator) to allow the Director of Public Works to waive
certain development restrictions when the property is no longer in the flood plain. The Flood
Channel Special Area Regulation (W) and the S-88 Specific Plan Use Regulation would be
applied to land permanently reserved for conveyance of the IDO-yearflood. The Specific Plan
amendment would require amendment of the General Plan to delete references to the
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Redevelopment Plan and Agency from the Lakeside Community Plan to make it consistent with
the amended Specific Plan.

4.6.2 Comparison of the Effects of the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative to
the Proposed Project

Land Use and Planning

Almost the full range of uses allowed in the C36, M52, and M54 zones would be allowed, with
certain limitations, after amendment of the RiverWay Specific Plan. Open storage would be
allowed, by right, up to 10 percent of the total square footage of the ground floor(s) of all
buildings on the property, which would be expandable up to 50 percent with a Minor Use Permit.
The Specific Plan provides a reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will be
rehabilitated to restore the San Diego River with riparian vegetation and allow future industrial
development. The San Diego River would retain the "W" designator and the S-88 Specific Plan
Use instead ofM54 as proposed, which would limit future development within the river 100-year
floodplain. The Specific Plan Amendment would require compliance with the BMO, and the
RPO would be amended to remove the Cultural Resources exemption that currently exists for the
USDRIP area.

Because the project includes minor amendments to the existing Specific Plan and these
amendments are considered beneficial, there would be no conflicts with adopted plans or goals.
The project's proposed land uses are very similar to those under the adopted Specific Plan. There
would be no land use compatibility constraints because the buffering is required at the site design
phase between industrial and residential uses (see Section 6.1.1). The Specific Plan Amendment
Alternative is better than the other alternatives evaluated. No significant land use impacts are
associated with this alternative.

Geological Issues

The amended Specific Plan would have similar geological issues as those identified for the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, the potential exists for settlement hazards
associated with development in alluvial areas under the existing Specific Plan. As with the
proposed project, the potential for liquefaction wherever unconsolidated soils overlay
groundwater exists during seismic activity. Alluvial deposits, such as those that occur on the
site, may require extensive recompaction during development to avoid potential structural failure
or damage to buildings and streets from settlement or expansion of these soils. The impact that
structural failure and/or damage to buildings and streets poses to building occupants and the
public would be less than significant provided the soil is adequately prepared prior to building
construction.

Water Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the Specific Plan Amendment Alternative would be subject to
the extensive laws and regulations protecting water resources. A brief discussion of some of
these laws and regulations is outlined in Section 6.1.5 below. The amended Specific Plan would
have similar water quality issues to those identified for the proposed project.
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Impacts from Construction Activities

The construction of the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan would potentially
result in the temporary increases in turbidity or total suspended solids (TSS) within the project
area or further downstream, which could result in a short-term significant impact to water
quality. However, because the County has recently established requirements for implementing
erosion control measures through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) under the
authority of the Grading Ordinance, this potential impact to water quality is reduced to below a
level of significance. These BMPs are designed to reduce impacts from erosion to the maximum
extent practicable, and as such, construction activities are not anticipated to cause substantial
impacts to water quality.

In addition to those erosion control measures, any construction activities encompassing more that
five (5) acres of soil disturbance would be required to comply with the NPDES General Permit
for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (General Permit). Under the
requirements of the General Permit, any project meeting the 5-acre threshold would be required
to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants from contacting
storm water, with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off-site into
receiving waters. In addition, the General Permit requires that projects eliminate or reduce all
non-storm water discharges. As a result of these requirements, the construction of individual land
uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan is not expected to create a significant long-term
impact to surface water quality. Further, no impacts to groundwater resources, including
drinking water, are expected from construction activities associated with land uses allowed under
the amended Specific Plan. These activities are not anticipated to rely on groundwater since
water services is readily available in the Project Area. Further construction activities will not
interfere with groundwater recharge in the area because the river is the primary source of
groundwater recharge, and no diversion of water from the river is proposed under the land uses
allowed under the amended Specific Plan Alternative.

Impacts from CommerciallIndustrial Activities

Development of land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan and by right would result in
increased impervious surfaces in the project area, which, in turn, would result in increased
surface water runoff. Typical urban pollutants usually come from automobile use, oil and gas
residue, fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide use, animal waste, and the inadequate storage and handling
of materials. These pollutants would have the potential to enter the storm drain system or
percolate through permeable surfaces to significantly impact water quality and groundwater
resources in the area.

Under this alternative, the RiverWay Specific Plan would be amended to include Development
Review Procedures (DRPs) that would require all proposed land development activities be
subject to design review for the implementation of design elements which would control
stormwater runoff from both commercial and industrial property. The implementation of these
DRPs was included in the amended Specific Plan in response to concerns from the community
and other interest groups. The design elements would include physical BMPs such as retention
basins, oil/water separators, vegetated swales, and the use of non-pervious materials to minimize
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off-site stormwater flow. In addition, consideration would be given to project-specific pollutants
when appropriate.

Development of land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan and by right include
industrial activities which would be subject to the industrial permitting requirements under the
NPDES permitting system. As discussed in Chapter 6.1.5, industrial activities subject to the
Industrial Permit are required to identify and evaluate sources of pollution that could affect the
quality of stormwater discharges from industrial activities, identify and implement BMPs to
reduce or prevent pollutants in stonnwater discharges, and monitor stonnwater discharges to
ensure protection of water quality and compliance with the industrial permit. Further, any
development allowed under the proposed project would be required to comply with the County
of San Diego Stonnwater Quality Management Ordinance. Compliance with these requirements,
as discussed in Chapter 6.1.5 below, is expected to preclude impact to water resources from
industrial and commercial activities within the project area.

Industrial activities allowed under the amended Specific Plan may use and store hazardous
materials on-site, including gasoline and diesel fuel. Hazardous materials use, storage, and
transport which may occur in the project area is regulated, and subject to permitting by State and
County agencies. The requirements under these regulations specify engineering design
considerations to protect soil, groundwater, and surface water contamination by poor hazardous
materials handling and storage activities. Such design considerations include the use of double-
walled, underground tanks, oversized containment basins for above ground storage, and
monitoring activities. Leaking underground storage tanks from offsite facilities has resulted in
contamination of local groundwater sources. However, these tanks were older, single-walled
tanks, which were not built to current standards. All new projects within the project area which
use and handle hazardous materials, including storage in underground tanks, would be required
to comply with current regulations. As such, potential impacts from potential use and storage of
hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.

Development of the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, is not
anticipated to deplete groundwater resources; since land uses that could be developed in the
project area may include light manufacturing and outdoor storage, which are not heavy water
users and are not anticipated to impact groundwater supply. Further, the availability of water
from local water districts serving the project area precludes the need for dependency on
groundwater in the project area. No projects allowed under the amended Specific Plan are
expected to divert water from the San Diego River, nor develop within the river channel. Since
the primary recharge of the groundwater basin is through streambed infiltration along the San
Diego River, projects allowed under the amended Specific Plan are not expected to impede or
significantly alter groundwater recharge in the basin.

Some land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, may fall into the
category of potentially contaminating activities (PCAs) under the State Drinking Water and
Assessment Act. Among these are industries which may use and/or store hazardous materials
on-site, including gasoline and diesel fuel. Current regulation of hazardous materials, including
the implementation of hazardous materials business plans, and emergency response plans are
expected to minimize any potential impacts to water quality. Further, only one active well is
currently utilized as a public, potable water source within the USDRIP area. This well (Lakeside
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Well No.5) is located upstream from the project area. Given the well's location, upstream from
the project area, and the regulations concerning hazardous materials use and storage, minimal, if
any, impact is expected to the well source. Other public water supply wells in the project area
(Riverview wells) are currently not operating due to contamination of the groundwater from off-
site sources. It is unknown if, or when, these wells will be operational. Riverview Water District
staff, along with County, State, and Federal officials, are currently reviewing the situation, and
attempting to clean up the contaminated water supply. Development of the land uses allowed
under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, is not anticipated to adversely affect the clean-up
efforts, since existing and future activities would be subject to compliance with the regulatory
framework for handling of hazardous substances.

Development of any of the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan, and by right is
not anticipated to cause flooding in the area; potential hazards of flooding associated with the
San Diego River are discussed in Section 2.7, Hazards.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed amended Specific Plan), the physical impacts are similar because the amended Specific
Plan would allow land uses that are substantially similar to those already allowed under the
existing Specific Plan.

Air Quality

There are two major sources of air pollution: construction and operation. Construction impacts
are associated with dust generated by demolition, earthmoving, excavation; hydrocarbon
emissions from paints and asphalt; exhaust emissions from powered construction equipment; and
motor vehicle emissions associated with construction activities. These construction impacts are
limited in duration and are generally not significant. Project emissions include mobile source
(vehicle) and stationary-source (electric and natural gas).

Similar to the proposed project, vehicular emissions generated by uses allowed under this
alternative would be the primary source of pollutants in the project vicinity. Emission levels in
the 1994 State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions were based upon SANDAG growth
forecasts, which were derived from county and city plans. Since the County's General Plan was
amended to include the adoption of the RiverWay Specific Plan in 1990, the 1994 SIP revisions,
in turn, took into account pollutant emissions associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan. As
long as the proposed uses do not increase the emissions projected under the SIP, there would not
be any significant stationary source impacts.

Since the RiverWay Specific Plan Alternative would allow development largely consistent with
the existing Specific Plan, which was included in the projections considered in the County's
Regional Air 'Quality Strategy (RAQS), and the 1994 SIP revisions, this alternative is not
anticipated to adversely impact air quality.
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Transportation/Circulation

As previously estimated in the EIR for the RiverWay Specific Plan, the existing Specific Plan at
buildout would generate approximately 37,602 daily trips; this is approximately 1,768 trips less
than the those estimated for the proposed project. The amendment of the Specific Plan would
generate the same ADT as addressed in the Proposed Project because the Alternative proposes
the same land uses resulting in the same trip generation. However, similar to the proposed
project, increasing the average daily traffic at local intersections and roadways would
significantly impact the existing road network and traffic.

• Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road;
• Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road;
• Channel Road/Mapleview Street;
• Winter Gardens BoulevardlSR 67 northbound off-ramps;
• Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard;
• Woodside AvenuelRiverford Road; and
• Riverford RoadlHighway 67 Southbound Ramps.

Additionally, the alternative would add traffic to the following three intersections already
operating at poor LOS (LOS E or LOS F):

• Riverside DrivelRiverford Road/Mast Boulevard (LOS E) and
• Riverford RoadIWoodside Avenue North (LOS E).
• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (LOS F)

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the intersections identified above are planned by the
County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

1) Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
• Northbound (Channel Road): two through and one right
• Southbound; one left and two through
• Westbound: one left and one right

2) Riverside DrivelRiverford Road/Mast Boulevard

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
• Northbound: two lefts, two through, and one right
• Southbound: one left, one through, and one through-right
• Eastbound: one left, two through, and two right
• Westbound: two lefts, two through, and one right

Based on the established thresholds of significance, the intersections identified above, with the
exception of the intersections of Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road and Riverside DrivelRiverford
Road/Mast Boulevard, would be significantly impacted by project alternative-generated traffic.
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The results indicate that the following street segments would operate from acceptable LOS D or
better to LOS E with the addition of project alternative-generated traffic to the existing street
system: .

• Riverside Drive east of Riverford Road;
• Channel Road south of SR 67; and
• Woodside Avenue west of Winter Gardens Boulevard.

Additionally, the alternative project traffic would add to the following five street segments
already operating at poor LOS (LOS E):

• Riverford Road north of Woodside Avenue
• Riverford Road south of Riverside Drive
• Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive
• Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue and
• Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road.

Currently, roadway improvements at two of the street segments identified above are planned by
the County of San Diego. These improvements are as follows:

1) Improve Lakeside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Riverside Drive to Channel
Road.

2) Improve Channel Road to a four lane Collector Road from Lakeside Avenue to Woodside
Avenue.

Based on the 2 percent established thresholds of significance, the street segments identified
above, with the exception of the segments of Lakeside Avenue and Channel Road (south of
Lakeside Avenue) would be significantly impacted by project alternative-generated traffic. In
addition, Mapleview Street east of Channel Road would also be significantly impacted by project
alternative-generated traffic as the volume to capacity (VIC) ratio for that street segment would
be increased by 0.13, exceeding the 0.02 allowable increase due to project alternative-generated
traffic.

The following intersections would operate at LOS F with the addition of the traffic from the
amended Specific Plan. The following mitigation measures, recommended for the proposed
project, would also be recommended for this alternative:

Intersections

• Lakeside AvenuelSR 67

Signalize the intersection
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• Mapleview StreetiSR 67

Provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left, two through, one right

Southbound: one left, two through, one right
Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

• Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp

Signalize the intersection

• Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Southbound: one left and one right
Eastbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one right and two through

• Channel RoadlMapleview Street

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one through and one through-right

Southbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one left and one right

• Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right
Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right
Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
Westbound: one left, two through and one right

• Woodside AvenuelRiverford Road

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
Eastbound: two lefts and one through
Westbound: two through and one right

• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: two through and one right
Westbound: one left-through and one right

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project ErR 4-26

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

ALTERNATIVES

• Woodside Avenue North/Riverford Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: one through and one through-right
Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

• Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
Drive/Mast Boulevard.

• Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.

• Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

While the construction of the required road improvements in the USDRIP area would reduce
traffic impacts to below significant levels, and some of the required improvements are already
included in the CIP, there is no guarantee that the remaining improvements would be constructed
concurrent with need. The Redevelopment Agency does not generate adequate funding to
implement the traffic improvements. Because there is no commitment of funds to finance the
USDRIP road improvements, impacts remain significant and unmitigable.

Biological Resources

The RiverWay Specific Plan Alternative would result in similar impacts to those identified for
the project. The primary differences between this alternative and the proposed project is that
under the amended RiverWay Specific Plan: 1) the river would be zoned S88, with only a few
non-impactive uses allowed; and 2) the implementation of the alternative will be subject to the
BMO. Additionally, under this alternative, the planning buffer remains in place and the
revegetation requirements within the floodway remain.

Significant biological impacts could occur from future development in areas that support
wetlands, sensitive plan and animal species, and sensitive biological habitat. No specific
development is proposed as part of this alternative. It is not possible to determine what specific
impacts future projects could cause, how significant these impacts would be, or how to mitigate
them, without knowing the specifics of project development. However,future development
would be subject to the County BMO. The County BMO contains specific requirements for

. future development proposals that may impact biological resources including detailed site
surveys to identify the presence of sensitive habitat or species, quantification of impacts to
sensitive resources, and mitigation for any impacts. The BMO is a habitat-based mitigation
regulation that requires mitigation for species-supporting habitat according to a tier-based
system. The mitigation requirements vary by the quality of resources impacted and the sensitivity
of a plant or animal population. Mitigation ratios are established for vegetation communities that
exist on the USDRIP site including wetlands and coastal sage scrub. Wetlands are considered a
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Tier I Vegetation Community which requires in-kind mitigation at replacement ratios varying
from 1:1 to 3:1.

Future development that may be proposed in the project area under this alternative must comply
with the BMO and other regulations discussed above designed to protect biological resources.
Therefore, potential impacts to biological resources should not be significant, with the exception
of wetland impacts associated with the County flood control plan because the project will be
required to adhere to the County BMO.

This alternative is biologically superior to the proposed project because the alternative requires
compliance with the County BMO. The following mitigation measures shall apply:

• Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

• All wetland restoration, revegetation, and creation activities will be conducted within the San
Diego River floodplain.

• Impacts to all wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of wetlands
which replace the functions and values of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there will
be no net loss of wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of the functions and values.

• The mitigation plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and
Land Use. In addition, appropriate wetland permits shall be obtained from the USACOE and
the Califomia Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The project applicant shall also
comply with all applicable permit requirements.

Hazards

Flood control projects and floodway improvements, including improvements to stabilize the river
channel and provide for 100-year flood protection, along the San Diego River within the
boundaries of the project area would continue to be implemented as part of the proposed
alternative. The structures proposed under the adopted flood' control plan would continue to be
implemented under the proposed alternative and would act as "check dams" to dissipate the high
energy water flows of major floods. These structures would also lower the level of the flood
water and control the high velocity turbulence at the structures. Water flow between structures
would be controlled with a slow velocity that would prevent significant erosion of the riverbed or
banks. This would allow the existing floodway to be reshaped into a more natural, vegetated
appearance along its banks and streambed as an alternative to construction of a concrete channel.

The project lies within the mapped dam inundation area for El Capitan and San Vicente
reservoirs. The County has an Operational Area Emergency Plan in the event of a catastrophic
failure of either reservoir. Both reservoirs are monitored to reduce flood danger during periods
of peak flows and rainfall. Because all development would be located outside of the 100-year
floodplain and the existence of the County's Operational Area Emergency Plans, there would be
no significant impact. It should also be recognized that the proposed uses are similar to those in
the adopted Specific Plan.
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The RiverWay Specific Plan Alternative would not substantially change the types of uses that are
currently allowed by the RiverWay Specific Plan. The uses that could potentially be located
within the project area, including industrial and commercial uses, may also involve the use,
handling, and transport of hazardous materials, which are regulated by applicable state, regional
and local regulations associated with hazardous materials/waste. These hazardous
materials/wastes could include gasoline and diesel fuel, solvents, motor oil and waste oil and
other chemical substances used in industrial facilities.

The County Environmental Health Division issues permits to businesses for handling hazardous
materials and requires these businesses to prepare Hazardous Materials Management Plans that
detail hazards inventories, site layouts, training and monitoring procedures, and emergency
response plans. Compliance with proper hazardous materials handling procedures would
minimize the hazards to the public, particularly sensitive receptors such as schools and
residences, to below a level of significance.

Because portions of the project area have been in industrial use for many years, hazardous
contamination may be present on some properties from previous or current industrial activities.
As new development projects are constructed, ground disturbance associated with demolition of
existing structures and grading activities could disturb contaminated soils thereby potentially
exposing construction crews and the general public to hazardous materials. This situation is
considered significant.

The following mitigation measure will be required:

• Prior to issuing a discretionary grading permit on property previously used for industrial
uses, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be required
to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns resulting
from existing or prior uses. Each assessment shall identify measures, including site
remediation, if necessary, to ensure that no public exposure to hazardous materials and/or
waste would occur during project construction.

Reduction in Noise Due to Enclosed Uses

Similar to the proposed project, noise impacts for the project area would result from traffic-
generated noise and activities associated with industrial and commercial uses. Noise associated
with future industrial and commercial uses may decrease relative to the existing extractive uses.
Wherever residential development is proposed directly adjacent to future commercial or
industrial uses, buffer zones and/or the use of barriers may be required to ensure acceptable noise
levels. Noise levels will be potentially reduced because much of the uses will be enclosed.

Noise levels are expected to slightly increase in the project area as a result of traffic generated by
this alternative. However, similar to the proposed project, this increase is not anticipated to be
measurable and would not be perceptible; therefore, no significant noise impacts are anticipated
with implementation of the following mitigation measures.

• As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:
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The northwestern portion of the site where Residential is located in proximity to the
proposed Industrial, S-88 (Modified M52 or M54 Zone);

The northern portion of the site where the proposed Industrial, S-88 (M52 or M54 Zone)
is located adjacent to existing residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

The northern portion of the site where Residential is located in proximity to Commercial;
and

The southern pocket of the site where Residential is located adjacent to Commercial.

• The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project
sites to ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's
Noise Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise
Ordinance. The noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including
building design and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from
residential property lines, limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise
walls, setbacks, and berms/walls around heavy equipment, as needed.

Public Services

Fire Protection

Because the project would result in the need for additional staff and fire equipment to maintain
the current level of service, which is already deemed inadequate by the Lakeside Fire Protection
District, the proposed project would result in a significant impact to fire protection services. New
development on the project site would generate new revenues (i.e., property tax) that could
partially offset significant impacts to fire protection services. However, impacts to fire
protection services would remain significant and unavoidable for the same reasons as discussed
in Section 2.4.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed Amendment), the physical impacts are similar because the project would allow land
uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a net increase in
demand for fire protection services when compared to the demand generated by the uses allowed
under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.

Police Protection

The alternative would require increases in law enforcement resources to meet the increased
demand for services. The specific number of deputies and other sworn officers and associated
equipment servicing the proposed project cannot be estimated until further review is conducted
by the Sheriffs Department on a project by project basis. Mitigation is infeasible, and impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable, for the same reasons as discussed in Section 2.4.
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It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed Amendment), the physical impacts are similar because the project would allow land
uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not directly result in a net increase in
demand for police protection services when compared to the demand generated by the uses
allowed under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan.

Schools

New development under the proposed alternative would contribute to the overcrowding of local
schools within the two school districts serving the project area, which would result in a
significant impact to school services. However, the developer fee that is required to be paid to
both school districts would assist in providing adequate public school services and facilities
concurrent with need, which may be done through the construction of new facilities or the
modification of existing facilities; in some cases, school boundary changes are the means of
providing adequate services and facilities, to reduce development impacts to school services to
less than significant levels.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed Amendment), the physical impacts are similar because the project would allow land
uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.

Public Utilities

Similar to the proposed project, development of land uses allowed under the amended Specific
Plan Alternative would significantly increase demand for public utilities, including electricity,
natural gas, water and wastewater services, and solid waste collection. Electricity, natural gas,
and solid waste collection services are not anticipated to be significantly impacted as these utility
providers are able to accommodate increased demand and to continue servicing the project area
based on local demand.

Wastewater service would have to be expanded in proportion to increased population generated
by the development of new uses in the project area. This would result in a significant impact to
this service. As discussed in Section 6.0, a Master Plan update would be required prior to
incorporation into the district. However, no development would be permitted unless adequate
water and wastewater capacity can be made available to serve the proposed uses. As a result,
future development would not create a significant impact to wastewater services. No mitigation
would be proposed.

Aesthetics

The amended Specific Plan would enhance the scenic quality of the project area since currently
mined lands within the flood control channel would be transformed into an environmentally
sensitive area with new riparian vegetation. Development of land uses allowed under the
amended Specific Plan would be required to conform to the RiverWay Specific Plan Design
Guidelines, which will ensure that no significant visual impacts will occur through development
on adjacent lands. The RiverWay guidelines are specifically tailored to address architecture,
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project gateways, streetscape, and guidelines for improvement of the river corridor in the
USDRIP area. This alternative would avoid adverse aesthetic impacts associated with
development of new industrial uses in the area. Further, performance standards regarding
screening of open space areas would be incorporated into the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan
Amendment is environmentally superior to the proposed project.

Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the amended Specific Plan Alternative would not directly impact
cultural resources within the project area as it does not propose any specific project. However,
future development allowed by the Specific Plan would potentially affect cultural resource sites
that may exist or have been documented in the project area. The areas most susceptible to
project impacts are those in zones above the floodplain, where extensive subsurface disturbances,
such as sand mining, are not conducted and where cultural resource sites have yet to be
discovered. As a result, significant impacts to cultural resources may occur. Because future
development will be required to adhere to RPO Cultural Resources requirements, these impacts
are considered mitigable provided the following measures are implemented:

• As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the northwest portion of the site, a
monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required.

• For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any development proposal.

• In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with the County guidelines for cultural resources surveys
and mitigation. Artifacts collected during a data recovery plan for a cultural resources site
determined to be significant according to CEQA and County significance criteria shall be
curated in a qualified facility.

• In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

4.6.3 Conclusion

The environmental impacts associated with the RiverWay Specific Plan Amendment Alternative
are similarto the proposed project. This alternative meets the goals and objectives of the
proposed project and reduces impacts to biological resources, visual aesthetics, noise, land use,
and water quality. This alternative, therefore, better meets Project Objective No.3 "to ensure
compatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing residential
uses." Therefore, this would be considered an environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed project.
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TABLE 4-1
COMPARISON OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

Issue Areas
Water Biological Public Public CulturalAlternatives Land Use Geology Resources Air Quality Transportation Resources Hazards Noise Services Utilities Aesthetics Resources

Proposed Project Not Significant Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Not Significant Significant
Significant Significant Significant Unrnitigable Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable Urnnitigable Significant Mitigable Mitigable

for police and
fire

No Development No Impact No Impact No Impact Not Not No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Significant Significant

No Project No Impact Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not No Impact Significant
Significant Significant Significant Unrnitigable Mitigable Significant Mitigable Urnnitigable Significant Mitigable

Mitigable for police and
fire

M52 Buffer Not Significant, Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not Significant Significant
improved land Significant Significant Significant Unrnitigable Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable, Urnnitigable Significant Mitigable, Mitigable

use compatibility reduced noise for police and reduced
impact fire aesthetic impact

Lakeside Planning Not Significant, Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not Significant Significant
Group improved land Significant Significant Significant UnrnitigabIe Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable, Urnnitigable Significant Mitigable, Mitigable

use compatibility reduced noise for police and reduced
impact fire aesthetic impact

RiverWay Specific Plan Not Significant, Not Not Not Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant, Not Significant Significant
Amendment improved land Significant Significant Significant Unrnitigab Ie Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable Urnnitigable Significant Mitigable, Mitigable

use compatibility for police and reduced
fire aesthetic impact
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TABLE 4.5-1
PROPOSED ZONES AND LAND USE DESIGNATIONS FOR THE

LAKESIDE PLANNING GROUP ALTERNATIVE

Approx. Dwelling
Zone Land Use Designation Acres Units Other Uses

RS7 (6) Residential 4 29
C34 (13) General Commercial 0
C36 (13) General Commercial 11
M52 (15) Limited Impact Industrial 219
M54 (16) General Industrial 104
RS3* (22) Public/Semi-Public 7 Elementary School
A72* (22) Public/Semi-Public 2 1
C36* (13) General Commercial 9
RU29 * (22) Public/Semi-Public 20 Middle School/Fire Station
S80 Open Space Use 155

Roads 21

Total 552

* No change to current zone.
All numbers are rounded.
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LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

5.0 LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

5.1 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

Section 15126(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-
inducing impacts of a proposed project. A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA
Guidelines as ''the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, ..., either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment." The CEQA Guidelines
also require the analysis of those project characteristics that may encourage or facilitate activities
that, either individually or cumulatively, will affect the environment.

Induced growth is any growth which exceeds planned growth and results from new development
which would not have taken place without the implementation of the proposed project.
Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it results
in growth or population concentration that exceeds those assumptions included in pertinent
general plans, land use plans, or projections made by regional planning authorities. However,
the creation of growth-inducing potential does not automatically lead to growth. Additionally,
the CEQA Guidelines also state that the lead agency must never assume that growth in an area is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

The environmental effects of induced growth are secondary or indirect impacts of the proposed
project. Secondary effects of growth could result in significant, adverse environmental impacts,
which could include increased demand on community or public services, increased traffic and
noise, degradation of air and water quality, and conversion of agricultural land and open space to
developed uses.

Implementation of the proposed project is not considered growth-inducing because it would
primarily involve zone reclassification, which would generally allow the same land uses within
the project area as those that are currently existing and allowed under the RiverWay Specific
Plan. The project site already contains industrial and commercial uses, which are concentrated
within a core area around the river valley. The surrounding area is not conducive to industrial
development because of the steep topography and lack of direct access off of SR 67. It is not
anticipated that conversion of the sand and gravel operations to industrial development would
cause growth in the surrounding area, but would encourage continued viability of the adjacent
industrial and commercial uses. As a result, the net effect on regional growth associated with the
implementation of the.proposed project is not considered to be adverse or significant.

5.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES RESULTANT
FROM PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

CEQA §21100(f) and CEQA Guidelines §15126(e) require that an EIR analyze the extent to
which the proposed project's primary and secondary effects would impact the environment and
commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations will be unable to reverse.

Much of the project site has historically been mined for its aggregate resources and some
portions of the river are still under active extraction for sand and gravel. Extraction has slowed
recently because a majority of the sources have already been mined. Mining would continue as
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long as economically viable. The removal of the Specific Plan may accelerate the development
of the project area, but because the majority of the aggregate resources have already been
extracted, development of the area would not result in a significant loss of mineral resources.

As discussed above, the proposed project would primarily involve zone reclassification, a
process which would not directly impact the environment or commit nonrenewable
resources.However, development that would be allowed under the conventional zoning would
generate a demand for nonrenewable resources, including energy and water. Because the project
area is already urbanized, substantial amounts of nonrenewable resources would not be required.
The demand is not anticipated to be substantial enough to have a significant effect on the
environment.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

CEQA Guidelines §15128 requires the identification of impacts of a project that were
determined not to be significant and that were not discussed in detail in the impact section of the
EIR. Therefore, a brief discussion of environmental issues that were not found to be significant
for this project is presented below.

6.1 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AS PART OF THE EIR
PROCESS

The following are the environmental issues that were found not to be significant:

6.1.1 Land Use and Planning

This section analyzes the effects of the project on existing land uses, adopted land use and
environmental plans in and around the project area, and on community character. lnfonnation
was derived from site reconnaissance and planning documents such as the Lakeside Community
Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Resource Protection Ordinance.

Existing Conditions

Existing Land Uses

Figure 6.1.1-1 illustrates the land uses that exist within and surrounding the project site. The
project site is located in an urbanized area generally surrounded by an assortment of commercial,
industrial, residential, and institutional uses. Several semi-rural residential communities surround
the project site including Eucalyptus Hills, Blossom Valley, Flinn Springs, Winter Gardens and
others. Dominant land uses in the area include the San Diego River, Highway 67, and sand and
gravel mining activities.

The site's western boundary is the City of Santee's jurisdictional boundary. Single-family homes
exist adjacent to Santee along EI Nopal. An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the
northwest portion of the site on EI Nopal. Land uses transition to extraction and mining related
businesses closer to the San Diego River. Aggregate mining activities occur along most of the
San Diego River, although areas of high quality riparian habitat have regenerated in the northeast
corner of the project area east of Channel Road. Mining-related uses exist along Riverside Drive
and between the San Diego River and Highway 67 including concrete products manufacturing,
heavy equipment rental and storage, building materials and supply stores, and construction and
drilling materials storage.

Two schools exist in the project site: Lakeside Farms Elementary School on Lakeside Avenue
and Lakeside Middle School on Woodside Avenue. A Lakeside Fire District fire station exists
adjacent to the middle school on Riverview Avenue. Existing residential uses within the project
area consist of approximately 32 single-family dwelling units, six duplexes, and a 6O-space
mobile home park located in the southeast portion of the site. The Willowbrook Country Club
and a mobile home park are located along Riverside Drive outside the project boundaries. A gas
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station and strip commercial uses exist at the northeast corner of Riverford Road and Riverside
Drive and at Palm Rowand Riverside Drive. El Capitan High School and two county parks are
located east of Highway 67: Cactus County Park and Lindo Lake County Park.

Land Use and Zoning Designations

The project site is located in the Lakeside Community Planning Area and is designated (21)
Specific Plan. The Lakeside Community Plan land use designations are depicted on
Figure 6.1.1-2 for the project site and surrounding area. Surrounding land use designations
consist of Residential to the north of the project site with densities ranging from 1 to 6 dwelling
units per acre and lower density residential and agriculture zones further north in Lakeside
Farms. General Commercial land exists at two locations along Riverside Drive. Land use
designations are more mixed south of Highway 67 and consist of General and Service
Commercial, and Residential at 24 and 43 dwelling units per acre.

Most of the project site is zoned S88 Specific Plan, with the exception of the San Diego River
which is zoned S80 Open Space. The Lakeside Farms Elementary School is zoned RS3 Single
Family Residential and the non-contiguous area of the project south of Highway 67 is zoned An
Agriculture, C36 General Commercial, and RU29 Urban Residential. Zoning to the south of
Highway 67 consists mostly of Urban Residential, General Commercial, and Heavy Commercial.

Land Use Regulations

Lakeside Community Plan. The RiverWay Specific Planning Area and USDRIP Redevelopment
Plan goals are incorporated as part of the Lakeside Community Plan. The goals are as follows:

• To eliminate and prevent the spread of blight and to conserve, rehabilitate, and redevelop the
project area in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan.

• To provide employment opportunities for the residents of the community.

• To encourage the cooperation and participation of residents, business persons, public
agencies, and community organizations in the revitalization of the project area.

• To encourage private sector investment in the development of the project area.

• To improve the San Diego River Channel and eliminate flood hazards that constrain the
development of various parcels in the project area, the cost of which cannot be borne by
private enterprise alone.

• To facilitate the recycling of existing sand and gravel extraction activities to uses that are
more environmentally sensitive and compatible with the riparian habitats in the project area.

• To implement a San Diego River Flood Control and Environmental Rehabilitation Plan that
is consistent with the goals of the Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of
Fish and Game, the County of San Diego, project area property owners, and the community.
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• To provide for the enhancement and rehabilitation of the riparian habitat, especially as it
relates to promoting recovery of the least Bell's vireo, a federally protected songbird.

• To provide additional recreation opportunities to the community within the constraints
imposed by federal and state environmental agencies.

• To provide needed improvements to the community's educational and other facilities to
better serve the project area.

• To promote public improvements and facilities which are sensitive to the unique
environmental characteristics of the project area.

• To facilitate, if necessary, reparcelization of land into reasonably sized and shaped parcels
served by an improved public infrastructure and public facilities.

• To expand the resource of developable land by obtaining, if necessary, underutilized land and
making it available for development.

• To control unplanned growth by guiding new development to meet the needs of the
community.

• To alleviate certain environmental deficiencies, including substandard vehicular and
pedestrian circulation systems, insufficient off-street parking, and other similar public
improvements.

• To achieve an environment reflecting a high level of concern for architectural, landscape, and
suburban design principals appropriate to the goals of this Plan and applicable community
plans.

• To make provisions for housing as is required by the Redevelopment Law to satisfy the
needs and desires of the various age, income, and ethnic groups of the community,
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice.

• To develop safeguards against noise and pollution to enhance future industrial/commercial
activity in the project area.

• To coordinate revitalization efforts in the project area with other public programs of the
County and surrounding community.

The Lakeside Community Plan also contains goals, policies, and recommendations relevant to
each land use designation as well as to the floodplain of the San Diego River and sand and gravel
extraction. The policies and recommendations are:
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1. Improve natural drainage channels when it is necessary to protect life and
property.

2. Encourage the utilization of the floodplains outside of the Current Urban
Development Area for recreation, open space, agriculture, and planned extraction
of natural resources.

3. Minimize flood hazards and public expense by discouraging fill and construction
of permanent structures in floodplains while allowing channel improvement
projects to take place.

4. Avoid the need for artificial drainage structures; utilize natural channels and
streambeds, and recharge groundwater supplies with runoff and drainage.

5. Review technical data and onsite situations on a regular basis to note any changes
in the status of the floodplain.

6. Design the use of floodways where public access if available so that all modes of
recreational transportation will have an opportunity to enjoy this space.

7. Construct flood control works to adequately protect existing urban development,
utilizing natural-appearing banks as much as possible.

8. Permit only controlled extraction operations which have a minimal adverse
impact on the environment.

9. Extract sand and gravel in a way that minimizes any harm or disturbance to
adjacent residents and properties.

10. Minimize dust, noise, traffic, unsightly views, accumulations of water, steep
slopes, and safety and health hazards resulting from sand and gravel operations.

11. Recognize that extraction of sand and gravel is a long-term process. Allow
extraction only on a controlled, coordinated basis and provided for the
rehabilitation of worked-out areas.

12. Consider a system of recreational lakes outside of the floodway that could be
created by extractive operations.

13. Protect areas designed in the plan for sand, gravel, and rock excavation from
scattered and incompatible urban intrusion by applying extractive use regulations
to such areas.

14. Plan the eventual rezone and reuse of the land contammg this resource for
agriculture, husbandry, recreation, open space, and as "made land" above the
floodplain suitable for industry, commerce, or housing through reclamation plans.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 6-4

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Lakeside Design Guidelines. The Lakeside Design Guidelines apply to all commercial and
industrial development within the Lakeside Community Planning Area including the project site.
They also apply to multi-family and duplex residential development greater than 7.3 dwelling
units per acre and certain types of Major Use Permits. Projects are evaluated by the Lakeside
Design Review Board, an advisory citizens panel. The design guidelines address site design,
architecture, signage, lighting, historic building preservation, and specific guidelines applicable
to development type (e.g., commercial). Special environmental considerations, such as scenic
roads, hillside development, and floodplain development are also addressed.

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). The project site is exempt from the County's RPO
because it lies within the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project's redevelopment area
boundaries (Article V.6 ofRPO).

Zoning Ordinance. Under the RiverWay Specific Plan, all parcels outside the single-family
residential designation are subject to the "B" Designator. The "B" Designator, which is the
Community Design Review Area Regulations, applies community design review and guidelines
to all areas with this designator. Also, the USDRIP design regulations apply in the "B"
Designator areas. The area in the San Diego River currently carries the "F" floodplain
designator. Under the proposed project, this area would no longer be subject to the "F"
Designator. Instead, the "W" designator would apply to all areas in the 100-year floodplain.
The "W" Designator, which is the Flood Channel Area Regulations, would apply to all properties
subject to inundation under 1OO-yearfrequency flood conditions (i.e., the 100-year floodplain).
The regulations require that all flood control improvements must be done according to a County-
approved flood control plan.

Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP). The project site is within the Metro-Lakeside-
Jamul Segment of the MSCP County of San Diego Subarea Plan. However, at the time the
County Subarea Plan was approved, the RiverWay Specific Plan was in the process of receiving
approval for the open space configuration and obtaining the 404 permit. The Subarea Plan states
that the USDRIP site is "exempt" from the MSCP Subarea Plan requirements.

County Biological Mitigation Ordinance. The USDRIP site is also exempt from the County's
Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) (Article lII.7) because it is within the redevelopment
plan for USDRIP.

Agriculture

Approximately 20 acres of prime agricultural land, as identified by the California Department of
Conservation Important Farmland Maps (1986), exist in the northwest portion of the site. No
crop farming is occurring in this area. However, an egg ranch and a Christmas tree farm are
located in the vicinity of the prime agricultural land along EI Nopal.

Mineral Resources

Sand and gravel extraction has been occurring along the San Diego River over the last 40 years
by several companies including Woodward Sand Company and CalMat. Nelson-Sloan and Dave
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Martin Supplies process aggregate material on site from material mined elsewhere. The sand
mining companies have approved reclamation plans on file with the County as required by the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) (see below). The project area is
identified by the Department of Conservation's Division of Mines and Geology as an MRZ-2
Area where "significant mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that there is a high
likelihood for their presence." However, the sand and gravel resources in this portion of San
Diego River have been nearly consumed.

Reclamation Plans

Approved reclamation plans exist for two sand and gravel mining operations within the project
area. These plans are on file at the County, in accordance with the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA), for Lakeside-Caster and Woodward Sand and Materials. The plans
have incorporated the County-approved flood control channel configuration for the San Diego
River and revegetation plans in accordance with SMARA requirements. The plans provide a
reclamation process and design by which the mined lands will be rehabilitated to allow future
uses after mining has ceased including flood and erosion control, revegetation of biological
habitat, and land stabilization for future development (in this case, primarily industrial
development pads). The reclamation plan for the Calmat property (see Figure 1-3) expired on
March 28, 1995. An application for a modification of that plan was applied for in November
1993 and is currently being processed by the County.

Thresholds of Significance

For land use issues, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will:

• Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located;

• Cause land uses incompatible with existing uses or character of the community; or

• Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or impair the agricultural productivity
of prime agricultural land.

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Conflict with Adopted Plans and Goals

Removing the project site's SPA designation would be in conflict with the Lakeside Community
Plan which anticipates development in accordance with the RiverWay Specific Plan. Once the
Lakeside Community Plan is amended to replace the SPA designation with the proposed land use
and zoning designations, the project would no longer be in conflict with the plan. Most of the
project site, under the RiverWay Specific Plan, would have redeveloped as industrial uses in
addition to commercial and residential uses. The proposed land use and zoning designations are
consistent with the scale and type of development that exists in the project area today.
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Development in the project area would occur according to the proposed zoning and compliance
with adopted plans and goals of the Lakeside Community Plan and the County Zoning
Ordinance. In addition, future development requiring discretionary approval would be required
to comply with CEQA.

The ability to meet all the Redevelopment Plan goals anticipated by the Lakeside Community
Plan for the project site may not be as feasible without the RiverWay Specific Plan to guide
development. In addition, redevelopment funds would not be available to "eliminate and prevent
the spread of blight" as intended by the Redevelopment Plan. Instead, the community and
property owners in the area would have to rely solely on private funds to redevelop the area.
However, implementation and enforcement of the Lakeside Design Guidelines would require
development that is aesthetically pleasing and not a blight to the community.

Other goals may be more difficult to attain without the RiverWay Specific Plan and
redevelopment funds to expedite implementation. Improving the San Diego River Channel to
eliminate flood hazards may be more difficult since it is not clear whether the private sector
would be able to fund the costs for the remaining improvements. This is considered speculative
and does not represent a significant impact. Most of the flood control improvements have
already been installed by the County; however, further development could not occur in the
floodplain without completing the flood improvements.

Future development under conventional zoning would not be in conflict with any of the land use
goals of the Lakeside Community Plan. Under the proposed project, community plan goals such
as providing employment opportunities; encouraging cooperation and participation for
revitalization of the project area; and recycling the existing sand and gravel activities to more
environmentally sensitive uses through future development and the reclamation of San Diego
River could still be accomplished.

Since the proposed project would not have an effect on the future implementation of the County-
approved flood control channel improvements and the project site would be subject to the "W"
Designator, the project would not be in conflict with any of the floodplain policies and
recommendations contained in the Lakeside Community Plan. In addition, the project would not
change the existing extraction operations. It is anticipated that these uses will be replaced with
industrial uses under the proposed zoning as mined land is reclaimed. Conflicts with the sand
and gravel policies and recommendations are not anticipated.

Planning documents and regulations would remain in effect under the proposed project. The
Lakeside Community Plan would still apply to the USDRIP project area as well as the Lakeside
Design Guidelines. All discretionary actions within the project site would also be subject to
CEQA. Discretionary actions would include proposals for:

• Subdivision Maps

• Grading Permits

• Major Use Permits
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• Development proposed on parcels with "B" Designator (i.e., all commercial and industrial
parcels).

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not cause a significant conflict with
adopted plans and goals. No significant impact would occur.

Land Use Compatibility

The project site is already highly industrialized dominated by extraction activities and related
land uses. Under the proposed zoning, future industrial development and redevelopment in the
M54 zone would allow a wide range of industrial uses including custom manufacturing and
screened outdoor storage as well as commercial sales and uses. Heavier industrial uses such as
recycling operations, storage and distribution, swap meets, scrap operations, etc. would require
major and minor use permits. These permits would allow for County-imposed performance
standards and site design requirements to reduce impacts to surrounding uses. The M54 zone
regulations state that the zone is intended for uses that would not be a nuisance to surrounding
properties (Section 2540).

The northwest portion of the site contains single-family residences, an egg farm, and a Christmas
tree farm. These uses are currently somewhat buffered from the mining activities along the San
Diego River by large lots along El Nopal. Under the proposed zoning, new industrial uses may
be developed adjacent to the existing residential lots which may adversely effect the existing
residences. However, new industrial development will have to comply with the "B" Designator
which requires design measures, such as screening and landscaping, to minimize visual and light
and glare impacts.

The residential area along EI Nopal is comprised of large lots that would require lot subdivisions
to develop the proposed RS7 zone at 7.3 dwelling-units per acre. The residential area would be
buffered from the industrial uses by Mast Boulevard - a four-lane street located between the two
zones. Most likely, new industrial uses would have frontage along Mast Boulevard with
landscaping in the front setback (as required by the "B" Designator) and storage towards the rear
of the lot away from residential uses. Also, a proposed residential project will require a
subdivision map which will be subject to CEQA compliance and adherence to the County Noise
Ordinance (see Section 6.1.4 of this EIR). Proposed subdivisions would require a subdivision
map and compliance with the County's zoning ordinance, the Lakeside Community Plan,
grading ordinance, and CEQA (as discussed above). These regulations require site plans and
design measures to avoid or reduce impacts to surrounding uses. Potential impacts would be
evaluated on a project basis. It is anticipated that compliance with these regulations would
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Build out of the proposed RS7 zone area would preclude agricultural operations on the prime
agricultural land located there. However, the impact is not considered significant because the
prime agricultural land is already developed with residential uses, is small in size (about
20 acres), is isolated and surrounded by urban uses, and is not used for crop production.
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6.1.2 Air Quality

This section addresses the impacts of the proposed project on ambient air quality and the
exposure of people, especially sensitive individuals, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations. Air
pollutants of concern include ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate matter and oxides of nitrogen.
This section analyzes the type and quantity of emissions that would be generated by the
construction and operation of the proposed project.

Existing Conditions

Regional Climate

Air quality is affected by both the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by meteorological
conditions which influence movement and dispersal of pollutants. Atmospheric conditions such
as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients, along with local topography,
provide the link. between air pollutant emissions and air quality.

The project area is within the San Diego Air Basin, which includes the entire County of San
Diego. The distinctive climate of the air basin is determined by its terrain and geographic
location. San Diego County experiences a Mediterranean-type climate. During the summer, a
marine layer provides cooling effects to the western portion of the County. Physically, the
county gradually rises from west to east with mountain ranges in the eastern portion marking the
eastern boundary of the air basin. A thermal inversion layer, extending from the coast to the
mountains at a typical elevation of 2,000 feet, is a prevalent feature in the summer months,
usually May through October, when elevated concentrations of ozone, generally known as smog,
are most common. When a temperature inversion layer occurs, it traps air pollutants against the
slopes and prevents them from rising. An inversion is formed when warm, dry air overlies the
cool, moist marine air.

In San Diego County, smog standards are exceeded most frequently in the foothills east of the
metropolitan area. The polluted air rises to the base of the inversion layer, where it is blown
eastward by the sea breeze and trapped against the foothills.

However, unhealthful smog concentrations in the County are not caused solely by pollution
sources in the region. Smog is transported into the San Diego area from the South Coast Air
Basin (the metropolitan areas of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties)
during "Santa Ana" wind conditions. Winds blowing toward the southwest transport the South
Coast smog out over the ocean, and the sea breeze brings it onshore into San Diego County.
When the transported smog cloud is at ground level, the highest smog concentrations are
measured at coastal and near-coastal monitoring sites. When the smog cloud is elevated, coastal
sites may be passed over, and the transported smog is measured further inland.

No significant smog transport from Tijuana, Mexico has been detected in San Diego. When the
wind blows out of the south, weather conditions include a higher inversion level, resulting in
lower ground level concentrations.
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Air Quality Regulations, Plans and Policies

State and federal agencies have set ambient air quality standards for certain air pollutants.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established for the following
criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen dioxide
(N02), inhalable particulate matter (PMIO),and lead (Pb). The state standards for these criteria
pollutants are more stringent than the corresponding federal standards.

Areas are classified under the Federal Clean Air Act as either "attainment" or "non-attainment"
areas for each criteria pollutant based on whether the NAAQS have been achieved or not. The
project area is located in the San Diego Air Basin, which is designated as a non-attainment area
for 03 and PMIO;the County is classified as an attainment area for CO, N02, S02, and Pb.

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) for San Diego was first adopted in the early 1970s and
revised in 1979,1982,1992,1993, and 1994. Each of these revisions addressed emission control
requirements and measures to reduce ozone precursor emissions to demonstrate federal ozone
standard attainment by 1999.

San Diego County's first Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) was developed in the early to
mid 1970s to comply with the federal Clean Air Act of 1970. The RAQS was substantially
revised in 1979 in response to the 1977 federal Act. The 1979 RAQS reflected a comprehensive
air resources management program and included most of the currently adopted smog control
measures at the time. As required by the 1977 federal Act, the 1979 RAQS was updated in 1982.
This revision was primarily a "fine tuning" of the 1979 RAQS. Additional reasonably available
control measures were added and the stringency of control measures already in the RAQS
increased. The emphasis was on controlling photochemical smog. In 1991, the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (APCD), the regional agency responsible for protecting public health
from air pollution in San Diego County, prepared a revision to the RAQS to comply with the
California Clean Air Act of 1988, and to include Transportation Control Measures and regional
process to implement an indirect source review program (SDAPCD 1992). The APCD is
currently in the process of updating the 1991 RAQS. Adoption of the 1997 RAQS is expected in
March 1998 (Ryder personal communication 1997).

Existing Air Quality

The APCD maintains an air quality monitoring station in EI Cajon on Redwood Avenue at
Ballard Street (the closest to the project site), approximately 4.5 miles south of the project area.
A five-year summary (1992-1996) of data collected at this station is shown in Table 6.1.2-1 and
compared with the corresponding state ambient air quality standards. As previously noted, 03
and PMIOare the pollutants of concern in San Diego County as the standards for these two
pollutants are currently exceeded, designating the County as non-attainment for these pollutants;
CO and N02 are presently in attainment.

The most pervasive air quality problem in the San Diego Air Basin is high ozone (03)
concentrations. Ozone is not emitted directly, but is a secondary pollutant produced in the
atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic
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compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). Significant 03 production generally requires
about three hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. Ozone is a regional air pollutant
because it is transported and diffused by wind concurrent with the photochemical reaction
process. Motor vehicles are the major source of ozone precursors in the basin. During late
spring, summer, and early fall, light winds, low mixing heights, and abundant sunshine combine
to produce conditions favorable for maximum production of 03• Ozone causes eye and
respiratory irritation, reduces resistance to lung infection, and may aggravate pulmonary
conditions in persons with lung disease. Ozone is also damaging to vegetation and untreated
rubber. The state one-hour ozone standard was exceeded an average of 17 times between 1992
and 1996 in El Cajon (Table 6.1.2-1).

Inhalable particulate matter (PMIO) refers to particulates less than 10 microns in diameter -- those
which can be inhaled and cause health effects. Particulates in the atmosphere result from many
kinds of dust- and fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, combustion, and
atmospheric photochemical reactions .. Demolition, construction, and vehicular traffic are major
sources of particulates in urban areas. Natural sources of particulates include wind-blown dust,
and ocean spray. Very small particulates of certain substances can cause direct lung damage, or
can contain absorbed gasses that may be injurious. Particulates can also damage materials and
reduce visibility. PMIO standards have been exceeded 26 times in El Cajon between 1992 and
1996 (Table 6.1.2-1).

Existing Air Pollution Sources

Air quality in the vicinity of the project site is affected by emissions from a variety of sources.
However, the primary source of emissions in the project area is regional motor vehicle and local
motor vehicle traffic on nearby freeways, including State Highway 67, which borders the project
area to the east and south, and major arterial streets, such as Lakeside Avenue, Woodside
Avenue, and Riverside Drive. Other sources include mining and reclamation activities that are
presently being conducted along the San Diego River; these activities primarily generate fugitive
dust and PMIOemissions, which are being minimized through frequent watering. No sources of
hazardous air pollutants are known to exist within the project area.

Sensitive Receptors

Different land uses have different sensitivities to air pollution; some uses, such as those that
accommodate children, the elderly, the acutely and chronically ill, especially those with cardio-
respiratory diseases, are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, such as industrial
and commercial areas.

Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents (including
children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained
exposure to any pollutants present. Recreational land uses are considered moderately sensitive to
air pollution. Although exposure periods are generally short, exercise places a high demand on
respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air pollution. In addition, noticeable air
pollution can detract from the enjoyment of recreation. Industrial and commercial uses are

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 6-Il



ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

considered the least sensitive to air pollution; the land uses within the project area boundaries are
primarily commercial and industrial, consisting of aggregate mining and processing.

However, there are numerous sensitive receptors in the project vicinity, including the Lakeside
Farms School on Lakeside Avenue, Lakeside Middle School on Woodside Avenue, EI Capitan
High School on Ashwood Street, single-family and multi-family residences north and south of
the project area (north of Lakeside Avenue, Riverside Drive, and EI Nopal Road and south ofEI
Nopal Road and Highway 67).

Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the air quality-related issues of a proposed project, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if
it would violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Construction Emissions

Construction activities would result in the generation of air pollutants. Construction-related
emissions would primarily be: 1) dust generated from demolition, earthmoving, excavation, and
other construction activities; 2) hydrocarbon emissions from paints and asphalt; 3) exhaust
emissions from powered construction equipment, and 4) motor vehicle emissions associated with
construction activities.

Dust emissions would vary according to the level and type of activity being conducted, silt
content of the soil, and prevailing weather. PMIOemissions (i.e., dust) would result from the
demolition of the existing structures and excavation and grading activities during construction of
uses that would be allowed under the proposed project and development by right. Relatively
large-sized particulates raised by construction would settle out of the atmosphere rapidly with
increasing distance from the site. As a result, dustfall can be expected to occur on cars, streets,
sidewalks, and other outside surfaces within a 200- to 800-foot radius of individual building
sites. Construction particulates are a nuisance and may be hazardous to persons with respiratory
problems.

Additionally, air pollutants would be generated from on-site equipment use and workers' travel.
Since the proposed project does not involve constructing a specific development, construction-
related emissions cannot be estimated. However, any development either under the proposed
project or by right would be required to comply with APCD Rules and Regulations, particularly
Rule 50 and Rule 51, addressing visible emissions and public nuisance, respectively.

Sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could be affected by the increase in local pollutant
levels due to construction-related activities. However, because construction-related emissions
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occur for a short-term, ceasing at the completion of construction activities, these emissions are
not normally considered significant.

Project Operation

Motor vehicle emissions would be the primary source of pollutants resulting from the
development of land uses allowed under the proposed project. However, because individual
projects are not currently proposed, project-specific emissions inventories cannot be estimated at
this time. The traffic impact analysis for the proposed project estimated that a maximum of
39,370 trips could be generated by uses allowed under the conventional zoning.

Stationary-source emissions, which occur both on- and off-site, would also be generated as a
result of the combustion of natural gas and the use of electricity to meet the energy demands
generated by the land uses the could be developed in the project area. Natural gas consumption
results in the emission of air pollutants generated immediately from the source and occurs on-
site; electrical consumption results in the emissions of air pollutants generated off-site at
electrical power generating plants located throughout the utility's generating network. Power
plant emission factors assume continued availability and use of natural gas in power plants, and
an average amount of hydroelectricity per year. Compared to motor vehicle emissions,
stationary-source emissions are not anticipated to contribute to significant air quality impacts.

More specifically, buildout of the uses under the proposed project and by right will not involve
mining operations. This will reduce impacts from PMIO emissions on adjacent sensitive
receptors as mining activities are replaced by uses that are not anticipated to generate further
increases in PMIO concentrations due to earth disturbances. Additionally, development of uses
under the proposed project or by right is not anticipated to generate hazardous air pollutants that
would impact adjacent sensitive receptors, including local schools, as these uses would be
required to comply with County and APCD regulations.

To determine vehicular impacts to air quality, curbside CO concentrations were estimated using
the CALINE-4 air dispersion model developed by the California Department of Transportation,
using peak-hour traffic volumes. CO concentrations were modeled for four intersections most
affected by project-generated traffic under the following scenarios: existing (1998) conditions
and existing plus project conditions in the year 2005.

Existing and projected worst-case CO concentrations are shown in Table 6.1.2-2. The
concentrations correspond to a location' of approximately 40-50 feet from the center of a given
intersection. Future CO concentrations are generally less than existing levels due to the on-going
vehicle exhaust control programs that will produce a less-polluting vehicle fleet for future years
compared to that for 1998.

The results of CO modeling, as shown in Table 6.1.2-2, indicate that CO concentrations in the
year 2005 would not exceed existing CO concentrations at local intersections. Because emission
factors for future years are estimated to decrease due to on-going vehicle exhaust control
programs, as mentioned .above, the addition of project-generated traffic to local intersections
would not create a CO hot spot (the exceedance of the one-hour or the eight-hour average CO
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standard) at any of the local intersections modeled. Therefore, the proposed project is not
anticipated to create a significant impact on air quality.

State Implementation Plan

The State Implementation Plan (SIP), which is based in part on all planning documents in
California, including the County's General Plan, intends to bring the County in attainment of the
0, and PM,. standards. Although the proposed project would involve a General Plan
Amendment and zone reclassification, it would allow the development of land uses that would
primarily be similar to those under the existing RiverWay Specific Plan, and therefore, would
remain consistent with the County's Regional Air Quality Strategy and in conformance with the
SIP.

At a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the proposed General Plan/Zoning
Project), the physical impacts are similar because the land use intensities are substantially the
same.

6.1.3 Public Utilities

This section assesses the impacts of the proposed project on electric and natural gas services,
water and wastewater services, and solid waste services. This analysis is based on comparisons
of projected service needs to the existing or anticipated levels of service.

Existing Conditions

Electric and Natural Gas Services

The San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) provides electric and natural gas service to the project
area. Electricity is distributed to the project site through a series of underground lines running
beneath EI Nopal Road, Riverford Road, Riverside Drive, Channel Road, and Lakeside Avenue.
Additionally, there are several gas lines in the following locations:

• 4-inch gas line in EI Nopal from the western end to Riverford Road;

• 6-inch gas line in Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to Highway 67;

• 4-inch gas line in Riverford Road north of Riverside Drive;

• 4-inch gas line in Riverside Drive from Riverford Road to Palm Row Drive;

• 3-inch gas line in Riverside Drive from Palm Row Drive to New Belford Court;

• 2-inch gas line in Riverside Drive (approximately 200 feet in length 420 feet west of the
Lakeside Avenue-Riverside Drive merge/fork);

• 1Y2-inchgas line in Riverside Drive west of Lakeside Avenue;
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• 3-inch gas line in Lakeside Avenue from Riverside Drive to Highway 67; and

• 3-inch gas line in Channel Road from Lakeside Avenue to Lakeshore Drive.

Similarly, SDG&E maintains numerous underground electrical lines throughout the project area.
According to SDG&E, its existing distribution system is adequately serving the project area
(SDG&E 1998).

Water Services

The entire project area is located within Padre Dam Municipal Water District's Wholesale Water
Improvement District. However, retail water services in the project area is provided by three
water agencies -- the Lakeside Water District, the Padre Dam Municipal District, and the
Riverview Water District. The Lakeside Water District services the majority of the project area;
the Padre Dam Municipal District services the western portion of the project area, and the
Riverview Water District services the small portions of the project area south of the San Diego
River. Some parcels within the project area are not located within any retail water service area
and would require annexation into one of the three water service territories if public water
demand is generated from these parcels (padre Dam Municipal Water District 1998).

The Lakeside Water District maintains water supply lines in the following areas (Lakeside Water
District 1998):

• lO-inch line in EI Nopal;
• lO-inch and 8-inch lines in Riverside Drive;
• 20-inch and 12-inch lines in Channel Road;
• 6-inch line in Mapleview Street;
• 12-inch line in Industry Road; and
• 10-inch line in Lakeside Avenue.

Existing water supply lines currently maintained by the Lakeside Water District adequately serve
the project area (Lakeside Water District 1998).

The Padre Dam Municipal Water District maintains a 12-inch water supply line in Riverford
Road to serve the western portion of the project area (Lakeside Water District 1998).

According to the Riverview Water District, it supplies the small portions of the project area south
of the San Diego River through an 8-inch water line north of Woodside Avenue and a 6-inch
water line south of Woodside Avenue between Marilla Drive and Winter Gardens Boulevard.
There are no water lines located north of Highway 67; however, existing water lines are currently
adequate to serve existing and proposed land uses (Riverview Water District 1998).
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Wastewater Services

Padre Dam Municipal Water District services a portion of the project area primarily west of
Riverford Road, including the majority of the parcels fronting Riverside Drive. The County of
San Diego's Lakeside Sanitation District is the other agency providing sewer service to the
project area. Similar to the water services, some parcels within the project area are not located
within any wastewater service area and would require annexation into one of the two wastewater
service territories if demand for wastewater collection services is generated from these parcels.

Currently, the Lakeside Sanitation District maintains sewer lines located along Highway 67 and
Channel Road. However, neither one of these lines are currently serving the project area. There
are no sewer truck lines currently serving the project area.

Solid Waste Services

Residential, industrial, and commercial wastes currently generated in the project area are
disposed of at Sycamore Landfill, which occupies approximately 492 acres. According to San
Diego Landfill Systems, Sycamore Landfill has a permitted capacity of 40.2 million cubic yards;
the remaining permitted capacity at this time is estimated at 27.3 million cubic yards, which
results in the landfill's life expectancy of another 16 years to closure (San Diego Landfill
Systems 1998). San Diego Landfill Systems also indicated that there is a potential for landfill
expansion to accommodate an additional 100 million cubic yards, which could extend the closure
date by 35 to 50 years (San Diego Landfill Systems 1998).

Presently, Sycamore Landfill accepts an average of 2,200 tons of solid waste per day. The
County's Mandatory Recycling Ordinance ensures that trash haulers serving the project area will
offer recycling programs.

Thresholds of Significance

Impacts to public utilities are considered significant if they cause any of the following:

• Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy;

• Use fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner;

• Have a significant effect on, or result in a substantial need for new, altered, or expanded
services; or

• Extend a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new development.
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Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Electric and Natural Gas Services

According to SDG&E, implementation of the proposed project and development of land uses
that would be allowed under the zone reclassification would not significantly impact its services
in the area (SDG&E 1998). Additionally, the proposed project and land uses allowed under the
proposed project are not anticipated to use large amounts of energy or use energy in a wasteful
manner. As a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant adverse impact
to electric and natural gas services. The demand for electric and natural gas services is expected
to be substantially similar to the demand generated under the Specific Plan because of the similar
uses.

Water Services

According to the Lakeside Water District, which is the major water provider in the project area,
implementation of the proposed project and development of land uses that would be allowed
under the zone reclassification would not significantly impact its services in the area (Lakeside
Water District 1998). Existing water supply lines would adequately meet future water demand
generated by on-site uses.

Similarly, the Riverview Water District indicated that the existing water lines south of
Highway 67 would also adequately meet future water demand by on-site uses (Riverview Water
District 1998).

As with the other two water districts, the Padre Dam Municipal Water District has indicated
capacity to serve; therefore it is not anticipated to be significantly impacted by the proposed
project and development of land uses west of Riverford Road (padre Dam Municipal Water
District 1998).

As a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant adverse impact to water
services. It should be recognized that the demand for water service will be substantially the
same as that identified under the Specific Plan because of the similarity of uses.

Wastewater Services

Implementation of the proposed project and development of land uses allowed under the
proposed project would result in the need for wastewater services in the area. Since there are no
sewer lines currently serving the project area, wastewater service providers, namely the Padre
Dam Municipal Water District and the Lakeside Sanitation District, would have to install new
sewer lines to serve future development within the project area. This would be an adverse
impact to these utility providers as the proposed project has not been included in the providers'
current Master Plan. However, the impacts of the proposed project are similar to those
anticipated under the Specific Plan because of the similarity of uses.
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According to the Lakeside Sanitation District, typically any proposed development within the
project site would contact either the Lakeside Sanitation District or the Padre Dam Municipal
Water District to determine available capacity to provide service to that specific development.
This would occur as part of the County's standard building and sewer permit procedures
(Lonsdale, pers. comm, November 1998). Ifit is determined that there is available capacity, the
proposed development site would be annexed into the Lakeside Sanitation District or the Padre
Dam Municipal Water District jurisdiction to allow for the extension of service to the site.
Subsequently, the proposed development would be required to obtain a sewer permit concurrent
with the building permit application (Lonsdale, pers. corom. November 1998). If it determined
that there is no available capacity to serve the development, this proposed development site
cannot be annexed until expansion of capacity is achieved. Therefore, no development would be
permitted without adequate sewer service.

Solid Waste Services

According to San Diego Landfill Systems, Sycamore Landfill would be able to accept additional
solid waste that would be generated by land uses allowed under the proposed project. Therefore,
it does not anticipate the proposed project to significantly impact solid waste services to the
project area (San Diego Landfill Systems 1998). Solid waste generated by the uses under the
Specific Plan would be similar to that generated under this scenario because of the similarity of
uses.

6.1.4 Geological Issues

This section of the EIR evaluates potential soil and geologic conditions which may limit the
implementation of the proposed project. This discussion includes a review of the soils on the site
and any relevant seismic issues of notable concern. This section is based on information
contained in the Final EIRIEA for the USDRIP Specific Plan prepared by Brian F. Mooney
Associates in June 1990.

Existing Conditions

Geology/Soils

The project area lies within the upper San Diego River Valley near the boundary of the
Peninsular Range and Coastal Provinces. Topographically, the project area is located in a broad,
flat alluvial valley. Geological features within the project area are limited to the Quaternary
period, consisting of recent alluvium deposited by the San Diego River.

The boundaries of the 100-year floodplain vary considerably in width due to sand mining and
development within the project area. Alluvium materials, which are composed of granular sands
derived primarily from the metavolcanic and granitic rocks in the highlands to the east, can be
found in and adjacent to the floodplain of the San Diego River and its tributaries. Due to the
presence of hard rock in Mission Gorge, which is located downstream of the project area, the
gradient of the San Diego River is relatively flat throughout the project area. This decreased
gradient tends to slow down floodwaters, resulting in sediment drop out. Underlying the sandy
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alluvial deposits are coarse alluvial sands and gravel; below these materials are decomposed
granitic rocks.

Soils within the project area are alluvial in nature. These soils are characteristically very loose
with potentially serious settlement problems. Alluvium materials found within the project area
are made up of five different soil series. In descending order of prominence within the project
area, these soils series are presented as follows: Tujunga sand, Visalia sandy loam, Riverwash,
Grangeville fine sandy loam, and Placentia sandy loam. All of these soils are highly susceptible
to erosion by water.

Tujunga sand (0-5% slope) is the dominant soil series on-site. This type of sand is derived from
granitic alluvium and is characteristically low in fertility and excessively drained. Tujunga sands
have a moderate erosion potential, and their shrink-swell behavior is low. As topsoil, Tujunga
sand is poor.

Visalia sandy loam (0-2% and 9-15% slope) can be found in the southeastern and far western
portions of the project area. Unlike the Tujunga series, this soil series is high in fertility and
drains moderately. However, similar to Tujunga sand, Visalia sandy loam (0-2% slope) has a
moderate erosion potential and low shrink-swell behavior. Compared to the Tujunga series, this
soil series is much more suitable for topsoil.

Riverwash meanders through the center of the site from west to east. Typically, Riverwash is
sandy, gravelly or cobbly, excessively drained, and permeates rapidly. This soil series is
currently mined within the project area.

Grangeville fme sandy loam (0-2% slope) consists of very deep fme sandy loams derived from
granitic alluvium materials, which are found over a small area along the southern boundary of
the project area. This soil series is high in fertility and is somewhat poorly drained with
moderate to rapid permeability.

Placentia sandy loam (2-9% slope) encompasses the Lakeside Union Middle School and areas to
the south. The soils in this series are moderately well drained sandy loams and have a sandy clay
subsoil. These soils are also formed in granitic alluvium. Placentia soils have poor drainage
characteristics and severe shrink-swell behavior.

Seismicity

Groundshaking is the most damaging effect of an earthquake, resulting in the largest loss of life
and property. The extent and severity of groundshaking at a particular site is controlled by many
factors including earthquake magnitude, the distance from the epicenter, the duration of the
shaking, the vibration period, and the near-surface amplification. A measure of groundshaking
severity is maximum ground acceleration. The primary effect of groundshaking is damage or
destruction of buildings, infrastructure (including utilities, pipelines, roads and bridges), and
possibly injury or loss of life.
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There are three major fault zones in the San Diego region -- the La Nacion Fault Zone, which is
located approximately nine miles to the southwest of the project area and is considered
potentially active, the Elsinore Fault, which is located approximately 25 miles to the northeast of
the project area and is considered active, and the Rose Canyon Fault Zone, which is
approximately 20 miles west of the project area and is also considered active. The maximum
probable earthquake magnitude assigned to the Elsinore Fault is 7.0. Based on geologic and
statistical data, it is estimated that the Elsinore Fault could generate an earthquake of this
magnitude once every 40 to 100 years.

Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the geological impacts of a proposed project, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if
it would "expose people or structures to major geologic hazards."

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Quaternary alluvium constitutes the only geological feature on-site. Due to potential settlement
hazards associated with development in alluvium areas, compaction of soils prior to
development, as required by local regulations and state guidelines, would be required. Alluvial
deposits may require extensive recompaction during development to avoid potential structural
failure or damage to buildings and streets from settlement or expansion of these soils.
Otherwise, structural failure and/or damage to buildings and streets would pose a significant risk
to building occupants and the public, which would result in a significant impact.

Although no faults or landslides exist in the project area, structures existing and proposed in the
project area could be subject to damage from a maximum earthquake possible on the nearby
active Elsinore Fault. A potential for liquefaction during seismic activity exists wherever
unconsolidated soils overlay groundwater; this would result in a significant impact as it would
expose people and/or structures to major geologic hazards. However, any development allowed
under the proposed project would be required to comply with the Uniform Building Code and the
County of San Diego Grading Ordinance. Due to extensive sand extraction and the possibility
that some areas may have been re-filled without adequate soils testing or compaction, strict
adherence to County soils testing regulations would be required and would adequately reduce the
level of significance. Specifically, Section 51.0303 of the San Diego County Code shall be
applied to all property within the project area and require a soils report by a registered civil
engineer prior to construction. Each developer would be required to submit specific soils
reports, which would include recommendations for foundation design, to the County. The risk of
damage to buildings by ground shaking would be reduced by strict adherence to the Uniform
Building Code. A site specific geology report shall be prepared on a project by project basis in
accordance with state and local regulations. Additionally, the Grading Ordinance regulates slope
stability and safety by establishing design standards and performance requirements for drainage
terraces on cut slopes, removal of expansive soils, fill compaction, setbacks, erosion prevention,
ground cover, irrigation systems, safety precautions, and notification of non-compliance.
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It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
proposed General Plan/Zoning Project), the physical impacts are similar because the project
would allow land uses that are substantially the same as those already allowed under the existing
Specific Plan.

6.1.5 Water Resources

This section of the EIR evaluates potential hydrology and drainage conditions that may limit the
implementation of the proposed project. This discussion includes a review of water quality,
surface water flow, and potential flooding in the project area. This section is based on
information contained in the Final EIRJEA for the USDRIP Specific Plan prepared by Brian F.
Mooney Associates in June 1990.

Existing Conditions

The project area is located within the San Diego Hydrologic Unit, which is a long, triangular-
shaped area of approximately 440 square miles drained by the San Diego River. El Capitan, San
Vicente, Cuyamaca, Jennings, and Murray reservoirs are the major storage facilities. San
Vicente, Jennings and Murray reservoirs mainly store Colorado River water, whereas El Capitan
Reservoir mainly stores local runoff and some Colorado River water. Cuyamaca Reservoir
stores only local runoff (RWQCB 1994).

Much of the impounded water is used to serve major population centers, including a portion of
the San Diego metropolitan area and the communities ofEI Cajon, Santee, Lakeside, Alpine, and
Julian. The San Diego Hydrologic Unit is comprised of four hydrologic areas -- Lower San
Diego, San Vicente, El Capitan, and Boulder Creek. These hydrologic areas are further broken
down into five hydrologic subareas -- Mission San Diego, Santee, EI Cajon, Coches, and El
Monte (Figure 6.1.5-1). The project area overlies the Santee/El Monte Groundwater basin,
within the Santee Hydrologic Subarea (see Figure 6.1.5-2).

The project area incorporates the reach of the San Diego River from the Santee city-limits to the
Highway 67 bridge crossing. San Vicente and El Capitan reservoirs are located upstream of the
project area. Together, these two reservoirs control approximately 85 percent of the watershed,
and therefore, trap most of the sediment that would normally enter the project area. Although
flow in the river is naturally perennial, the upstream reservoirs and additional water withdrawals
cause the river to run dry in some reaches during low-flow periods.

The 1997 San Diego County Groundwater Report, prepared by the San Diego County Water
Authority, indicates that the primary source of groundwater recharge results from streambed
infiltration from the San Diego River. Presently, San Diego State University is conducting, on
behalf of the County Water Authority (CWA), a comprehensive groundwater study for the
County of San Diego. The Santee-EI Monte Groundwater Management Planning Study portion
relies on 23 monitoring wells located throughout the basin. Although the complete study is not
expected to be completed until late 2000, preliminary studies confirm that the groundwater basin
recharges/discharges east to west, and that dominant recharge results only from reservoir spills
and releases via streamflow infiltration. Further, given the slow recharge of the aquifers, the
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preliminary studies indicate that the long-term viability of potable groundwater usage in the
basin is poor.

Beneficial Uses

In California, the regulation, protection and administration of water quality are carried out by the
State Water Resources Control Board (State Board), and nine California Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (Regional Board). Each of the nine Regional Boards is required to adopt a Water
Quality Control Plan, or Basin Plan. The project area lies in the portion of San Diego County
under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Region Board. The San Diego Regional Board's Basin
Plan, formally titled "Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (9)," was adopted on
September 8, 1994, and subsequently revised in May of 1998. The San Diego Basin Plan is
designed to preserve and enhance water quality, and protect the beneficial uses of all regional
waters. Specifically, the Basin Plan: 1) designates the beneficial uses for surface and ground
waters; 2) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect
the designated beneficial uses and conform to the State's antidegredation policy; 3) describes
implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the Region; and 4)
describes surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin Plan
(SDRWQCB 1994).

In 1972, the State Board adopted a uniform list and description of beneficial uses to be applied to
water basins throughout the state. During the 1994 Basin Plan update, beneficial use definitions
were revised and new beneficial uses were added. Table 6.1.5-1 below provides a list of the
designated beneficial uses for the San Diego River Watershed, the El Capitan, San Vicente,
Cuyamaca, Jennings, and Murray Reservoirs, and the SanteelEl Monte Groundwater Basin.

Water Quality

As discussed above, the Basin Plan is the Regional Board's plan for achieving a balance between
the competing needs of mankind for water of varying quality in the San Diego Region. As such,
the Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives for all ground waters and surface waters in the
Region. Water quality objectives are the levels of water quality constituents that must be met to
protect the beneficial uses. Table 6.1.5-2 provides a listing of the primary and secondary
standards for water quality for identified constituents. In addition, Table 6.1.5-2 provides the
results of the water quality monitoring for Lake Skinner, Lake Jennings, and the Lakeside Water
District Drinking Water Production Well (Well No.5).

Historically, mosquito control and eutrophication have been significant water quality problems
(Wirth Associates 1982). These problems were largely eliminated by the mid-1970s through
better water quality management practices. Current sources of pollution in the area are primarily
non-point sources, such as urban and agricultural irrigation water and surface runoffs (Nolte and
Associates 1990). Groundwater quality in the Santee Hydrologic Subarea has experienced
excessive concentrations of total dissolved solids (TDS), sulfate, and chlorides. Preliminary
studies as part of the County Groundwater Plan indicate that TDS levels in the basin range from
less that 1,000 ppm TDS to as high as 3,000 ppm TDS. These are predominantly the result of
historic agricultural operations in the Santee/Lakeside area, and other non-point sources.
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Management of non-point source wasteloads has received little attention until the early 1990s.
Categories of non-point sources include irrigation return water, surface runoff, construction
erosion, dredging spoils, solid waste disposal site effluent, and other miscellaneous wastes.

Until recently, both the Lakeside Water District and Riverview Water Districts utilize
groundwater as a source of potable water. Over the last several years groundwater has provided
approximately 15 percent of the water supply used by the Lakeside Water District, and as much
as 40 percent of the water supply used by Riverview, with the remaining percentage made up by
imported water provided by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). The remaining water
district serving the project area, Padre Dam Municipal Water District, relies solely on imported
water. Recently, contamination of the groundwater supply by Methyl-tertiary-butyl-ether
(MTBE), a gasoline additive, forced the shutdown of all Riverview Water District drinking water
wells. The source of the contamination, a leaking underground storage tank located just south of
the project area, has been identified, and monitoring and clean-up activities are currently being
conducted. At this time, it is uncertain if, or when, the Riverview wells will be utilized again. As
such, the only public agency currently relying on groundwater for potable water in the region is
the Lakeside Water District. As discussed above, Table 6.1.5-2 provides the 1999 monitoring
data for the Lakeside Water District Production Well (Well No.5). This data shows that the
water source for this wellsite meets or exceeds all current water quality standards for drinking
water.

The Lakeside Water District water wells are located upstream from the project area.
Figure 6.1.5-3 shows the location of active and inactive wells sited in the current planning
region. Although the Lakeside Water District's potable well (Well No.5) is located upstream
from the project site, a portion of the well's cone of depression (e.g., the area of the groundwater
reservoir which is drawn into a well) underlies the eastern portion of the project area. No trace
of MTBE has ever been found in the water supply for Well No.5. Figure 6.1.5-3 shows the
approximate extents of the cone of depression for the both the Lakeside Water District and
Riverview Water District wells.

Regulatory Framework

Surface and groundwater quality (including drinking water sources) are protected and regulated
by numerous laws and regulations. The following is a brief summary of some of the most
important water regulations affecting both surface and ground water issues.

The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) makes it unlawful for any person to discharge a pollutant
into navigable (i.e., jurisdictional) waters of the United States, unless the discharge is an
authorized exception (i.e., Section 401 Certification or Waiver, Section 404 Permit, and etc.).
Discharges may be permitted when in compliance with:

• Technology based effluent limitations;

• Water quality based effluent limitations;

• National performance standards for applicable categories or sources;

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR 6-23



ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

• Toxic and pretreatment effluent standards;

• Authorized discharges associated with approved aquaculture;

• Discharges permitted under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES);
and

• Permits for dredge and/or fill material.

Any person discharging pollutants, or proposing to discharge pollutants, within any region with
the potential to affect the quality of the waters of the State of California (except into a
community sewer system), shall do so in compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) issued by the Regional Board pursuant to the CWA. The Regional Board also has
authority to issue a Water Quality Certification (or waiver thereof) as part of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) permitting process for "dredge" and/or "fill" impacts to
jurisdictional waters or wetlands of the United States.

The State Board has issued the NPDES Construction General Permit for stormwater discharges
associated with construction activities statewide. The Regional Board enforces the requirements
of the General Permit. Any construction activities encompassing five (5) or more acres of soil
disturbance would be required to comply with the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (General Permit). The General Permit
requires that projects eliminate or reduce all non-storm water discharges. Under the requirements
of the General Permit, a project would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that
will prevent, to the "maximum extent practicable" (MEP), all construction pollutants from
contacting storm water with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off-site
into receiving waters. BMPs consist of programs, technologies, processes, siting criteria,
operating methods, measures, or devices that control, prevent, remove or reduce pollution. Some
examples of BMPs used in construction include the use of geotextiles, stabilization of entrances
to the construction site using non-toxic soil binders, silt fencing, straw bale barriers, and
sediment traps. In addition to including a discussion of BMPs to be implemented at a project
site, the SWPPP must include site maps and identify the construction/contractor activities that
could cause pollutants in the stormwater. This SWPPP must be prepared and implemented before
construction begins.

Effective August 1, 2000, the County of San Diego implemented revisions to its grading permit
program which requires all grading permit holders to document stormwater pollution prevention
activities on their project sites. This change requires the selection and application of BMPs to
reduce or eliminate pollutants from site runoff for all grading operations subject to grading
permits. This includes grading operations which disturb less than 5 acres of area that are not
subject to the NPDES permitting system. The County list of appropriate BMPs is taken from the
list of BMPs used by both the Regional Board and the California Department of Transportation.
During the permitting process, applicants will be required to provide documentation showing the
BMPs that will be used on-site and certify their intent to implement and make changes to these
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BMPs as necessary during the duration of their grading project. Verification of compliance will
occur during site inspections by County staff.

In addition to the General Permit for stormwater construction discharges, the State Board has
issued guidelines for stormwater discharges related to municipal and industrial activities. The
Industrial Permit has similar objectives to the General Permit, and is also enforced by the
Regional Board. These objectives are to: 1) identify and evaluate sources of pollution that could
affect the quality of stormwater discharges from industrial activities; 2) identify and implement
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce or prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges;
and (3) monitor industrial stormwater discharges to ensure protection of water quality and
compliance with the industrial permit. In general, the industrial permit applies to 10 specific
categories of industry. Several of these are allowed by right, or by permit, in the project area.
Examples include manufacturing facilities, transportation facilities that conduct any type of
vehicle maintenance including cleaning and fueling, and certain "light industries" which use
outdoor storage for equipment. In order to be exempt from the requirements of the program, a
facility must demonstrate that it is a zero discharge facility. Under the Industrial Permit,
industries are required to prepare and implement an facility specific SWPPP, which implements
BMPs.Examples of BMPs, which may be implemented under an industrial stormwater permit,
include water detention and treatment basins, covered material storage and handling areas, and
equipment wash areas.

The monitoring element of the industrial stormwater permit requires that three types of
monitoring be conducted at each site: (1) quarterly Non-stormwater Discharge Visual
Observations, (2) Stormwater Discharge Visual Observations (during storm events), and (3)
sampling and analysis activities during storm events. The report containing the results of the
observations and analyses must be submitted to the RWQCB or industries subject to these
requirements face enforcement action.

In addition to the requirements of the NPDES permitting system, development allowed under the
proposed project would be required to comply with the County of San Diego Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance. Section 67.805 of the County Code prohibits, "discharge of Pollutants
directly or indirectly into the Stormwater Conveyance System, or Receiving Waters; except as
permitted in Section 67.806 of this Chapter." Section 67.806 provides for exemptions for
discharge under authorized RWQCB permits, from potable water sources, or under written
authorization from an Authorized Enforcement Officer where it is necessary to protect public
health and safety. Under Section 67.807, the Stormwater Ordinance provides that "any person
suspecting an Illegal Discharge, Illegal Connection, littering, or other activity which may result
in Pollutants entering Stormwater, Stormwater Conveyance System, or Receiving Waters shall
undertake measures to reduce Pollutant discharges to Maximum Extent Practicable. Section
67.807(a)(l) authorizes enforcement official to require preparation of a "SWPPP to reduce spills,
leakage, and/or escape of Pollutants. The SWPPP shall include all appropriate details up to, but
not necessarily including all, items required under a State NPDES Construction or NPDES
Industrial activity permit." The ordinance also requires that impervious surfaces shall be cleaned
and maintained free of dirt and litter, particularly just prior to each wet season, and that waste
material from cleaning impervious surfaces such as paved sidewalks, driveways, parking lots,
and other similar surfaces are to be disposed of in a legal manner. Further, anyone having
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knowledge of a spill or release of pollutants must notify appropriate agencies of the incident
within 24 hours and take necessary actions to contain and minimize the spill or release. This
ordinance is enforced by the County Departments of Public Works and Environmental Health.

The California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) indirectly regulates water quality through
the Streambed Alteration Agreement process (Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et. seq.). Any
alteration of a streambed (i.e., San Diego River) would require authorization by CDFG. CDFG
typically places conditions on construction activities to preclude impacts to water quality from
erosion or other effluents, in an effort to protect wildlife and their habitat. These conditions
typically would require revegetation of erodible slopes, or the creation of buffer areas.

Potential water quality impacts can also result from improper handling, transport, and storage of
hazardous materials. Hazardous materials use, storage, and transport are regulated by numerous
regulations. For example the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA; 42 U.S.C.
§6921 and following) regulates the generation, transportation, and disposal of hazardous waste.

Within California laws have been implemented to regulate the use and storage of hazardous
materials including California Health & Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 (Hazardous
Waste Control), Chapter 6.7 (Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances), and Chapter 6.95
(Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory). In addition, State regulations
provide for specific design criteria for hazardous materials storage, such as Title 23, Division 3,
Chapter 16 of the California Code of Regulations which specifies the design of underground
storage tanks and related secondary containment areas in order to "protect waters of the state
from discharges of hazardous substances from underground storage tanks". These laws and
regulations are implemented at the local area by Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA),
that receive their authority from the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEP A),
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). In San Diego County, the County Department
of Environmental Health is the designated CUPA. In addition, San Diego County Code
Section 68.1105 requires that any person who handles hazardous materials subject to the
inventory requirements of Division 20, Chapter 6.95 of the Health & Safety Code must obtain a
permit from DEH. Through this permitting process, DEH monitors operations by conducting
routine site inspections to ensure storage, handling, and disposal practices are in compliance with
these regulations.

- .
In addition, the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) includes measures to
protect against impacts to water resources. For surface mining operations, SMARA requires
reclamation plans to describe how contaminants will be controlled, and mining waste disposed
of, and how streambed channels and banks will be rehabilitated to minimize erosion and
sedimentation (Public Resources Code Section 2772(b)(8)). The County implements this
requirement when it reviews and approves reclamation plans.

Drinking water quality is also regulated extensively. The primary law regulating drinking water
is the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) that specifies standards for drinking water quality
(Health & Safety Code 116275 and following). The 1986 amendments to the SDW A, established
a wellhead protection program to protect groundwater which supply drinking water wells for
public water systems. 1996 amendments to the SDW A established a related program called the
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source water assessment program (SWAP). The SWAP is intended to promote water source
protection, with assessments serving as the first step. Section 116762.60 of the California Health
& Safety Code requires the California Department of Health Services (DHS) to develop and
implement a program to protect sources of drinking water that will include both a SWAP and
wellhead protection programs. In California, the SWAP is called the Drinking Water Source
Assessment and Protection (DSW AP) program. The DSW AP satisfies the mandates of both the
1986 and 1996 SDWA amendments. The DHS Division of Drinking Water and Environmental
Management is the lead agency with responsibility for development and implementation of the
DWSAP.

The goals of the DWSAP program are:

• Protection and benefit of public water systems of the State;

• Improve drinking water quality and support effective management of water resources;

• Inform communities and drinking water systems of contaminants and PCAs that may affect
drinking water quality or the ability to permit new drinking water sources;

• Encourage a proactive approach to protecting drinking water sources and enable protection
activities by communities and drinking water systems;

• Refine and target the monitoring requirements for drinking water sources;

• Focus cleanup and pollution prevention efforts on serious threats to surface and groundwater
sources of drinking water;

• Meet federal requirements for establishing wellhead protection and drinking water source
assessment programs; and

• Assist in meeting other regulatory requirements.

Federal law mandates California to prepare the SWAP. Given time and financial constraints, the
DHS is encouraging public water sources to conduct their own assessment following the DHS
guidance. As part of the assessment portion of the DWSAP, the assessment must include:

• Delineation of the area around a drinking water source through which contaminants may
move and reach drinking water supply (zone of influence);

• Inventory of possible contaminating activities (PCAs) that might lead to the release of
microbiological or chemical contaminants within the delineated area;

• Determination of the PCAs to which the drinking water source is most vulnerable; and

• Notification of the public of the vulnerability of the drinking water source(s).
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Those water systems that plan to conduct their own assessments will need to notify DHS by
December 31,2000, submit a progress report to DHS no later than February 2002, and submit
the final assessment to DHS no later than December 31, 2002. Information contained in these
reports will be made available to local planning agencies in order to provide guidance for future
land use classification within the zone of influence.

Thresholds of Significance

When evaluating the hydrology and drainage-related issues of a proposed project, Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines indicates that a project will normally have a significant effect on the
environment if it would:

• Substantially degrade water quality;
• Contaminate a public water supply;
• Substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources;
• Interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; or
• Cause substantial flooding, erosion or siltation.

Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

Impacts from Construction Activities

The construction of the land uses allowed under the Proposed Project would potentially result in
the temporary increases in turbidity or total suspended solids (TSS) within the project area or
further downstream, which could result in a short-term significant impact to water quality.
However, because the County has recently established requirements for implementing erosion
control measures through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) under the authority of
the Grading Ordinance, this potential impact to water quality is reduced to below a level of
significance. These BMPs are designed to reduce impacts from erosion to the maximum extent
practicable, and as such, construction activities are not anticipated to cause substantial impacts to
water quality.

In addition to those erosion control measures identified above, any construction activities
encompassing five (5) acres or more of soil disturbance would be required to comply with the
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
(General Permit). Under the requirements of the General Permit, any development which meets
the 5-acre threshold would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent
all construction pollutants from contacting storm water, with the intent of keeping all products of
erosion from moving off-site into receiving waters. In addition, the General Permit requires that
projects eliminate or reduce all non-storm water discharges. As a result of these requirements,
the construction of individual land uses allowed under the Proposed Project is not expected to
create a significant long-term impact to surface water quality. Further, no impacts to
groundwater resources, including drinking water, are expected from construction activities
associated with land uses allowed under the Proposed Project. These activities are not anticipated
to rely on groundwater since water services is readily available in the Project Area. Further
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construction activities will not interfere with groundwater recharge in the area because the river
is the primary source of ground recharge, and no diversion of water from the river is proposed
under the land uses allowed under the amended Specific Plan Alternative.

Impacts from CommerciallIndustrial Activities

Development of land uses allowed under the Proposed Project and by right would result in
increased impervious surfaces in the project area, which, in turn, would result in increased
surface water runoff. Typical urban pollutants usually come from automobile use, oil and gas
residue, fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide use, animal waste, and the inadequate storage and handling
of materials. These pollutants would have the potential to enter the storm drain system or
percolate through permeable surfaces to significantly impact water quality and groundwater
resources in the area.

Development of land uses allowed under the Proposed Project and by right include industrial
activities which would be subject to the industrial permitting requirements under the NPDES
permitting system. As discussed above, industrial activities subject to the Industrial Permit are
required to identify and evaluate sources of pollution that could affect the quality of stormwater
discharges from industrial activities, identify and implement BMPs to reduce or prevent
pollutants in stormwater discharges, and monitor stormwater discharges to ensure protection of
water quality and compliance with the industrial permit. Further, any development allowed
under the proposed project would be required to comply with the County of San Diego
Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance. Compliance with these requirements, is expected
to preclude impact to water resources from industrial and commercial activities within the
project area.

In addition, industrial activities allowed under the Proposed Project may use and store hazardous
materials on-site, including gasoline and diesel fuel. Hazardous materials use, storage, and
transport which may occur in the project area is regulated, and subject to permitting by State and
County agencies. The requirements under these regulations specify engineering design
considerations to protect soil, groundwater, and surface water contamination by poor hazardous
materials handling and storage activities. Such design considerations include the use of double-
walled, underground tanks, oversized containment basins for above ground storage, and
monitoring activities. Leaking underground storage tanks from offsite facilities has resulted in
contamination of local groundwater sources. However, these tanks were older, single-walled
tanks, which were not built to current standards. All new projects within the project area which
use and handle hazardous materials, including storage in underground tanks, would be required
to comply with current regulations. As such, potential impacts from potential use and storage of
hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.

Development of the land uses allowed under the Proposed Project, and by right, is not
anticipated to deplete groundwater resources; since land uses that could be developed in the
project area would include light manufacturing and outdoor storage, which are not heavy water
users. As such, these uses are not anticipated to impact groundwater supply. Further, the
availability of water from local water districts serving the project area precludes the need for
dependency on groundwater in the project area. Development permitted under the Proposed
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Project is not expected to divert water from the San Diego River, nor will development occur
within the river channel. Since the primary recharge of the groundwater basin is through
streambed infiltration along the San Diego River, development allowed under the Proposed
Project is not expected to impede or significantly alter groundwater recharge in the basin.
Some land uses allowed under the Proposed Project, and by right, may fall into the category of
potentially contaminating activities (PCAs) under the State Drinking Water and Assessment Act.
Among these are industries that may use and/or store hazardous materials on-site, including
gasoline and diesel fuel. Current regulation of hazardous materials, including the
implementation of hazardous materials business plans, and emergency response plans are
expected to minimize any potential impacts to water quality. Further, only one active well is
currently utilized as a public, potable water source within the USDRIP area. This well (Lakeside
Well No.5) is located upstream from the project area. Given the well's location, upstream from
the project area, and the regulations concerning hazardous materials use and storage, minimal, if
any, impact is expected to the well source. Other public water supply wells in the project area
(Riverview wells) are currently not operating due to contamination of the groundwater from off-
site sources. It is unknown if, or when, these wells will be operational. Riverview Water District
staff, along with County, State, and Federal officials, are currently reviewing the situation, and
attempting to clean up the contaminated water supply. Development of the land uses allowed
under the amended Specific Plan, and by right, is not anticipated to adversely affect the clean-up
efforts, since existing and future activities would be subject to compliance with the regulatory
framework for handling of hazardous substances.

Development of any of the land uses allowed under the Proposed Project, and by right is not
anticipated to cause flooding in the area; potential hazards of flooding associated with the San
Diego River are discussed in Section 2.7, Hazards.

It should be recognized that at a Plan to Plan level of analysis (RiverWay Specific Plan to the
Proposed Project), the physical impacts are similar because the Proposed Project would allow
land uses that are substantially similar to those already allowed under the existing Specific Plan.

6.2 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT DURING INITIAL STUDY

6.2.1 Population and Housing

Land uses similar to those that would be allowed under the proposed project already exist within
the project area. Therefore, incremental increases in employment opportunities from future
commercial and industrial uses would not represent a substantial growth in the area.

Additionally, the project area does not contain any large residential development. As a result,
the proposed project would not replace a significant number of affordable or existing housing
units.
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Existing
Land Uses

Source· C. oumy of San Oiego OPLU, 1995
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Lakeside
Commuuity Plan
Land Use
Designations

Legend

1 Residential (1 DU / 1, 2, 4 Acres)

5 Residential (4 DU / Acre)

6 Residential (7.3 DU/ Acre)

7 Residential (10.9 DU / Acre)

9 Residential (43 DU / Acre)

13 General Commercial

14 Service Commercial

16 General Industrial

21 Specific Plan Area

22 Publici Semi -Public
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TABLE 6.1.2-1
PROJECT AREA AIR POLLUTANT SUMMARY

1992-19968

Pollutant Standard- 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Ozone (03)

Highest I-hr average, ppm- 0.09 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.11
In exceedance? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of standard exceedancesd 27 23 II 17 8

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Highest l-hr average, ppm? 20.0 9.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 6.0

In exceedance? No No No No No
Number of standard exceedances'[ 0 0 0 0 0

Highest 8-hr average, ppm? 9.0 5.0 4.8 4.4 3.7 4.1
In exceedance? No No No No No
Number of standard exceedancesd 0 0 0 0 0

Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx)
IHighest 24-hr average, ppm? 0.25 0.11 0.10 0.1} 0.11 0.09

In exceedance? No No No No No
Number of standard exceedancesd 0 0 0 0 0

IParticulate Matter-I 0 Micron (pM 10)

Highest 24-hr average, J.lg!m3c 50 67 80 74 82 67
In exceedance? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of standard exceedances'l-" 6 8 4 6 2

INotes:
[a. Data are collected from the APCD monitoring station located on Redwood Avenue in the City ofEI Cajon.
b. State standard, not to be exceeded.
c. ppm = parts per million; llg!m3= micrograms per cubic meter
[d. Refers to the number of days in a year during which at least one excess was recorded.
[e. Measured every six days.

Source: California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data, 1992, 1993,
1994, 1995, 1996.
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TABLE 6.1.2-2
ESTIMATED EXISTING AND PROJECTED FUTURE

MAXIMUM CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
FOR 1998 AND 2005

CO Concentration (ppm)"
Averaging Existing Conditions Existing Plus

Modeled Intersection Period (1998)b Project (2005) c

I. Riverford Road and Riverside Drive I-hr. 15.3 9.1
8_hr.d 10.7 6.4

2. Riverside Drive and Palm Row I-hr 7.8 6.6
Drive 8_hr.d 5.5 4.7

3. Channel Road and Mapleview Street I-hr 10.8 10.2
8-hr.d 7.6 7.2

4. Woodside Avenue and I-hr 11.5 8.6
Winter Gardens Boulevard 8_hr.d 8.1 6.1

Notes:
The state one-hour average CO standard is 20 ppm; the state and federal eight-hour average CO standard is 9.0 ppm.
The concentration shown in bold indicates exceedance of the state 8-hour standard. These estimated concentrations
are based on the traffic impact analysis prepared Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers.

a. Modeled with the CALINE-4 dispersion model using EMF AC7F composite emission factors and assuming
worst-case meteorological conditions. Concentrations correspond to a location between 40 to 50 feet from the
edge of the given intersection.

b. Existing levels refer to 1998 and include worst-case background concentrations of 5.7 ppm, one-hour average,
and 4.0 ppm, eight-hour average. Background concentrations are based on a 3-year running average of the
second highest recorded concentration at the El Cajon monitoring station.

c. These estimates refer to 2005 and include worst-case background concentrations of 4.9 ppm, l-hour average,
and 3.5 ppm, 8-hour average. These projected backgrounds were based on future CO emission trends as
described in 1991 Regional Air Quality Strategy Triennial Update for the San Diego Air Basin.

d. Eight-hour average concentrations (calculated) are assumed to be 70% of local one-hour average
concentrations.
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TABLE 6.1.5-1
STATE WATER RESOURCE CONTROL BOARD BENEFICIAL USE

DESIGNATIONS FOR SAN DIEGO RIVER WATERSHED

Water Body Beneficial Use Designations
San Diego River Watershed (SanteelEl • Agricultural Supply (AGR)
Monte Hydrologic Subareas)' • Industrial Service Supply (IND)

• Contact Water Recreation (RECI)
• Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)
• Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)
• Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)
• Wildlife Habitat (WILD)
• Rare, TIrreatened or Endangered Species (RARE)

EI Capitan, San Vicente & Cuyamaca • Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
Reservoirs • Agricultural Supply (AGR)

• Industrial Process Supply (pROC)
• Industrial Service Supply (IND)
• Contact Water Recreation (RECli
• Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)
• Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)
• Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)
• Wildlife Habitat (WILD)
• Rare, TIrreatened or Endangered Species (RAREi

Lake Jennings • Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
• Agricultural Supply (AGR)
• Industrial Process Supply (pROC)
• Industrial Service Supply (IND)
• Contact Water Recreation (REcli
• Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)
• Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)
• Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)
• Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

Lake Murray • Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
• Industrial Service Supply (IND)
• Contact Water Recreation (RECli
• Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2)
• Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)
• Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)
• Wildlife Habitat (WILD)
• Hydropower Generation (POW)

El Monte/Santee Groundwater Basin • Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)
• Agricultural Supply (AGR)
• Industrial Process Supply (PROC)
• Industrial Service Supply (IND)

Source. Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1994
Table Notes:
1 The Santee/El Monte Hydrologic Subareas are exempt from designation as a source of drinking water under State Water Board Resolution
No. 88-63, "Sources of Drinking Water".
, Fishing from shore or boat only permitted.
3 Cuyarnaca and £1 Capitan Reservoirs only.
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•• 1li\lJ~1G 6.1.5-2

• 1999 WA1lIGR QU~ITY DAllA

• PRIMARYSTANpARDS - Mandato<y Health Standards (mg/L) KEY TO FOOTNOTES & ABBREVIATIONS

FEDERAL STATE MCLGI LAKE LAKE LW.O. OYelALL (a) Cannot be present in more than S% of month-• Me. Me. (PHG) SKINNER JENNINGS WELL RANGE ly required number of samples.

CLARITY (b) The occurrence of two consecutive total• Turbidrry (NTU) 0.5 0.5 NS 0.08 0.08 0.7 0.40.0.19
coliform-positive samples, one of which is fecal
coliformlE.coli, constitutes and acute MCL• MICROBIOLOC<ICAL

(c) In 1996, 60 additional organics were analyzed
and not detected. Results are available.• Total Colifonn Bacteria (a) 5% 5% 0 (a) 0% 0 0% (d) In 1998, 11 additional inorganics were analyzed

Fe<:aI Colifonn Bacteria (b) (b) (b) 0 0% 0% 0 0% and not detected. Results are available.• (e) Federal MCL has been replaced by a treatment
ORGANIC CHEMICALS (mglL)(c) technique which requires agencies to optimize• Total Trihalomethanes 0.10 0.10 NS 0.04 0.075 NO .073-.076 corrosion-control treatment.

(f) Our lab uses the Flavor Profile Method, which• ORGANIC CHEMICALS (e) better detects odor disturbances.

Aluminum 0.05-0.20- NS 0.186 0.11 0.051 0.11 (g) Six plant effluent samples were analyzed in• 1998.
Barium 2 2 NO 0.11 0.016 0.11• Fluoride 4 (2'") 2 (1.0) 0.26 0.34 .46 0.22-0.45 ND ......... Tested for and not Detected.

Al ........ Action Level

• Lead (e) (e) AI.=O.015 (0.002) NO NO NO NO NS ......... No Standard.
Nitrate (as NO,) 45 45 (45) 0.396 2 8.8 0.53-3.60 NfU ........ Nephelometric "TUIbidityUnits.'

• This is a measure of the darity of
RADIONUCUDES (paIL) water.• G"", Alpha 15 15 N5 4.9 4.7 5.9 ND-6.4 NTF ........ Not Tested For.

G"",8 ... 4mRem/yr 50 N5 7.7 2.5 3.3 NO-V
mg/L ....... Milligrams per Liter (parts per bil-• Radium 226 5(20 proposed) 5

lion).
N5 NO <5 N11' <5 MCl ........ Maximum Contaminant level.• Radon 300 N5 N5 NO <5 N11' <5·15 pCi/L ....... PicoCuries per Liter.

Strontium N5 8 NS NO 0.9 N11' Cl-3.6 umhos/em ... Micromhos per Centimeter.• Tritium 20,000 20,000 NS NO 184 N11' (l.4OO
•........... Recommended maximum level ranges

for mineralization.

• Uranium 30 20 NS 3.4 3.1 2.98 2.7-3.7 - ......... Secondary standard.

• SECONDARYSTANDARDS- _tic Standards (mg/L) DEFINmONS

Chloride 250 25Cl-SOO- NS 75 84 200 7Cl-200 Maximum Contaminant level (MCL):• Color 15 15 N5 3 5 5 1·10 The highest level of a contaminant that is

• Copper (e) (e) Al=1.3 (0.17) NO NO 0.0049 NO allowed In dIinking water. MCLs are set as dose

Foaming Agents (MSAs) 0.5 0.5 NS NO NO 0.05 NO
to the PHGs and MCLGsas economically or

• lIOn 0.3 1i.3 N5 NO NO 0.21
technologically feasible.

NO

Manganese 0.05 0.05 NS NO NO 0.6 NO Public Health Goal:• M1.JIBtertiary-butyl-ethe<
The level of a contaminant In dIinking water

( E) N5 0.005 N5 NO NO NO NO below which there is no known or expected risk• Odor Threshold (TON) 3 3 NS (j) (I) 1 (I)
to health. PHGs are set by the California EPA.

• pH (units) 6.5-<l.5 NS NS 8.06 7.2 7.7 6.s.a.3 Maximum Contaminant LevelGoal (MClG):

SI..... 0.1 OJ N5 NO NO NO NO The level of a contaminant In dIinking water

• Spedfic Conduetllnce
below which there is no known or expected risk

(umhos/an) NS 90Cl-1600· NS 830 742 1420 452·1420 to health. MCLGs are set by the USEPA.

• Sulfate 250 25Cl-500· N5 189 250 250 91.287 Primary Drinking Water Standard (PDWS):

• Total Dissolved Solids SOO SOQ-HlOO" N5 504 435 870 300-870 Primary MCLs, specific treatment techniques

Zinc 5 S N5 NO NO 0.0072 NO
adopted In lieu of primary MCLs and monitor-
Ing and reporting requirements for MCLs which• are specified in regulations.

ADDmONAL PARAMmBS (maiL)• caJcium NS NS NS 59 7U 130 68-83

• Clyptosporidium (g) NS NS NS (k) NO NO NO

Giarida (g) NS NS NS (Ie) NO NO NO• Hardn... (as CoCO,) NS NS N5 242 228 559 118-S59
(gr3inslgaUon) NS NS NS 14.2 13.4 32.69 6.9-32.69• Magnesium NS NS NS 23 18 557 Cl-57

Source: Lakeside Water District, 1999.

• Perchlorate NS NS NS 4 NO NTF NO

Potassium NS NS N5 3.8 2.9 N11' 2.9• Sodium NS NS N5 76 75 100 100
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and 17.12. U.S. Department of the Interior.
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS
CONTACTED

8.1 EIR PREPARERS

Lead Agency

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123-1666

Kiersten Rydbeck, Environmental Management Specialist III
Joseph M. DeStefano II, Environmental Management Specialist II
1. Eric Gibson, Environmental Coordinator
Bob Forsythe, Associate Planner
Nancy Whalen, Regional Planner

The following agencies may use this EIR for issuing permits for future development projects:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Diego Regulatory Branch
10845 Rancho Bernardo, Suite 210
San Diego, California 92127

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, California 92008

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Clean Water Act Compliance
75 Hawthorne Street, WTR-7
San Francisco, California 94105

State of California
Department of Transportation - District 11
Post Office Box 85406
San Diego, California 92186

California Department of Fish and Game
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50
Long Beach, California 90802
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Environmental Consultants

Environmental Impact Report

P&D Environmental Services
401 West A Street, Suite 2500
San Diego, California 92101

Betty Dehoney, Principal-in-Charge
Shawna Anderson, AICP, Project Manager
Madonna Marcelo, Environmental Analyst
Ty Garrison, Biologist
John Burke, Environmental Specialist
Shannon AIlen, Environmental Specialist

Transportation/Circulation

Linscott Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 135
San Diego, California 92108

John Boarman, P.E., Traffic Engineer

8.2 PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

Azirnzadeh, Karman, Lakeside Union Elementary School District

Becker, Christina, Manager, Facilities & Construction, Grossmont Union High School District

Bird, L.A., Captain, San Diego County Sheriffs Department

Chadwick, Don, Padre Dam Municipal Water District

Deihr, Daniel, Senior Water Resources Specialist, San Diego County Water Authority

Jayne, Deborah, Environmental Specialist IV, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board

Kaiser, Mike, Regional Engineer, San Diego Landfill System

McPherson, Mark, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, Storm Water
Division

Mislow, John, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials
Division
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Ryder, Rob, San Diego Air Pollution Control District

Sanders, Brett, Superintendent, Lakeside Water District

Strange, Wayne T., Chief, Lakeside Fire Protection District

Teasley, Doug, Field Operations Superintendent, Riverview Water District

VanRhyn, Jon, San Diego County Department of Environmental Health, Storm Water Division

Wong, Bai, Wastewater Management Division, County of San Diego Department of Public
Works
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9.0 LIST OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ENVIRONMENTAL
DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

9.1 MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED FOR THE PROJECT

9.1.1 Transportation/Circulation

Intersections

• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67

Signalize the intersection

• Mapleview StreetiSR 67

Provide the following lane configurations:
- Northbound: one left, two through, one right

Southbound: one left, two through, one right
Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

• Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp

Signalize the intersection

• Lakeside Avenue/Valle Vista Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Southbound: one left and one right
Eastbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one right and two through

• Channel Road/Mapleview Street

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one through and one through-right
Southbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one left and one right

• Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right
Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right
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Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
Westbound: one left, two through and one right

• Woodside AvenuelRiverford Road

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
Eastbound: two lefts and one through
Westbound: two through and one right

• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: two through and one right
Westbound: one left-through and one right

• Woodside Avenue NorthlRiverford Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: one through and one through-right
Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

• Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
DrivefMast Boulevard.

• Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.

• Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

Since the County lacks the financial means to implement mitigation measures that would reduce
traffic impacts to below a level of significance, traffic impacts would remain unmitigable and
unavoidable.

9.1.2 BiologicalResources

• Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance. All wetland restoration, revegetation, and
creation activities will be conducted within the San Diego River floodplain. Impacts to all

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project ErR 9-2
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wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of wetlands which replace the
functions and values of the resources disturbed. For all impacts, there will be no net loss of
wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of the functions and values. The mitigation plan
must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning and Land Use. In addition,
appropriate wetland permits shall be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the California Department of Fish and Game. The project applicant shall also comply with
all applicable permit requirements.

9.1.3 Noise

• As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:

The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

• The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project
sites to ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's
Noise Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise
Ordinance. The noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including
building design and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from
residential property lines, limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise
walls, and setbacks, as needed.

9.1.4 Public Services

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.5 Cultural Resources

• As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest portion of
the site, a monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required. Figure 2.5-1 depicts the
requirements.
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• For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any development proposal.

• In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with the County guidelines for cultural resources surveys
and mitigation.

• In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the Califomia
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

9.1.6 Aesthetics

• Prior to issuance of a building permit for properties bordering the river, the applicant shall
take the aesthetic value of the river into account by implementing the following: no
construction of buildings shall be approved within 25 feet of the exterior bank of the flood
control channel; landscaping with the buffer shall be done in accordance with the Lakeside
Design Guidelines requirements; parking shall be allowed in conjunction with a 10-foot
screened landscaping buffer designed to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Land Use.

9.1.7 Hazards

• Prior to construction of each individual development allowed under the proposed project or
by right, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be
required to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns
resulting from existing uses.

9.1.8 Land Use and Planning

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.9 Air Quality

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.10 Public Utilities

No mitigation measures were identified.

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project ErR 9-4

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

LIST OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

9.1.11 Geological Issues

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.1.12 Water Resources

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE PROJECT

Because the proposed project is analyzed at a programmatic level, there are no project-specific
environmental design considerations, such as proposed landscaping, road improvements,
drainage system design, etc., identified in this report. The following lists the applicable state,
regional, and/or local requirements and regulations, including guidelines, ordinances, plans, etc.,
to which each of the individual projects allowed in the project area would need to comply and
adhere, resulting in the reduction of impact to below a level of significance:

9.2.1 Transportation/Circulation

• Congestion Management Plan
• Circulation Element
• Subdivision Ordinance
• Centerline Ordinance
• Board Policy J-34
• Public Facilities Element (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1)
• Capital Improvement Program

9.2.2 Biological Resources

• Section 404 Clean Water Act
• Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement
• Biological Mitigation Ordinance

9.2.3 Noise

• Noise Element
• County Noise Ordinance

9.2.4 Public Services

• School Developer Fees
• Fire Mitigation Fees
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9.2.5 Cultural Resources

• National Historic Preservation Act
• Archaeological Resource Protection Act
• San Diego County Archaeological/Historical Report Procedures
• Resource Protection Ordinance

9.2.6 Aesthetics

• Lakeside Design Guidelines

9.2.7 Hazards

• Cal/OHSA Regulations
• "w" Flood Control Channel Designator

9.2.8 Land Use and Planning

• County of San Diego General Plan which includes the Lakeside Community Plan
• Lakeside Design Guidelines
• Zoning Ordinance

9.2.9 Air Quality

• Regional Air Quality Strategy
• State Implementation Plan

9.2.10 Public Utilities

None identified.

9.2.11 GeologicalIssues

• Uniform Building Code
• County Grading Ordinance

9.2.12 Water Resources

• County Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance
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9.3 MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED FOR THE ENVIRONMENTALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

9.3.1 Transportation/Circulation

Intersections

• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67

Signalize the intersection

• Mapleview StreetiSR 67

Provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left, two through, one right
Southbound: one left, two through, one right
Eastbound: one left, one through, one right
Westbound: one left, one left-through, one right

• Winter Gardens BoulevardiSR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp

Signalize the intersection

• Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Southbound: one left and one right
Eastbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one right and two through

• Channel Road./Mapleview Street

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one through and one through-right
Southbound: one left and two through
Westbound: one left and one right

• Woodside Avenue/Winter Gardens Boulevard

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
Northbound: two lefts, one through and one through-right
Southbound: two lefts, two through and one right
Eastbound: one left, two through and one right
Westbound: one left, two through and one right
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• Woodside AvenuelRiverford Road

Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:
Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
Eastbound: two lefts and one through
Westbound: two through and one right

• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: two through and one right
Westbound: one left-through and one right

• Woodside Avenue NorthlRiverford Road

Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
Northbound: one left and two through
Southbound: one through and one through-right
Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

• Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Major Road from Woodside Avenue to Riverside
Drive/Mast Boulevard.

• Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to Lakeside
Avenue.

• Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens Boulevard to
Riverford Road.

Since the County lacks the financial means to implement mitigation measures that would reduce
traffic impacts to below a level of significance, traffic impacts would remain unmitigable and
unavoidable.

9.3.2 BiologicalResources

• Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan shall be mitigated in accordance
with the County Biological Mitigation Ordinance and Resource Protection Ordinance. All
wetland restoration, revegetation, and creation activities will be conducted within the San
Diego River floodplain. Impacts to all wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and
restoration of wetlands which replace the functions and values of the resources disturbed.
For all impacts, there will be no net loss of wetland acreage in addition to a replacement of
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the functions and values. The mitigation plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the
Department of Planning and Land Use. In addition, appropriate wetland permits shall be
obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and
Game. The project applicant shall also comply with all applicable permit requirements.

9.3.3 Noise

• As a requirement of environmental review of any discretionary permit, any commercial
and/or industrial use projects to be located adjacent to residential uses shall prepare a site-
specific detailed noise study. These residential uses are located as follows:

The northwestern portion of the site where RS7 Residential is located in proximity to
M54 Industrial Zone;

The northern portion of the site where M54 Industrial is located adjacent to existing
residential uses, namely the Willowbrook Mobile Estates;

The northern portion of the site where RS3 Residential is located in proximity to C34
Commercial; and

The southern pocket of the site where RU29 is located adjacent to C36 Commercial.

• The noise study shall evaluate specific activities to be conducted at the individual project
sites to ensure that the projects conform to the property line noise regulations of the County's
Noise Ordinance and, in particular, the sound level averaging provision of the Noise
Ordinance. The noise study shall include site-specific mitigation measures, including
building design and orientation, site layout, placement of noise-generating uses away from
residential property lines, limitation of the hours of operation, placement of buffers, noise
walls, and setbacks, as needed.

9.3.4 Public Services

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.5 Cultural Resources

• As a condition of any Subdivision Map proposed for the RS7 area in the northwest portion of
the site, a monitoring or survey/monitor program would be required. Figure 2.5-1 depicts the
requirements.

• For parcels located in the eastern portion of the site designated as Industrial or Commercial,
the appropriate cultural resources program (monitoring or survey/monitor) identified in
Figure 2.5-1, will be required as part of any development proposal.
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• In the event that potentially significant resources are identified during cultural resource
investigations, evaluation programs shall be implemented to assess resource significance and
the need for mitigation, which may include avoidance and data recovery. These programs
will be completed in accordance with the County guidelines for cultural resources surveys
and mitigation.

• In accordance with County Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, all archaeological and cultural resource investigations shall be
conducted by certified Society of Professional Archaeologists personnel. The results of these
investigations shall be documented in reports acceptable to the County.

9.3.6 Aesthetics

• Prior to issuance of a building permit for properties bordering the river, the applicant shall
take the aesthetic value of the river into account by implementing the following: no
construction of buildings shall be approved within 50 feet of the exterior bank of the flood
control channel; landscaping with the buffer shall be done in accordance with the Lakeside
Design Guidelines requirements; parking shall be allowed in conjunction with a lO-foot
screened landscaping buffer designed to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Land Use.

9.3.7 Hazards

• Prior to construction of each individual development allowed under the proposed project or
by right, a project-specific assessment of the site's condition and characteristics shall be
required to determine the presence or absence of environmental contamination and concerns
resulting from existing uses.

9.3.8 Land Use and Planning

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.9 Air Quality

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.10 Public Utilities

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.3.11 GeologicalIssues

No mitigation measures were identified.
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9.3.12 Water Resources

No mitigation measures were identified.

9.4 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE ENVIRONMEN-
TALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Because the proposed project is analyzed at a programmatic level, there are no project-specific
environmental design considerations, such as proposed landscaping, road improvements,
drainage system design, etc., identified in this report. The following lists the applicable state,
regional, and/or local requirements and regulations, including guidelines, ordinances, plans, etc.,
to which each of the individual projects allowed in the project area would need to comply and
adhere, resulting in the reduction of impact to below a level of significance:

9.4.1 Transportation/Circulation

• Congestion Management Plan
• Circulation Element
• Subdivision Ordinance
• Centerline Ordinance
• Board Policy J-34
• Public Facilities Element (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1)
• Capital Improvement Program

9.4.2 Biological Resources

• Section 404 Clean Water Act
• Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement
• Biological Mitigation Ordinance
• Resource Protection Ordinance

9.4.3 Noise

• Noise Element
• County Noise Ordinance

9.4.4 Public Services

• School Developer Fees
• Fire Mitigation Fees
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9.4.5 Cultural Resources

• National Historic Preservation Act
• Archaeological Resource Protection Act
• San Diego County ArchaeologicaIlHistorical Report Procedures
• Resource Protection Ordinance

9.4.6 Aesthetics

• Lakeside Design Guidelines

9.4.7 Hazards

• Cal/OHSA Regulations
• "W" Flood Control Channel Designator

9.4.8 Land Use and Planning

• County of San Diego General Plan which includes the Lakeside Community Plan
• Zoning Ordinance

9.4.9 Air Quality

• Regional Air Quality Strategy
• State Implementation Plan

9.4.10 Public Utilities

None identified.

9.4.11 Geological Issues

• Uniform Building Code
• County Grading Ordinance

9.4.12 Water Resources

• County Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance
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GARY PRYOR
DIRECTOR

(619) 6H-2962 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1666

INFORMATION (619) 694-2960

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
April 30, 1998

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the County of San Diego is requesting public
input regarding the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act for the Upper San
Diego River Improvement Project, Log No. 98-10-014. The proposed project
includes a General Plan Amendment and a Zone Reclassification of
approximately 591 acres which currently make up the RiverWay Specific Plan
Area (SPA)/Upper San Diego River Improvement Project Redevelopment Area.
The project site would be reclassified to RS7 (approximately 64 acres), C34
(four acres), C36 (22.8 acres), M54 (402.7 acres). Impacts to land use,
geologic issues, water resources, air quality, transportation/circulation,
biological resources, hazards, noise, public services, utilities and
services, aesthetics, and cultural resources are the potential significant
environmental issues to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report.
The proposed project is located within the unincorporated community of
lakeside, California, under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego
within the current boundaries of the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project Redevelopment Area. The project site is situated approximately 21
miles northeast of downtown San Diego and is within the lakeside Community
Planning Area, immediately north and west of the lakeside Town Center.
Thomas Brothers Coordinates: Page 48, Grid C-2, 3; 0-2, 3; E-2, 3; F-2, 3.
This Notice of Preparation can be reviewed at the Department of Planning
and land Use, Project Processing Counter, 5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B, San
Diego, California 92123, at the lakeside Branch library, located at 9839
Vine Street, and the Santee Branch library, located at 9225 Carlton Hills
Boulevard, #17. Comments on this Notice of Preparation should be sent to
Kiersten Rydbeck at the address listed above and should reference the
project number and name. Comments on this proposed Notice of Preparation
must be received no later than June 1, 1998 at 4:00 p.m. (a 30 day public
review period). For additional information, please contact Kiersten Rydbeck
at (619) 694-3016.

ND0498/9810014.NOT;jcr



NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

The County of San Diego will be preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the project described below. The purpose of this Notice of Preparation is to

·solicit input and participation from affected public agencies and the general
public on the scope of the EIR. This scoping includes but is not limited to
determining the type and sequence of discretionary actions necessary to implement
the project, identification of potentially significant and "non-significant"
impacts, possible mitigation scenarios, and proposals of feasible alternatives.

Project Description

The proposed project includes a Zone Reclassification of approximately 591 acres
which currently make up the RiverWay Specific Plan Area (SPA)/Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project Redevelopment Area (Figure 1). The site is currently
zoned S88 with a (21) Specific Plan land Use Designation, except for
approximately 27 acres which were given the (21) Land Use Designation but
retained their pre-SPA zones. Approximately 64 acres located in the northwestern
portion of the site would be reclassified to RS7 with a (6) Residential Land Use
Designation. This designation allows 7.3 dwelling units per acre. Approximately
22.8 acres adjacent to Riverford Road would be reclassified C36 (General
Commercial) with a (14) Service Commercial Land Use Designation. Four acres in
the northeastern portion of the project area would be given a C34 (General
Commercial/Residential) zone with a (14) Service Commercial Land Use Designation.
Approximately 242 acres in the western, southern and eastern portions of the
project area would be reclassified to M54 (General Impact Industrial) with a (16)
General Impact Land Use Designation as would 5.7 acres of General Commercial
located in the western area of the project site. Approximately 155 acres, which
includes the San Diego River, would also be reclassified to M54 with a (16) Land
Use Designation and a "w" Flood Channel Special Area Designator. A "B"
Community Design Review Special Area Designator (attached) would be applied to
areas proposed for industrial and commercial zones. The remaining 70.5 acres of
the 591 acre site include roads. Please refer to the Use and Enclosure Matrix of
The Zoning Ordinance for a list of uses allowed within each zone classification.

Project Location

The 591 acre project area is located within the unincorporated community of
Lakeside, California, under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego within
the current boundaries of the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Redevelopment Area. The project site is situated approximately 21 miles
northeast of downtown San Diego and is within the Lakeside Community Planning
Area, immediately north and west of the Lakeside Town Center. The project site
is bound on the west by residential property in the unincorporated area and the
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- 2 -
city limits of Santee, on the south and east by State Highway 67, and on the
north by portions of El Nopal, Riverside Drive, and Lakeside Avenue. A portion
of the property extends south and east of Highway 67 and north of Riverside
Drive. Thomas Brothers Coordinates: Page 48, Grid C-2, 3; 0-2, 3; E-2, 3; F-2,
3

Description of Anticipated Environmental Effects

Land Use and Planning - The EIR will analyze the proposed project against goals
and objectives of the County's General Plan, Lakeside Community Plan, Lakeside
Design Review Manual, regulations in The Zoning Ordinance, and other relevant
planning documents. The analysis will include a description of the bulk and
scale of structures and existing grading. The analysis will assess the levels of
traffic, which would be generated by the project relative to that existing in the
surrounding area. In addition, the analysis will address potential
incompatibilities between existing and allowed residential development with
allowed industrial and commercial uses with emphasis on visual, noise, and air
quality effects.

Geological Issues - The EIR will analyze the eXisting geological environment in
conjunction with standard building practices, the Uniform Building Code, and the
Grading Ordinance to identify and assess any geological impacts associated with
development allowed under the proposed project. The analysis will include a
discussion of impacts associated with seismic and landslide hazards and erosion.

Water Resources - The EIR will analyze any impacts to surface and groundwater
resulting from increased impervious surfaces and urban runoff as well as
piecemealed flood control implementation in conjunction with the San Diego Basin
Plan and Water Quality Element Regional Growth Management Strategy. The analysis
will determine the project's impact on the quality and pattern of runoff to the
surrounding area. In addition, the assessment will address siltation and erosion.
associated with runoff and describe drainage.

Air Quality - The EIR will assess air quality impacts, which would result from
changes in zoning and land use designations and traffic levels, in accordance
with the Regional Air Quality Strategy. The analysis will also include air
quality impacts from odors and emissions from existing (e.g., egg ranch) and
allowed (commercial and industrial) uses.

Transportation/Circulation - The EIR will assess on and off-site impacts which
would result from development of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.
The traffic study will include a projection of traffic that would be generated by
the proposal on potential and actual routes of travel for the vehicles both to
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and from the project site. The analysis will contain information regarding
existing and projected level of service for on-site and adjacent roads with may
be affected by allowed development.
Biological Resources - The EIR will assess impacts caused by implementation of
the project and include a report for biological surveys including discussions of
the quality of the resources and areas that would be impacted by the proposed
project. The assessment will include a vegetation map with special emphasis on
the unique and sensitive habitat lands identified in the San Diego County
California and Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Resource Protection
Ordinance (RPO). Directed surveys for sensitive plants and animals involving
site examination on foot will be performed. Focused surveys for the following
state and federally listed species and narrow and endemic species: 1) San Diego
Ambrosia; 2) Willo~ monardella; 3) Southwestern willow flycatcher; 4) Least
Bell's vireo; 5) American Peregrine falcon; 6) Southwestern pond turtle; and 7)
California black rail (Extirpated) will be performed. The analysis will also
address conformance with the Multiple Species Conservation Program Plan and RPO
with respect to the loss of exemption status due to elimination of the
Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the study will include analysis of impacts on
regional and local wildlife corridors.

Hazards - The EIR will analyze hazard impacts associated with implementation of
allowed residential, commercial and industrial uses. The analysis will include
discussion of the exposure of people or property to flood hazards, dam failure
and the County's Operational Area Emergency Plan, release of hazardous
substances, and accidental explosion.
Noise - The EIR will evaluate noise impacts resulting from allowed uses,
assessment of noise created by traffic, changes in land use activities and the
effects of noise on eXisting and proposed residential development and determine
whether or not noise levels would exceed San Diego County standards. The noise
analysis will conform to the Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan.

Public Services - The EIR will determine whether or not the proposed project
would significantly increase existing maintenance burdens or capacities on local
fire and police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities serving
the project site.
Utilities and Services - The EIR will determine if future development, allowed
with implementation of the proposed project, would result in the need for
significant new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations.

•••,••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Aesthetics - The EIR will include a worst-case analysis of visual quality impacts
from allowed uses on adjacent residential development and SR 67. The analysis
will include a map of the viewshed and a discussion of communities and roads from
which the project may be viewed as a prominent feature.

Cultural Resources - The EIR will include the results of an institutional record
search for archaeological and historical resources within the project area.
Scientific evidence will be provided to substantiate the scientific or historical
significance and the boundaries of the resource{s). The report will address
direct and indirect impacts and include, under separate cover, specific
archaeological/cultural site location maps and figures.

Environmental Effects Determined Not to be Significant During Initial Study

Based on the analysis conducted during the Initial Study for the current
proposal, population and housing and paleontological resources were determined
not be potentially significant. The EIR will include discussions addressing the
rationale for determining each issue as insignificant.

Alternatives Anticipated to be Considered

The EIR will include a minimum of five (S) project alternatives including the
"No Project" and "No Development" alternatives as defined in the Guidelines as
well as the lakeside Planning Group Alternative (described below). The remaining
two project alternatives will be developed based upon the analysis contained in
the first screencheck draft EIR.

The lakeside Planning Committee Alternative would replace some portions of the
proposed zoning with zones and/or land use designations that allow reduced
development densities. In the western and southern portions of the project area,
the proposed MS4 General Industrial zone would be replaced by MS2 limited
Industrial. These zones would have a (IS) limited Impact Industrial land Use
Designation as opposed to the proposed (I6) General Impact Industrial. Directly
east of Riverford Road, the proposed C36 zone would remain but would have a (I3)
General Commercial instead of a (I4) Service Commercial land use Designation. In
the northeastern portion of the project area, four acres of proposed would be
zoned RS7 Single-Family Residential with a (6) Residential land Use Designation
under the Planning Groups alternative. Finally, the San Diego River would have
an S87 limited Control Zone with (24) Impact Sensitive land Use Designation.

Attachment A: Initial Study

EIRS/USDRIP.NOP;jcr



UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
LOCATION MAP

(FIGURE 1)

SOURCE: USGS•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••
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ATTACHMENT A

GARY PRYOR
DIRECTOR

«S1I) SM-2M2 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

52D1 RUFFIN ROAD. SUITE B. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORN .... 92123-1666

INFORMATION (6111)6114-29&0

INITIAL STUDYFORM

1. Project Number(s)/Environmental Log Number/Name:

98-10-014/Upper San Diego River Improvement Project

2. Description of Project:

Back.ground

The Upper San Diego River Improvement Project (USDRIP) redevelopment area was established
July 18. 1989 by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors. Government assistance through
redevelopment was deemed necessary for the USDRIPdue to the severity of blight caused by
abandoned sand mining operations. flood damage. odd lot configurations. and the lack. of
needed infrastructure.

The RiverWay Specific Plan was adopted to establish zoning and developnent requirements for the
project that would implement the goals and objectives of the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project Redevelopment Plan. Since the approval of the redevelopment area several goals and
objectives were implemented: a) a flood control plan was adopted. establishing the final
configuration of the San Diego River and the type and location of needed flood control
structures: b) one of three flood control structures was built: c) a drop structure was
engineered and is scheduled for construction as part of the TransNet Channel Road project: d)
portions of Channel Road and Riverside Drive were funded for major improvement: and e) portions
of Mast Boulevard were improved to a two-lane road.

It was the goal of the USDRIPSpecifiC Plan to redevelop the area to eliminate blight. provide
flood control and environmental protection. and to provtce new employment and recreational
opportunities for residents in the East County. Though sane progress has been made toerd these
goals. continued progress has been hindered by poor mark.et demand for land uses currently
planned in the project area. the speed with which land can be reclaimed fran sand mining
activity. and the high cost of needed road improvements.

Project Objectives

c Restore reasonable developnent opportunities to the private sector by eliminating
infrastructure improvements and reducing discretionary approval requirements:

c Ensure future c!evelopnent is not built within the lOO-year floodplain with the exception of
necessary transportation. utility. and flood control improvements:

cEnsure canpatibility of zone and General Plan designation changes with adjacent existing
residential uses by reducing visual. noise. and air quality impacts: and

c Change the General Plan to reflect the el imination of County fund ccmnitments to implement
the Redevelopment Plan.
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Project Description

The proposed project includes a Zone Reclassification of approximately 591 acres which
currently mak.eup the RiverWaySpec; fic Plan Area (SPA)/Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project Redevelopment Area (Figure 1), The site is currently zoned S88 with a (21)
SpecifiC Plan Land Use Designation (Table 1). except for approximately 27 acres which were
given the (21) Land Use Designation but retained their pre-SPA zones. Approximately 64
acres located in the northwestern portion of the site would be reclassified to RS7 with a
(6) Residential Land Use Designation. This designation allows 7.3 dwelling units per acre.
Approximately 22.8 acres adjacent to Riverford Road would be reclassified C36 (General
Conmercial) with a (14) Service Conmercial Land Use Designation. Four acres in the
northeastern portion of the project area would be given a C34 (General
Commercial/Residential) zone with a (14) Service Commercial Land Use Designation.
Approximately 242 acres in the western. southern and eastern portions of the project area
would be reclassified to M54 (General Impact Industrial) with a (16) General Impact Land
Use Designation as would 5.7 acres of General Conmercial located in the western area of the
project site. Approximately 155 acres. which includes the San Diego River. would also be
reclassified to M54with a (16) Land Use Designation and a "W" Flood Channel Special Area
Designator (attached). A -B" CommunityDesign Review Special Area Designator (attached)
would be applied to areas proposed for industrial and commercial zones. The remaining 70.5 .
acres of the 591-acre site include roads. Please refer to the Use and Enclosure Matrix of
the Zoning Ordinance for a list of uses allowed within each Zone Classification (attached).

Table 1: Land Use Matrix for UStIUPf;A and Rezone

The fI" Flood Control Channel Designator restricts developnent within a 100-year floodplain
approved for channelization by the Board of SuperviSOrs. No buildings or structures are
allowed within an area subject to Flood Channel Area Regulations (attached) until adequate
flood control structures are erected and the land is no longer subject to a 100-year
inundation.

The "B" CommunityDesign ReviewDesignator requires that a site plan be reviewed and approved
for all industrial and carmercial developnent prior to issuance of building or discretionary
permits. Physical design. siting. and interior vehiOJlar and pedestrian access are considered
during the review process for projects subject to Design ReviewArea Regulations (attached).

The project also proposes to cbo'ngrade Riverford Road between the two on/off r~s of SR67fran
a Prime Arterial to a four-lane collector (Figure 2). MapleviewStreet. between Channel Road
and SR67. and Channel RoadbebEen WoodsideAvenueand Hapleview Street .-ould be dorIngraded fran
Major Road status to four-lane collector status. In addition. Mapleview Street between
Riverford Road and Wintergardens Boulevard would be deleted fran the Circulation Element.
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The proposed project would eliminate the adopted RiverWay SpecifiC Plan which requires a
mixture of residential uses with an overall density not to exceed 0.99 dwelling units per
acre. In addition. the project proposes to delete Section 6878 of the San Diego County Zoning
Ordinance which states: "Notwithstanding other provisions of these NonconformingRegulations.
any use located within the project area of a Redevelopnent Plan approved pursuant to the
Carmunity Redevelopnent Law (Health and Safety Code section 33000 et seq.) which becores
nonconforming to zoning which is adopted to i~ 1anent such redeve 1opnent plan. may. upon
issuance of a Minor Use Permit. be expanded. extended. roodified or another use substituted
therefore. provided such substituted use was a permitted use by right or Minor Use Permit under
the existing zoning prior to the rezone which created the nonconformity. My application for
such Minor Use Permit shall be accanpanied by an OwnerParticipation Agreement which has been
entered into pursuant to Section 33339 of the Carmunity Redevelopnent Lawand is in effect and
which provides for such continuation. expansion. roodification or substitution. In addition to
the findings for Minor Use Permit required by Section 7358. the approving authority shall first
find that such permit is in conformanceto the applicable redevelopnent plan."

3. Project Applicant Nameand Address:

County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road. San Diego. CA 92123

4. Project Location:

The 591-acre project area is located within the unincorporated coomunity of Lakeside.
California. under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego within the current boundaries
of the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project Redevelopment Area. The project site is
situated approximately 21 miles northeast of downtownSan Diego and is within the Lakeside
CommunityPlanning Area. inmediately north and west of the Lakeside Town Center. The
project site is bound on the west by residential property in the unincorporated area and
the city 1imits of Santee. on the south and east by State Highway 67. and on the north by
portions of El Nopal. Riverside Drive. and Lakeside Avenue. A portion of the property
extends south and east of Highway67 and north of Riverside Drive.

ThomasBrothers Coordinates: Page 48. Grid C-2. 3: D-2. 3: E-2. 3: F-2. 3

5. Environmental Setting:

The Project Area is partially urbanized and is generally surrounded by urbanized uses. and
currently contains an assortment of commercial. industrial. residential. and institutional
uses. In addition. a large potion of the project area is vacant floodplain of the San
Diego River. and much of this area has been subject to sand mining operations.

Industrial. commercial. agricultural. and institutional uses in the area include concrete
products manufacturing. heavy equipment storage. building materials and supply stores.
construction and drilling materials storage. and a barn manufacturer. A restaurant. plant
nursery. gas station. fire station. and two schools are also located in the project area.
An egg ranch and Christmas tree farm are located in the northwest portion. and a swim and
tennis club is situated in the northeastern part of the project area. The total acreage of
aggregate mining/processing. industrial. agricultural. institutional. and commercial is
approximately 362 acres.
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Existing residential uses within the project area consist of approximately 32 single-family
dwelling units. six duplexes. and a mobile home par~ with 60 spaces. About 149 acres can
be characterized as open space. Although much of the open space has been mined for sand
resources in the past. areas of high qual ity riparian habitat have regenerated in the
northeast corner of the project area south of El Nopal. A IS-acre parcel. the site of a
former sewage treatment plant owned by the La~eside Sanitation District is in the southeast
corner of the project area and has been reactivated for wastewater storage as part of a
flow equalization facility.
The area surrounding the project site consists of a 183-space mobile home par~ with a golf
course. Single-family residential and general commercial land uses also comprise the
property inmediately north of the project boundary. West of the project site is a
residential neighborhood with residential care for the developmentally handicapped.
Primarily commercial uses exist west of the site while to the east is undeveloped open
space of the San Diego River. industrial storage. rodeo grounds. and the tskestde Town
Center.

6. General Plan Designation
Coomunity Plan:
Land Use Designation:
Density:

La~eside Community Planning Area
(21) SpeCific Plan
various

7. Zoning
Use Regulation:

Density:
Special Area Regulation:

S80 (Floodplain). S88 (Industrial). S88 (Very Restricted
Industrial). S88 (Residential Density 7.3). S88
(Commercial). R23 (Residential - 2.9). RU29 (Residential
Density 29). C36 (General Commercial). A72 (General
Agricultural)
Varies from 0.0 to 29 du/acre
B

8.' Environmental resources either significantly affected or significantly affected but
avoidable as detailed on the following attached -Environmental Analysis Form-.
Land Use and Planning;
GeologiC Issues:
Water Resources:
Air Quality:
Transportation/Circulation:
Biological Resources:
Hazards;
Noise;
Public Services;
Utilities and Services
Aesthetics; and
Cultural Resources.

9. Lead Agency Name and Address:
County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use
S201 Ruffin Road. Suite B MS Cl6S0
San Diego. California 92123-1666
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10. Lead Agency Contact and Phone Number:
Kiersten Rydbec~. Project Manager. Environmental (619) 694-3016

11. Public agencies. other than the County. whose approval is necessary to implement the
proposed project:
Air Pollution Control District
California Department of Fish and Game
Caltrans
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Wetlands Division

12. State agencies (not included in #11) that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources
affected by the project:
California Department of Conservation. Division of Mines and Geology

13. Participants in the preparation of this Initial Study:
Kiersten Rydbec~. Project Manager. EnVironmental
Eric Gibson. Environmental Coordinator
Robert Forsythe. Project Manager. Planning
Nancy Whalen. Regional Planner
Steve Denny. Transportation Planner
Kent Burnham. Civil Engineer

14. Initial Study Determination:
On the basis of this Initial Study. the Department of Planning and Land Use recommends that
the proposed project MAY have a potentially significant effect on the environment. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

Kiersten Rydbec~. Project Manager, Environmental
County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use
Resource Planning

Date: April 20. 1998



Proposed Land Use Regulations
Using Standard Zoning

[_J Change in zoning from S88 to zoning shown.

c::=J No change in existing zoning.

~ Floodplain
Project Boundary.

Figure 1

NOTE: The "B" designator would apply for commercial
and industrial properties and the 'W" designator would
apply to all properties within the 100 year floodplain .

" 'I ': : ' , " ;~:,

:. '.:

NORTH
NO SCALE

..............................................



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

NaTE:. na InIII'iI' is • ."""." fldY .. For ~ ~d . • ...... iIIa: ..... DI" ZIIIfiC " •• u:. ., ca. III a:w6:r..-. ....,.0 =4
" ... ~ ...... __ in ... -or _ "ptO • __ in .. _fII .. Z#rWV QWwIl:li." '*' . . • fII.. Z#rWV ~.,.,..,.

THE ZONING ORDINANCE - COUNTY O~ SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX

SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT 10 SECTlONS 2990 and 6816

AS. 8 •• I'" I............. I" I"'ml. 1 mIA AS .... ~-
RD. 8 111111.. 111. I" 111m 1 m,ARD ~"...,-
AM. 8 ..............ff.~~I~.. -+;;iI~.. "m~I.!Wo!Hi~m~A AM lI.r ....-
RY. 8 •• I" ",'''Iilt. m I" "IIlIA RY _FoooIr-
AU •• 8 •• ,...'...... Ill.... III ..."'1Il,A AU --
RMH 8.. "'1111"'" • :!!! ,.. I" IIIA RMH -
I~RA~J.~I...~1Il~8~-f..a.;:.~IIl~...rtl...n+i' 1I!Wo!...~...iH...~.H.;1=-t!iu~:.H!l~IIl;j. IIIA AA --I~ .1.. 8 •• 1Il"',11"111''''1'''• m 1 mA RAO"n - C' -
RC.. 8 ......... 1...... • • ....m ,A RC n' iIiIIC "uo:illl

COMMERCIAL
C30 ••••• 1" ••• S ." m.... .... C30 cr P $ 'III

C31 t.~.t~t=:ti.~.!t:~.~.m.nl~".m.~.~s~.~rfi"'loi~~m~.Wlol~loIi1j·iti~C31 n " ~P -C32 1 •• II M'" I..... s. m......1.... C32 Cal_iu_~··
C34" .,. ••• .1••• ,•• S.1. m•••• " csr -.cu '- ' ..
C35 III •• • •••••• 5.. m •••• lit C35 -.CU U1:..........
C36 11,U • ,.1•• ,. Ie I. • • • a C36 ea--iI'~
C37 1 • ••••••••• I~ A C37 ""ca",uo:iIII
~ 1 5 A C36 __ ~
C40 1 •••••••••• 5 m •••• A C40 _Cal:".o:iIII
ocr I2llI • • • III • I" CC2" v.......... ~cu 5 m lit CU ~~
CC6" • • 5 •• u m .1 lit CC6"~-

INDUSTRIAL

AGRICULTURAL'.' ."..'

•• '" I~~ l!l! lJru • 5 ...aI I"'~ l!!I~'"III AIU~ __•• "':=F l1iIiiillll. sillml ...~!~ '" 1J2 .....

" SPECIAL PURPOSE
I:S8O"=1f::.t;.t~tj;:jp:.:~h.r;~I",..I" I"'. S 1M tg m 1M 1M 1ft ~ I SID" Qua .....
Sl1 Ie.;' SIt EaofaIiLI'--
SI2 H-+-++~::.+':.=:r"", ..... I" I. m 1"1'" m "'1""11 SI2 E-.

Ie:'::'" HE.I"I"I"'I;I"~I"~i:~~I:~iG:-
SlI2 .... 1ft Ie .:!!! [S • III a11 m ~ _ ..... -
-. •• iii ....... III m m II I ~ T . 5 &,-e.-

~ .1..1m 8
~7z I!'" III 18

MATRIX
LEGEND

• Pam' 1
A ,. .. -.t br AIt,liaia ... '-mil
5 '.iii' :111Sill PIIn
1ft Psmll ' 111... u..Pwrn*
.. "'" iI 1111"" u.Pwrn*, Psnr'1 '~Wil'inPlemldDeu.lD ...i.... 1II

20 AcnI ar"'"

t~ SIIIIiaCt ID UIII • • (Sea Swc:IiDn 2lIllO)
• ..., Be Qqacl DSiIa PIIn AIlPINII
+ ee-u.sNatsa-anMaill""" F'sitm· ...

(Sea T611IIIu..A.,.'" .)o SUII;Kt tit U.K." • (See SUlfaIS .,hllll .1tr,
lEI EJ:wplial.1D Enc::IDs&n MDill (See s.=an 681.)



Page 2of6 •••
NOTE:n.s_ ~cnIr. F"'__ ~ '-"'''Z-O •• '''' ,,_01 __ - .. ••..-_· •".,,-, _ ,..__ .. _,,__ ,""''' "1Uf"'_~ 0'_."__ II0I_~ ~..,..,. •••••••••••••••••••

. THE ZONING ORDINANCE - COU"''TY \.",: SAN DIEGO
- USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX
SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 anet 681'

-c...~ ..o't-." .4'#. ~ ..;.
<>""~~"",q:/ 1ffJ.-4.../ ~ ~~~~ v....~ C .dal

c,ow,,/.4:.t~::m.~«,«r.-?!~ -..,...,....,...
~ ~ \~15\~\\ \~\!\ \ I I \ \ \ I~\ \ III \ II \ \ Use Regulations
I I I I I I I i I i I I \ \ I I I I I i I I I i I I I \

I . ! I RESIDENTIAL

AS t I ,p, ! :p,p' : I 6161 I I , ; ,p , i I AS
.... F..., __

AD I I iPI PIP I 'I 'I 616' • I : P I I AD ao-tf-~-
AM I po P,P I I 6 6 P AM -~--
RV ID PiP 'I 6 1& rp RV -~--
AU P ,P'P 6 6 P AU ~--
AMH P plP 'r P AMH 2' ..-
RA • • • I I 6 6 RA ...,....-
RACT .'.• p PIP 1 6 6 flO 'lO RACrIoc- a '--
RC .'m ml ,~ ,m,m I ,m"6 ~6 P P RC IiIIC a.

t I I I \ I \ \ I
, I I COMMERCIAL

; , I

C30 .: ,mi.' , , , "6 16' ; I ,1ft i , , , C30 C F ..
C31 .' Ilftl.' , i I I •

I , "6 116 T , 11ft I 1 C31 n ~r -
C32 ., tml , ' I ,

, ; I , 6~6 11ft I I C32 e- - c:a ..
C30&- .,m MI 1ft I•.

,.,. I I. 6116 M ,. m'. M C3r _e- m ..
C35 .,m M,m'. .,. ,. '~6 M • m • M C35 QIIIL Cue 1L1.I&._

C36 .'m M'••• 18 .1. 8 • 616 • [II .'• • • M C36 caoo.- e- ..
C37 .,..,.,. 18 .,.• • 6 6 • • •• • • • • • M • C37 _e- M

C38 .1. .,.,. .'.,. 1i66 • • • •• • • • m MI. C38 _e- ,

ColO .,.• 1. • 18 .,.'.. MI. 1166M • • • •• • • • • • M'. c..c .... CIa'. -
C&2" .'..,.20 1'1 T 'r 1 I

, C&2" _ ..... c:a

CU .,..,. , ; ! 11 6 6 I I TM c.w ~CIi. - •
CAS" ., J \ I : , , 111>Illi , : ! I I I c.r--

I 1
,
i I I I \ I I \ \I i I INDUStRIAL •

r.tSD • m ,M,m 15 I , , 1616 • M50 .- ....... •
M52 • m ill m. ,, I 6 ill • •ra 'Ill II • M52 ~ .... --

loIS' • • • •• • •1M 6 6 • ••• •• •• • .. • use ...- .... -- •... •• •• •• • ...---
MS8 • • • •• • •1M 116116I"• • •• •• •• • t • M!iI -- --

1
AGRICULTURAL

11.70 •• • M M if6". ,&,. A70 u.-..-
A72 • • • M M M 116116 66 A72 QoIWII!

I til
SPECIAL PURPOSE •

S8O' • .S 'M
111 1M :iilIU QMa ....

511
511 s.....---

SI2 • •• 6
ill SI2 ~ •

SI6 • •• • li
• .......

517+ • •• • .. M .. .... 1M 6 ..6 6 ........ 'M ti ..[II illlIII 517+ ~~ •

sea. • •• • ........--
seo. • •• • M .... '1 seo. .... - •

S82 • • • .. .. ~&I III i& S82--"'~

S94o- • •• • ...... .,. III "'T •
MATRIX
LEGEND

• Pw""S
A PwnA S'" Ali....... '-mil
S , ... :iIFFd.., $ill JilIn
m Pw..:iI S.., u.. Pwmll
.. '''''IIi1 S.., UN PwtNt
P '''iii'U ' cnr YM'in PtINWd 0...... ,•• 01

ZOA6MWLMpr-_.-



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

-:-:_:= Z~i';!j'I,;~ O~~:SANCE - CO;';~7Y OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX

SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and 6816

Page 3 of 6

NOTE: n.s ....~is • ..,.."..,.,_ ;"' ...........'WfIIi_ ... _ •....,.cl".z_Os._ ....... tII ... -.....
gr~T _,..-_ '" Ihs _~ _ ~ __ ., ~ In'" .n 01.". Zenng a.- ..".,.,...•tIl". ZIJftng e.- shsI"',

~" ~
et; tfJ. /' ~U' ;.'"\.~~ o-'t';" fi~ //~.~

V..
e
~"'~/ ~f;/p~? ~ ~

cP~~~Y7~~,.-:~*~-&=Q7 -"".....1tUI,.".

8 s.. ,,,,oi,,,i5f""SI"":7;''''IOI,,,'ol'''ll I \i!"'\§:: s:::6n ::!:::::::::!::::!:::!i~~!:,! ,::!._ Use Regulations. '

I I
i i i , I I I I I I I I I Ii i , I I I I I RESIDEN11AL

I I , ! ,
AS .p . p, ,P, !f' If" I I , , , iP AS ..... ...,n -RD , , ' f' ' .f' , ;p- IP iP , I P AD e..-n-F...,-
RM ! , , ,p, ' Pi , P PiP P AM ....~" -RV ,pi , p, I ,p p'p P RV -.....,-
RU I I I Ip, , PI I ,p P P • P AU ~n -RMH ! , , ,p, . p! I ,p P P , , P RMH G'DA ... -RR ••., I , , 1171T I I i 1 RR _n -RRO".'.., :Pl ·MI ; iM ,PIM , i , I I IP RAe- Asu_ Q is........

RC I.,m m, .. ' :m! , 'm, .111m , ,pI ,~ RC Pp- S v. C ii,.dilI

j I i i i
, ,

i I I I I I j I i !, i I i i 1 i COMMERCIAL: , I , : , ! ,
C30 • , ·m· .• m' '10' ,10' ,.:10i IU, • C30 cr It ' ..
C31 • I Im~ .'m: '10, '101 '.:10 : I M' I '. C31 p ZS&W'Cft»' ... -C32 • ·m' , .' • '.1 I i. I 'UI C32 Cos _=OW" .....
C34" .m Mimi ,7 •• :8'.' : ..: I.,. 1M1MMI12113• C34- ca...Cu'ii lAm -C35 .,m Mlm! .7,.,.18:., ; '., ;el. 1MM Ml12113• C35 a-aCui'u, U1f_
C36 •. m IU,., 7·.·.'8'.' ,21,., ,.'., jU IU • '121131. C36 ....... CU......

C37 •• .'.'...'.,.'.' 121'.1 '...' :M MI.:.'.'. C37 ...,Cu::u, ••

C38 ••• • ,., •.•• '.i.'m' :ml , 1101 'MI ; '.-.. C38 s-w-eua", •
C40 •• • '.: •••• g .• : i21'.' '.'. ,MIMI.'.'.i. C'O AY:llceu,., ...
C42" .,..'.: 20' ... .., i2C1 I I I : IMI ! CAT YaIDr ..... Cu,., ...
C44 •• • i.' '.: , ; , :12' : CAA I=..-yCus' ••

C4S" .; 10' ,10, ! :10' • C&S" _e:-

I
,

• I i I I I i I ; i ii !
, I i I I i INDUSTRIAL

M50 .,m Mlm' :m I 1m
-

m , , M50 --M52 .Im Mrm' 8,., •• 18m m 1~ .. 12 • M52 ~---MS4 ••• . t.'.,.:.,.,. m m 1M 10 M •• M5o& GaaiI __ -
MS6+ I I .: T I ,. ,,~ 1~ us.--
M58 .!. • '.'.'.:.'.,. m m 1U .. • • MSI- ___

I II \ I I I AGRICULTURAL
A70 .1. • I , , : I I 1 M A70~--An .,.• I , I I I 17 M M A72 -I i I I I I SPECIAL PURPOSE
IS8O" •IS M , I S8O" ClIWl ....

511 I Sl1 ~----
S82 • • • , M S82 r-
S86 • • • • SIS ....
517. • •• .M MM M M M1 M M1M1M MM M MM M SI7• ..-e.-I
S88+ • • • • .....---sao. • • • • 1 .. seo..-.-
592 • • • :1' ,.. - .......
S94+ •• • • I SN+1

__ .~e.-

MATRIX
LEGEND

• PermilIId
A Permilled Ilr AaninianM ~
5 P.-miIIed Ilr Sill ~
m P.iii 'nd Ilr r.&nor UN Pwrmit
M Pwrmilled Ilr u.;ar UN Pwrmit
P PwrmiIIlId 0Ny WifWI Plamwd DwwlopmeIU of

20 Aaws r:tI LArger

1-21 SubjIc:lIll Lin°lii" • (See s-liDn ~
• ..., Be SubjIc:lID" A.\AppRMl
• 0Iw' ........ sa-lIII Ualria..., be '-miDst

(Sew TWlIIaf UN "-IPN 'I -)o Subject III I.iniI&IiDna (Sew 5. =tiona 2I1hnd 2111)
IEJ £lap*- III Encm&n MIIriI (Sew SIc:lian 111')



t •

THE ZONING ORDINANCE· COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO _hie. at.
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX ... •

. . SUtAlAAY PREP~ PURSU~lO SE~ aeo ..s.• " .. •
NC1TE: "*_ ...-,.trI1. Ftr.......... . __ . __ IlI"~O._= .._ttl _ .. p •
•• .....,'._ __ IIfd .. P ..• .., ..,tJI .. ZaniWO -,. ., .", .. ZMiwO · .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••MI IA 7 7 .ts-........ •

• ..., '# III.m. _ ...,........
ClleT_IIU.? , 7' III . -.

o ..... U 1 .(SeeS. 1=•• ,2:IE
IEJf if •• fu' ." .... cs-~.~

c ..,
ao 7 1.-,...

AS ..",. ,.,...' ,PIP 2 IPIP AS ... ,..,.....-
AD Dill IDID AD D .,.,,.........-
Not .", ""'; ...,:.. '" P P P P If Not ........ .....-
RV "..,,;.,., ..' ..... IDIII IDIII RV .,....,..,.....-
AU "".:'."" .,.;..". P P P P P P AU . ~ ......
PMH <!,: ,,:,,' .,.",.• ,,-. P P P P P P PMH ., _IIIAR ••• ·Y;'" 1M 2 AR .........II!rv!-:-~~.~.~.~·i-j.<>.;t:t;~pMmIP:t:~2u:t:1~::t::tt:i::t.1P~I~P:t~1P~:t:I...,., --liie III 1ft .. ,:". 'f' IP Z 1ft 1ft II' AC' Do"

l:: ••
I-....f .-= ,...
sa-I·I!817. I!
.. It
so.I!I!
812 I!I!.....

MATRIX
LEGEND

_0.--._

COIIIlERCIAL

;. ;. SPECIAL PURPOSE: ...

• Pc 7 ,A Pc , ,..,'7 'M ........
• Pc ,.., ....
• Pc 7 ,.., u.....
...... 7'.., U. ....., Pc 7 ,Q'JWltinPM O' (' i ,•• 11

2Daa- ......

•

••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

I

THE ZONING ORDINANCE - COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX

SUt..a.tARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO ~ 2lMlO8NI611'

hge5aill

ID1E: "'*_ ••.......,.,..-...... . _._ ....."'..z.aowa ..==- .. _"'~_.... •
... ...-, •• _ ........ __ P . - • ., ., .. ...,III.. z.-.a....... IJIG·· .... z.-.o••• ...,....

MATRIX
LEGEND

.... F.-,-
D .,..~-....~---,...,-==-D .....

... c ...

COMMERCIAL

••~ ..•SIZ..........
A ..... '..,Main .............. n., .. PIIIl....... .., u.......
...... , 7 ,.., u......
P ... 7 'OiIrWllinPW De '6 ,•• eIf
lIDkifta ......_0.--.-



I

_THE_ZONINGORDINANCE· COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX

sua .... RY PREPARED PURSUANT 10 SECT10NS 2SIIOCId 6816
NOT£: nos __ il • ...-,. Fcr_..... -• ....... .,.. ~O •• _ .. _ ................. - - • •
.~ ... _ ....... _ .." .. "" .. ., ........ __ .. z.wvo ........ I' • ., .. lliNWO........... •

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
• II •..,.. _ ...,.........
,..T u.nU'5 .. •

o Ut 1 • (&Ie I 1 • .,1 .....II E : 1 •• Er ' T - ..... ts-s.cran •••

•............
•

MATRIX
LEGEND

++-H-+~I--+-oftiI:" -,
FA .-,

~-I--I--I- .... 1R7•AC ,

C3I ..... ~ 1M
CS7 *-rCi $

CSI .... Cce .-c ..
CG"- .....~
CM '-~
CW ...... e.-

II..

• Pc 7 •A Pc t ,..,e' 'at ........, .'., ...
• Pc •• .., u.....
lit Pc t '.., .. u......
, Pc ? tc.- DDa... 'OIJIII--....,.. .....



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

5450

FLOOD CHANNEL AREA REGULATIONS

5450 TITLE AND PURPOSE.The provisions of Section 5450 through Section 5499. inclusive. shall be
known IS the Flood Channel Area Regulations. The purpose of these
provisions is to protect the public health. safety and welfare by
restricting the construction of buildings and structures within areas IS
set forth in Section 5452 until such time IS adequate flood protection or
control works or facilities are constructed to protect persons and
property.

5452 APPLICATION OF FLOOD CHANNEL DESIGNATOR.A flood channel designator shall be applied to those properties within
San Diego County which are subject to inundation under lOD-year frequency
flood conditions. A determination of such flood conditions shall be
reached by the Board of Supervisors after considering available reports
of the Federal Government. appropriate State and County agencies and
consultants. These regul ations shall be applied only to watercourses. or
portions thereof. for which the Board of Supervisors has. by resolution
adopted after a public hearing. approved a plan for channelizing the
watercourse or portion thereof by the construction of a flood control
structure of facility. or because of existing construction and
development. it has been determined by the Board of Supervisors that
channelization is appropriate.

5454 REMOVAl. OF FLOOD CHANNEL DESIGNATOR.Pursuant to a pUblic hearing initiated by the County. the flood plain
designator shall be removed fran any property no longer-subject toinundation IS a result of the construction of flood control structures or
facilities in accordance with Section 5462.
,

5456 USES PERMImD.The following uses are permitted in areas subject to the Flood Channel
Area Regulations:
a. Uses penmitted by the Use Regulations.
b. Any irrigation structure; and
c. Flood control structures and facilities subject to the provisions of

Section 5462.



5458

5458 RELATIONSHIP TO NONCONFORMING USE REGULATIONS.In any case of conflict between the provisions of the Flood Channel Area
Regulations and the provisions of the Nonconforming Use Regulations, the
provisions of the Flood Channel Area Regulations shall apply.

5460 BUILDING AND STRUCTURES SUBJECT TO COUNTY CODE.
No building or structure shall be placed, erected or constructed within
the area subject to the Flood Channel Area Regulations except in
accordance with such regulations, all provisions of the San Diego County
Code, including but not limited to the provisions of the Building Code
(Chapter 1 of Title 5 of the San Diego County Code) applicable to areas
subject to inundation, and Division B of Title 8 of the San Diego County
Code applicable to drainage and watercourses.

5462 FLOOD CONTROl FACILITIES.All flood control structures and facilities are subject to the following
conditions:
a. Adopted Plan. Concrete flood control channels shall be constructed

only in Ecordance with a plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors.
b. Construction Without Adopted Plan. If a plan for channelizing awatercourse has not been adopted, earth, sack cement, rip rap or

similar flood control structures or facilities shall include plans
satisfactory to the Director of the Department of Sanitation and
Flood Control. to connect to future compatible flood control
structures or facilities upstream and downstream.

5464 REPAIR. RECONSTRUCTIC* (R ItFROYEMENT.Repair. reconstruction or improvement to any existing building or
structure within the floodw., is permitted. provided such repair.
reconstruction or improvement is not substantial improvement and would
not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurence of a 100-
year flood.

5466 STRUCTURES F~ HUMANHABITATIC* CR EMPLOYMENT.
Except as provided in section 5464. no building or structure designed or
used for h\lllanhabitation. or IS a place of work. or by the publ ic shall
be constructed. erected, placed or lIlIintainedin a floodw.,.

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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5468

5468 STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL OF OTHER STRUCTURES.Except as provided in Section 5464, no building or structure may be placed,
erected, constructed or expanded in a floodway unless the facility is not
designed or used for human habitation or as a place of work or by the public
and unless the Director of the Department of Sanitation and Flood Control
determines such building or structure will not adversely affect or unduly
hinder, restrict or alter the water- carrying capacity of the floodway and
will not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of a
100-year flood.

5470 TEMPORARY STRUCTURES PERMITTED IN FLOODWAY.The restrictions of Section 5466 and Section 5468 shall not preclude the
Director from authorizing the construction, erection or placement and
maintenance of a te-porary structure within the floodway during the period
from the beginning of May to the end of October.
(Amended by Ord. No. 7935 (N.S.) adopted 6-19-91)

5472 STORAGE OF MATERIALS IN FLOODWAY.With the exception of parking operating motor vehicles incidental to
residential or business use or except as may be specifically authorized by a
use permit issued in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance, no
materials, vehicles or equipment shall be stored within the floodway and
outside of a bUilding. except those materials that will not create a hazard to
the health or safety of person or property in the event the storage area is
inundated.

9-91



(Addedby Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)

5902 APPLICATIONOFDESIGNREVIEWDESIGNATOR.
The design review area designator shall be applied in accordance .nth the
stated purpose of the Design ReviewArea Regulations at Section 5900. The
ordinance applying said designator to particular property shall contain a
statement of the objective(s) sought to be achieved and the standard(s) by
which the required site plan will be judged.

••
5900 ••••••••••••••••(Addedby Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81) •

5905 SITE PLAN REQUIRED. •
a. No perwit of any type shall be issued for any develop-ent tn areu •

subject to the Design ReviewArea Regulations until a Stte Plan hu been •
sut.1tted and approved in accordance with the Site Plan Review Procedure •
coaDencing at section 7150. A Site Plan is not required if the Director.
detenlines that the proposed project ts of sudl type or character that
the stated objectives or review criteria contained in the ordinance •
applying the design review designator would not be applicable to the •
proposed project. A Site Plan is also not required if said ordinance
applying the design review designator spectfically waives or exl pts the •
Site Plan requirellellt for the proposed project, and such an ordinance •
waiver or exellPtion shall be ftnal. •••••••••••••••

b.

DESIGN REVIEW AREA REGULATIONS
(Addedby Ord. ND. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)

5900 TITLE PURPOSE.
The provisions of Section 5900 through section 5949, inclusive, shall be known
as the Design ReviewArea Regulations. The purpose of these provisions is to
insure that future structures and developilent of a site will c0IIP1_nt not
only the site to be developed but also the surrounding areu and existing
development.

c.

The Stte Plan shall not be requtred to contatn .re tnforatton than
required to satisfy the stated concerns of the Board of SUpenisors at
the ti. the design review area designator was applted.

The Site Plan requir8ent of this sectin ..., be waived by the Director
under either of the following ci~:

1. If it is deterwined that tbe natare of tbe proposed project 1s
such that subjecting it to the Site Plan review pracess would not
.. teriany contribute to the attai.-nt of the stated purpose or
objectives of the ordinance wh1cb applied the Design ReviewArea

6-13
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5905

Regulations to the subject property, or that all of the purposes
and requirements of the Site Plan have been fulfilled by an
existing approved discretionary pe~it. In .aking a decision on
such a waiver of a Site Plan, the Director shall consider the
recommendation of the applicable CommunityPlanning Group or
Sponsor Group. Waiver requests shall be tranSllitted by the
applicant to the Group using a fo~ approved by the Director for
that purpose. If no recoaaendation ·is received by the Director
f,.. the Group within 4S days following the Group's receipt of the
request, the Director -ay .ke a decision without the Group's
recommendation. Notwithstanding the above, the COIIIUIIityPlanning.
or Sponsor Group may recommendwaiver of entire classes of
projects, in which case the Director .y waive projects within
these classes without obtaining recommendations f~ the Planning
or Sponsor Group on each individual.case.

2. If all of the purposes and requirsents of the Site Plan will be
fulfilled by a concurrent discretionary perllit .mich will be
reviewed by the applicable CDIIIIUIlityPlanning Group or Sponsor
Group.

No building perllit shall be issued for a project ·for which the Site Plan
requirement has been waived except pursuant to plans bearing the Director's
stamp granting such waiver. No deviation frDI aspects of such plans pertinent
to the stated purpose or objectives of the ordinance which applied the Design
Review Area Regulations to the subject property shall be penlitted without
prior recOllllendation of the appropriate Cc mity Planning or Sponsor Group.

(Added by Ont. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)
(Amended by ont. No. 6761 (N.S.) adopted 4-25-84)
(Amended by ont. No. 7432 (N.S.) adopted 1-06-88)
(~nded by ont. No. 8IOS (N.S.) adopted 7-15-12)
(Amended by Ont. No. 8185 (N.S.) adopted 12-16-12)
(Amended by ont. tID. 8236 (II.S.) adopted 5-5-13)

5906 CONTENTOF SITE PLAN.
The required Site Plan shall specify the di-..sions •• levation. color and
architectural design of the proposed buildtngs and structures necessary to be
cOllPatible with the architectural thBe and character of adjacent developed
parcels and the existing neighborhood. In additton. the required Site Plan
.., • .men required pursuant to section 5105b. tnclude such .... s. plans.
drawings. and sketches as are necessary to show:

a. The pbcMent. height and physical characteristics of all existing and
proposed buildings and structures located .. the de"lo,...t site;

b. The existing vegetatton to be r8Dved or retained and all proposed
landscaping;

6-13



d.

••
5906 ••

The location and dillensions of ex;sting and proposed ingress and egress •
points, interior road and pedestrian walkwaYs,parking and storage area; •

The existing and finished topography of the develo~nt site, including •
the existing natura' drainage systea and its proposed treatllent; ••••••••

be· •••Building Characteristics. The di.. nsions, color, architectural design •
of the proposed buildings and structures shall be cDIIPatibleand in
keeping with those existing in the designated area. •

Building and Structure PlaclII8nt. The placment of buildings and •
structures shall not detract f..- the visual setting or obstruct •
significant views. •
Landscaping. The retIOYllof native vegetation shall be .ini.ized and •
the replacment vegetation and landscaping shall be CGIIPatiblewith the •
vegetation of the designated area and shall ",,.nize with the natural
landscaping. Landscapingand plantings shall be used to the .oi_ •
extent practicable to screen those features listed in subsections -d- •
and -e- of this section and shall not obstruct significant views, either.
when installed or whenthey reach _tun growth. •Roads, Pedestrian Walkways,Parting and Stonge Areas. Any develo,.ent •
involving .ore than one building or structure shall provide c.-n
access roads and pedestrian walkwa.JS. Parting and outside storage areas.
shall be screened fra- view, to the .oi_ extent feasible, by existing.
topography, by the placment of bun dings and structures, or by •
landscaping and plantings. •••••••••

The number, size, location and design of existing and proposed signs;
and

c.

d.

e.

f. The exterior lighting plan, which could have a visual i~act on the
exterior appearance of the development.

(Addedby Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)
(Amendedby Ord. No. 6761 (N.S.) adopted 4-25-84)
5910 SITE PLAN CRITERIA.
The statement by the approvingauthority as required by Section 5902 shall
the general criterion for review of the site plan by the Director. The
following specific criteria shall also be reviewed to achieve the objectives
of the approving authority.

a.

b.

c.
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5910

e.

f.

Grading. The alteration of the natural topography of the site shall be
.ini.ized and shall avoid detrimental effects to the visual setting of
the designated area and the existing natural drainage system.
Alterations of the natural topography shall be screened fram view bylandscaping and plantings which harmonize with the natural landscape of
the designated area. except when such alteration add variety to or
otherwise enhance the visual setting of the designated area.
Signs. The number. size. location. and design of all signs shall not
detract from the visual setting of the designated area or obstruct
significant views. Subsequent to the site plan review and approval. any
alteration to signs other than general .. intenance shall be subject to a
new Site Plan or an Administrative Permit.
lighting. The interior and exterior lighting of the buildings and
structures and the 1 ighting of signs. roads and parking areas shall be
cOlllPatiblewith the 1 ighting employed in the designated area.

(Added by Ord. No. 6186 (N.S.) adopted 11-18-81)
(Amended by Ord. No. 6983 (N.S.) adopted 7-03-85)

g.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FORM

DATE: April 20. 1998
PROJECT NAME: Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
PROJECT NUMBER(S): 98-10-014
EXPLANATION OF ANSWERS:
The following questions are answered either ·Yes-. ·Yes. Unless Mitigated-. ·No-. or ·Not
Applicable-.
A ·Yes- answer indicates that County staff has recommended that there is substantial
evidence that the project has a potentially significant environmental effect and the effect
is not clearly avoidable with mitigation measures. Any ·Yes· entry in the following form
indicates that County staff recommends the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the project.
A ·Yes. Unless Mitigated- answer indicates that County staff has recommended that the
incorporation of mitigation measures agreed to by the applicant has clearly reduced a
potentially significant adverse environmental effect to a less than significant adverse
environmental effect.
A -No· answer indicates that County staff has recommended that. while the project has an
adverse effect on the resource. there is no substantial evidence that the effect is
potentially significant.
A -Not Applicable- answer indicates that County staff has recommended that the proposed
project clearly has no adverse effect on the environmental resource.
I . LAND USE AND PLANNING

1. Would the proposal potentially be in conflict with General Plan designation or
zoning? No.
The proposed project is a rezone and would amend the General Plan: therefore.
it would not result in a conflict with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

2. Would the proposal potentially be in conflict with applicable environmental
plans or policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project? Yes.
unless mitigated.
The proposed project. with its Special Area Designators. canplies with
deve 1opment a11owed by the RiverWay Speci fic Plan. However. the project would
no longer be exempt fran the County's Resource Protection Ordinance or the
Biological Mitigation Ordinance.

3. Does the proposal have the potential to be incanpatible with existing land
uses or character of the community? Yes. unless mitigated.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Environmental Analysis Form - 2 -

A 7.3 density for the residential zone would be incompatible with the egg
ranch operation currently onsite due to fly and odor problems normally
associated with egg ranch operations. ()l the western and southern sides of the
project area. H54 (General Impact Industrial) is proposed. The zone
reclassification would allaw outdoor storage and manufacturing. Such intense
uses would result in significant Visual. noise. and air Quality impacts on
existing residences to the north as well as areas proposed for residential
development.

4. Would the proposal have a potentially significant adverse impact on
agricultural resources or operation? Yes. unless mitigated.
Portions of the project site contain prime agricultural land. The proposed
rezone could adversely impact agricultural resources. In addition. the EIR
prepared for the RiverWay SpeCifiC Plan identified pressures from the
surrounding neighborhoods to stop agricultural activities and change onsite
egg ranching and nearby tree farming to other land uses. The proposed project
may add to such pressures resulting in potentially significant adverse impacts
on agricultural resources.

5. Would the proposal have the potential to significantly disrupt or divide the
physical arrangement of an established community? No.
Although the project site is largely undeveloped. the majority of it has been
disturbed by mining activities. thereby functioning as an established
industrial area. Implementation of the proposed project would not
significantly change this land use or divide the physical arrangement of the
area.

6. Would the proposal use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient
manner? Yes. unless mitigated.
Although this area has been a significant source of sand and gravel for the
region in the past. ongoing mining operations have subsided due to the limited
amount of remaining sand and gravel reserves. The abandonment of the
remaining sand and gravel reserves could result in wasteful or inefficient use
of the project site.

II. POPULATIONAND HOUSING
1. Would the proposal potentially induce substantial growth in an area either

directly or indirectly? No.
Utilities and publiC services currently exist within the project site. As a
result. extension of services would not be required which could promote growth
in the surrounding area. Although the proposed project would allaw about the
same number of housing units as the previously approved RiverWay SpecifiC
Plan. an increase in the intensity of industrial could occur. All proposed
land uses already occur within the project area. Therefore. incremental
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increases in employment opportunities from future commercial and industrial
uses would not represent a substantial growth in the area.

2. Would the proposal displace a potentially significant amount of existing
housing. especially affordable housing? No.
The project site is largely undeveloped and does not contain residential
development. Therefore. the proposed project would not replace a significant
amount of affordable or existing housing.

III. GEOLOGIC ISSUES
1. Would the proposal have the potential to significantly increase the exposure

of people to hazards related to fault rupture (Alquist-Priolo Zone). seismic
ground sha~ing. seismic ground failure (liquefaction). subsidence of land
(from groundwater extraction). or landslides? Yes. unless mitigated.
The project site is not located within an Alquist Priolo fault zone; however.
a seismic event during a pea~ flow period of the San Diego River could result
in liquefaction of the alluvial sand that forms the land around the San Diego
River. Buildings placed on top of alluvial sand could structurally fail
during such an episode.

2. Would the proposal result in potentially significant increased erosion? Yes.
unless mitigated.
The proposed project would allow commercial. industrial and residential uses
to occur within the project site. In addition. the project would allow
development where the previOusly approved RiverWay Specific Plan designated
open space. Although future development would be required to comply with
Sections 87.414 (Drainage - Erosion Prevention) and 87.417 (Planting) of
Division 7 (Excavation and Grading) of the San Diego County Zoning and Land
Use Regulations. increased impervious surfaces and additional runoff could
result in a significant increase in erosion within the San Diego River
floodplain.

3. Would the proposal result in potentially significant unstable soil conditions
from excavation. grading. or fill? Yes. unless mitigated.
A review of the San Diego Area Soil Survey identifies one soil onsite which
has a HIGH shrin~-swell bahavior. This soil exists within the island section
of the project site south of SR67 which is fully developed and no rezone is
proposed. All other mapped soils onsite have a LOW shrin~-swell behavior and
are not identified as having adverse potential for development activity;
however. ongoing mining activities of the onsite alluvial material is unstable
and would require excavation and recompaction. Future development would be
required to comply with the Grading Ordinance which includes provisions for
the protection of unstable SOil.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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4. Does the proposal have soil characteristics that have the potential to

substantially increase grading quantities? Yes. unless mitigated.
The alluvial material located within the project site is loose. inter-bedded
sand and gravel. ThiS material would require excavation and recompaction. An
estimated 3.5 million cubic yards of material would need to be moved for
future development. of which approximately 2.5 million cubic yards of fill
materials would need to be imported.

5. Would the proposal result in a potentially significant adverse effect to
unique geologic features? No.
A site visit completed by Kiersten Rydbec~ on March 30. 1998 did not identify
any significant unique geologic features onsite. No ~nown unique geologic
features were identified on the property or within the immediate vicinity on
the Natural Resources Inventory of San Diego County listed in the Conservation
Element of the San Diego County General Plan. Since no unique geologiC
features are present onsite. no adverse impacts would result with
implementation of the proposed project.

6. Would the proposal result in potentially significant loss of availability of a
~nown significant mineral resource that would be of future value to the
region? Yes. unless mitigated.
The project site is located within a significant mineral resource area. as
identified on maps prepared by the Department of Conservation. Division of
Mines and Geology (Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials
in the Western San Diego Production-Consumption Region. 1996). Although.
ongoing mining operations have depleted the majority of the sand and gravel
within the project site. remaining reserves could represent a significant
amount of mineral resources valuable to the region.

IV. WATER RESOURCES

1. Would the proposal create a potentially significant adverse environmental
impact to drainage patterns or the rate and amount of surface runoff? Yes.
unless mitigated.
Due to the increase in allowed uses within the project site. additional
impervious surfaces would result with implementation of the proposed project.
Therefore. future development could significantly impact drainage patterns or
the rate and amount of surface runoff.

2. Would the proposal result in a potentially significant increase in local
imported water supply demand? Yes. unless mitigated.
The proposed project invo 1ves a rezone and General Plan Amendment. Proposed
uses could significantly increase the demand for imported water. Consultation
with the La~eside and Riverview Districts is required in order to determine
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whether or not the project would result in a significant increase in the water
supply demand.

3. Would the proposal have a potentially significant adverse impact on surface
water quality? Yes. unless mitigated.
The proposed project would allow development of intensive industrial and
commercial uses within the project site. Development of such uses would
increase impervious surfaces as well as increase urban runoff within the local
waterShed which could result in significant surface water quality impacts.
Implementation of Best Management Practices in accordance with the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Basin Plan would be required to reduce
impacts to below significant levels. .

4. If the proposal is groundwater dependent. plans to utilize groundwater for
non-potable purposes. or will obtain water from a groundwater dependent water
district. does the project have a potentially significant adverse impact on
groundwater quantity? No.
The project would obtain its water supply from the local Water Districts which
obtain water from surface reservoirs and/or imported sources. The project
would not use any groundwater for any purpose. including irrigation or
domestic supply.

5. Would the project have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater
quality? Yes. unless mitigated.
Implementation of the proposed project could result in significant groundwater
quality impacts from allowed industrial and commercial uses. Implementation of
Best Management Practices in accordance with the San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board's Basin Plan would be required to reduce impacts to
below significant levels.

V. AIR QUALITY

1. Would the proposal have the potential to significantly contribute to the
violation of any air quality standard or Significantly contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation? Yes. unless mitigated.
Future development of commercial and industrial uses allowed with
implementation of the proposed project could contribute significant quantities
of either stationary or indirect sources of air pollutants. Individual
development would require subsequent review by the Air Pollution control
District (APeD).

2. Would the proposal have the potential to significantly increase the exposure
of sensitive receptors to any excessive levelS of air pollutants? Yes. unless
mitigated.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Environmental Analysis Form - 6 -
The proposed project would allow residential. commercial. and industrial
development to occur within the San Diego Air Basin. Future development has
the potential to significantly increase the exposure of sensitive receptors
(e.g .. adjacent residences) to air pollutant levels in excess of APCD
standards. Individual development would require subsequent review by the Air
Pollution control District.

3. Would the proposal potentially result in the emission of objectionable odors
at a significant intensity over a significant area? Yes. unless mitigated.
Future commercial and industrial uses could result in incremental emission of
objectionable odors: however. Section 6318 of the Zoning Ordinance sets
performance standards which prohibit such emissions. Although. uses allowed
with implementation of the proposed project would be required to comply with
Section 6318. future development would be subject to existing objectionable
odors created by the onsite egg ranch.

VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
1. Would the proposal result in a potential increase in traffiC congestion that

is significant in relation to existing traffiC loads and street capacities?
Yes.
TraffiC generated by future development. allowed within the project site.
would have significant impacts to the existing Circulation Element. Several
on- and off-site Circulation Element roads are currently operating at
unacceptable levels of service. In addition. the dissolution of the RiverWay
Specific Plan would result in the loss of clear enforcement mechanisms for
mitigating significant offsite traffic impacts.

2. Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse traffic safety
impacts related to development of. or increased exposure to. identified
traffiC safety issues (e.g .. sharp curves. limited sight distance. or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g .. farm equipment. heavy
truc~ use)? Yes. unless mitigated.
Implementation of the Circulation Element involves both constructing new roads
and reconstructing existing roads to their selected Circulation Element
classifications. The design of all Circulation Element roads would be
completed in accordance with County road standards which would eliminate
potential design deficiencies. such as limited sight distance. substandard
curve radii. and right of way. However. heavy truc~ uses associated with
allowed commercial and industrial uses could be incompatible with existing and
allowed residential development.

3. Would the proposal potentially result in inadequate emergency access? Yes.
unless mitigated.
Implementation of the Circulation Element involves both constructing new roads
and reconstructing existing roads to their selected Circulation Element
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classifications. Although. the design of all Circulation Element roads
includes standards which would eliminate potential design deficiencies. such
as inadequate emergency access. consultation with the La~eside Fire Protection
District is required to determine if the project would result in inadequate
emergency access.

4. Would the proposal potentially result in insufficient par~ing capacity onsite
or offsite? Yes. unless mitigated.
The proposed project would allow development of intensive industrial and
commercial uses. Unless appropriate site designs. for individual projects
within the site. ensure adequate par~ing opportunities. future development
could result in insufficient on and offsite par~ing capacities.

5. Would the proposal result in a potentially significant adverse increase in
hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclistS? Yes. unless mitigated.
A Class III Bi~eway exists along Mast Boulevard. within'the western portion of
the project. and traverses the northern project boundary on Riverside Drive
and La~eside Avenue. Uses allowed with implementation of the proposed project
could result in an increase in hazards or barriers for pedestrians,or
bicyclists.

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1. Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse impacts to an
endangered. threatened. or rare plant or animal species or their habitats?
Yes. unless mitigated.
Future development allowed with implementation of the proposed project could
impact riparian wetland and open water biological habitats. Losses to San
Diego Ambrosia. Willowy monardella. Southwestern willow flycatcher. Least
Bell's vireo. American Peregrine falcon. Southwestern pond turtle. and
California blac~ rail <Extirpated) which are state and federally endangered
species and rare. narrow endemic species within the MSCP Subarea.

2. Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse impacts to
wetland habitat? Yes. unless mitigated.
Freshwater Marsh. Freshwater. and Southern Riparian Scrub exist within the
project site. Therefore. future development of the site could result in
potentially significant impacts to wetland habitat with implementation of the
proposed project.

3. Would the proposal result in potentially significant adverse impacts to
wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? Yes. unless mitigated.
The San Diego River. which traverses the project site. is not identified on
the MSCP. County Subarea Plan as a wildlife corridor. However. the River
could serve as a local Wildlife corridor connecting patches of significant

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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habitat and open space within the floodplain. Therefore. future deYelopment of
the site could result in potentially significant impacts to wildlife dispersal
and/or migration corridors.

VII I. HAZARDS

1. Would the proposal present a significant risk of accidental explosion or
release of hazardous substances? Yes. unless mitigated.
Implementation of the proposed project would allow commercial and intensive
industrial uses (e.g .. gasoline service stations. outside storage).
Therefore. the project could present a significant risk of accidental
explosion or release of hazardous substances to the Lakeside Community.

2. Would the proposal have the potential to significantly interfere with an
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? Yes. unless mitigated.
The proposed project lies within a mapped Dam Inundation area for the El
Capitan and San Vicente reservoirs. San Diego County. Office of Disaster
Preparedness is currently revising an evacuation plan for the area. In
addition. the County has an Operational Area Emergency Plan (Annex C: Law
Enforcement Mutual Aid Operations). Future development would be required to
comply with these plans in the event of dam failure.

3. Would the proposal have the potential to significantly increase the fire
hazard in areas with flammable vegetation? No.
The project site has been disturbed by past mining activities and does not
contain significant amounts of flammable vegetation. Therefore.
implementation of the proposed project would not significantly increase the
potential for such fire hazards.

4. Would the proposal expose people or property to flooding? Yes. unless
mitigated.
MUCh of the project site is located within the IOO-year floodplain of the San
Diego River. The proposed project does not include a comprehensive plan for
development within the floodway. Implementation of the proposed project would
result in piecemeal improvements to the River flood channel. Therefore.
depending upon the order and nature of future development. allowed with
implementation of the proposed project. the project could expose people or
property to flood hazards.

5. Would the proposal expose people to any other demonstrable potentially
significant health or safety hazard not listed above? No.
The proposed project would not create a significant health or safety hazard
beyond those discussed above.
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IX. NOISE
1. Would the proposal expose people to potentially significant noise levels

(i.e .. in excess of the County General Plan or Noise Ordinance)? Yes. unless
mitigated.
The proposed rezone would allow intensive industrial uses adjacent to existing
residential uses. Noise from industrial uses may exceed thresholds identified
in the County General Plan and/or Noise Ordinance and significantly impact
existing and allowed residential development within the project vicinity.

2. Would the proposal generate potentially significant adverse noise levels
(i.e .. in excess of the County General Plan or Noise Ordinance)? Yes. unless
mitigated.
The proposed rezone would a"low development of intensive industrial uses.
Noise generated from such uses and increased traffic could exceed noise
thresholds identified in the County General Plan and/or Noise Ordinance.

X. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the proposal create potentially significant adverse effects on. or result in
the need for new or significantly altered services or facilities including a
significantly increased maintenance burden on fire or police protection. schools.
parks. or other publi·c services or facilities? Yes. unless mitigated.

Although service infrastructure exists within the project site. the wider
range of uses allowed with the proposed project could result in the potential
for a greater need for publiC services. Consultation with the local service
providers is required in order to determine if the proposed project would
significantly increase the maintenance burdens on local fire and police
protection. schools. par~s. or other publiC facilities serving the project
site.

XI. UTILITIESAND SERVICES
Would the proposal result in a need for potentially significant new systems or
supplies. or substantial alterations to the following utilities:
Power or natural gas;
Communication systems;
Water treatment or distribution facilities;
Sewer or septic tan~s;
Storm water drainage:
Solid waste disposal;
Water supplies?

Yes. unless mitigated. Although. systems and supplies for the aforementioned
utilities and services already exist within the project site. consultation
with local utility and service providers is required to determine if future

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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development. allowed with implementation of the proposed project. would result
in the need for significant new systems or supplies. or substantial
alterations.

XII. AESTHETICS
1. Would the proposal result in a demonstrable potentially significant adverse

effect on a scenic vista or scenic highway? No.
No scenic highways. as designated by the Scenic Highway Element of the County
General Plan exist within the project vicinity. In addition. the project site
has been extensively disturbed by past mining activities and does not contain
scenic vistas. Therefore. the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts on scenic resources.

2. Would the proposal result in a demonstrable potentially significant adverse
visual impact that results from landform modification. development on steep
slopes. and/or excessive grading (cut/fill slopes)? No.
The project site does not contain steep slopes and future development of the
site would not involve excessive grading: therefore. the project would not
result in significant visual impacts due to landform modification.

3. Would the project have any other demonstrable potentially significant negative
aesthetic effect not included above? Yes. unless mitigated.
Future development allowed with the proposed project could result in visual
Quality impacts land use incompatabilities between allowed industrial and
commercial uses adjacent to allowed and existing residential development.

4. Would the project produce excessive light or glare? Yes. unless mitigated.
Future development allowed with the proposed rezone could produce excessive
light or glare. Standard reduction measures including shielding and the use
of low sodium bulbs would be required on a project-by-project basis.

XIII . CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1. Would the proposal grade or disturb geologic formations that may contain
potentially significant paleontological resources? No.
NO known paleontological resources exist within the project site. In
addition. the project site is not located within known paleontological
formations in the region.

2. Would the proposal grade. disturb. or threaten a potentially significant
archaeological. historical. or cultural artifact. object. structure. or site
which:
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a. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions:

b. Has particular quality or uniqueness (such as being the oldest of its
type or the best available example of its type):

c. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important
prehistoric or historic event or person:

d. Is listed in. or determined to be eligible to be listed in. the
California Register of Historical Resources. National Register of
Historic Places. or a National Historic Landmar~: or

e. Is a mar~ed or ethnohistorically documented religious or sacred shrine.
landmark. human burial. rock art diSplay. geoglyph. or other important
cultural site? .

Yes. unless mitigated. Future development. allowed with implementation of the
proposed project. within agricultural lands and properties not preViously
mined. could impact significant archaeological resources. North of La~eside
Avenue (i.e .. outside of the project boundary). Kumeyaay base camp (SDM-W-2142
was recorded within a plowed field of alluvial sand. Six similar settings.
within a few miles of the project site. have also been recorded.
Approximately 100 acres of the western portion of the project site are similar
to the agricultural field containing the Kumeyaay base camp. This suggests a
potential for significant archaeological resources onsite.

XIV. OTHER IMPACTS NOT DETAILED ABOVE
There are no significant effects other than those identified in this Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment.

XV. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SI~IFICANCE
1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment.

substantially reduce the habitat of a fiSh or wildlife species. cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels. threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community. reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory? Yes. unless mitigated.
As discussed in section VII (Biological Resources) and Section XIII (Cultural
Resources). the proposed project could degrade the Quality of the environment
which may substantially reduce that habitat of a fish or wildlife species.
The proposed project could cause a fish or Wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels. and could threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community. In addition. development allowed with implementation of the
proposed project could reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or
endangered plant or animal and could eliminate important examples of the major
peri ods of Cali forni a hi story or prehi story.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term. to the disadvantage
of long-term. environmental goals? No.
The Initial Study did not identify adverse effects to long-term environmental
goals.

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited. but cumulatively
considerable? (·Cumulatively considerable" means that the 'incremental effects
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects. the effects of other current projects. and the effects of
probable future projects.) Yes.
The proposed project would increase traffic in the Lal:eside area. This impact
is both directly and cumulatively significant. The cumulative traffic impacts
would adversely affect the LOS of Circulation Element roads and residential
streets currently operating at unacceptable LOS in some areas.
In addition. the proposed project would significantly impact biological
resources within the project area. These impacts are both directly and
cumulatively significant,

4. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantially
adverse effects on human beings. either directly or indirectly? Yes. unless
mitigated.
The Initial Study and Environmental Assessment identified potential
significant effects on human beings from noise and visual quality due to
increased traffic and land'use incompatibility.

XVI. EARLIER ANAlYSIS
Earlier California Envfronmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses are used where one or
more effects have been adequately analYZed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration.
1. Earlier analyses used.

None
2. Impacts adequately addressed in earlier CEQA documents. The following effects

from the above checKlist that are within the scope of. and were adequately
analYZed in. an earlier CEQA document.
None

VII. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THE INITIAL ST\lDY CHECKLIST

California Alquist Priolo
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California Department of conservation. Division of Mines and Geology. Mineral Land
Classification.
California Environmental Quality Act.
County of San Diego. Department of Planning and Land Use. Environmental Guidelines.
County of San Diego. Zoning Ordinance.
County of San Diego. Grading Ordinance.
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEHA). National Flood Insurance Program. Flood
Boundary and Flaodway Map. September 29. 1989.
Multiple Species Conservation Program.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS).

RiverWay SpecifiC Plan Final EIR. GPA 90-04. SP90-003. SCH #90010319. Labeled 'Upper
San Diego River SpecifiC Plan.- Certified March 6. 1991.
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey. San Diego Area. California. Part I and
II. December 1973.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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•
STATt OF CAl.lJlOIUliA

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

Pe~Wil~lln
(;oVi'llNOI.

!';Iul F Miner
on.ICToK

DATE: May 29. 1998

RE: UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJBC1' (8CH # 98041146)

Attached for your caiDmeut is the Notja, of PftparRtion far the UVPP.'RSAN
DIEGO RIVER IMPR.OVEMENT PROJECT enviJonlDclntal impact report.

Responsible agmciai ID\IoSt U'lDSmit their concems aDd COII1JDCI1t8 on the swpe
and the content of the NOP, focusiDg OD spedfi" infoaDation RIated to their own
6iatutory responsibility, within 30 days of reeeipt of this DOtice.. We eacoumge
commenting ag~Cl5 to rapond to this notice and oxpress their COD~ early in the
environmental review pl'O'eSS:

Please direct your c:ommeatato:

K.1ERSTEN RYDBECK
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B
SAN DIEOO, CA 92123-1666

with a copy to the Ofticeo! Plannina and Research. Please refer to the sea number
.noted above in all "omspoudence ocnx:emiag this proj~

Ifyou have any questions aboul the re dew process. ca1l8l (916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

~4·
ANTERO A. 1UVASPLAT
Chief, S,* ClcciDghouse
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• STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY

• DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
• Natural Community Conservation Planning

4949 Viewridge Avenue
• San Diego, CA 92123

•
(619) 467-4251
FAX 467-4235•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

PETE WILSON Governor

May 11,1998

RECEIVED

MAY 1" 1998

Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck
Department of Planning and Land Use
County of San Diego
5201 Ruffm Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project (Log No. 98-10-014)

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above-referenced
document in the County of San Diego. The County has approved the Subarea Plan and
Implementing Agreement (lA) under the Natural Community Conservation Planning Program. In
preparing the environmental documentation for the proposed project, the County must ensure and
verify that all requirements and conditions of the SubareaPlan and IA are met. Biological issues that
are not addressed in the Subarea Plan and lA, such as specific impacts to and mitigation
requirements for wetlands or sensitive species and habitats that are not covered by the Subarea Plan
and IA also will need to be addressed.

Sections in the DEIR that may be affected by conditions and requirements of the Subarea
Plan and IA include: "Land Use;" "Landform AlterationlVisual Quality;" "Traffic/Circulation;"
"Biological Resources;" "DrainagelUrban RunofflWater Quality;" ''Noise;'' and "Cumulative
Effects." In addition, the DEIR should describe why the proposed project, irrespective of project
alternatives is consistent with and appropriate for the Subarea Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Ms. Terri Stewart of my staff at 619/467-4209.

Sincerely,

. ": . '.-.~-._ ....... -

William·E. Tippets
NCCP Field Supervisor



Ron Rempel
Terri Dickerson
Long Beach

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck
May 11, 1998
Page 2

cc: Department ofFish and Game
Gail Presley
Sacramento

Terri Stewart
Rob Thomas
San Diego

u.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Nancy Gilbert
Carlsbad

File: ChroD
file: NCCPIUPRSDRVR.NOP
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11-50-067 ','
PM. 3.91
(K.P.6.29)

..: -: .

,',',~~"FC~ ~A:ni:lNRfO~AGENCf '

,:::':::3,.RTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION .
c,~"i~11. P.O. BOX85406. SAN DIEGO. CA 82i~.. ~';=[619) 688 6954

. '::',;;) 688-6424

Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck
San Diego Coanty
Department ofPJanning and Land Use
5101 Ruffm Road. Suile B
San Diego.CA 92123-1666

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

NOP for the Upper San Diego Riyer Impmyement Project-SCH 98041146

CaltraDs District 11 comments are as follows:

• The current (December 1994) Caltrans Tnmsportation Concept Report (fCR) for State Route
67 (SR-67) calls for a six-lane freeway south of Mapleview Street and a four-lane
conventional highway north of Mapleview Street The TCR also notes that the existing
signalized intersection at Mapleview Street should be upgraded to a full interchange.

• A traffic study should be prepared to analyze impacts to the 5R-67 intersections at Riverford
Road, Mapleview Street and Lakeside A~ and propose appropriate mitigation measures.
The State owned signa)j;wf intersections should be analyzed for each scenario using the
Intersecting Lane Vchicle (ILV) method, Per Topic 406 of the Caltrans Highway Design
Manual.

• Beginning July 1. 1998. Caltrans will no longer maintain both metric and imperial versions
of the Standard Plans. Specifications. Special Provisions and manuals. Therefore, all plans.
as well as enaoacbment permit applications submitted to CaJtrans must be stated inmetric
units. : .

-r ~1:~-;;':.':':'

Our contact ~r-~SR.-67 is Pam K!os,Route.~. at (619)688-6p4 .•~
Traffic Operations our~pe1'soD is Ricbard Cowai'd.~B.r#b·anef.at (619) 467-4328.

sincerely.' . .btU.1-_w

BILL Fla:J~~~
Pl311ningS~ Branch

BFILS:bgs .' ,'.'\ :. ,.

'.

-, .:.:

TOTAL P.02
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1600 Pacific Highway· Room 452
San Diego, CA 92101 • (619) 531-5400

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission

Ronald W. Wootton

Vista Fire Protection Distrid Th' . h II . II . hl b f Ie project area ISw 0 y or partia y Wit In anum er 0 govemmenta
Andr~w L. Vanderlaan agencies. These include the Padre Dam Municipal Water District, the
Pubhc Member Lakeside and Riverview Water Districts, and the Lakeside Sanitation
Alternate Members District. Of special concern to the Local Agency Formation Commission

(LAFCO) is that the provision of public services to the project area be as
efficient as possible. This may entail modifications to the spheres of
influence and the boundaries of some of these agencies. Sphere of
influence amendments and district boundary changes will require LAFCO
review and approval.

Chairwoman
Dr. Uman M. Childs
Helix Water Distrid

Vice Chainnan
Bill Hom
County Board of
Supervisors

Members

Dianne Jacob
County Board of
Supervisors

Lori Howard
Councilmernber,
City of Santee

Harry Mathis
Councilrnember,
City of San Diego

Julianne Nygaard
Councilrnember,
City of Carlsbad

Greg Cox
County Board of
Supervisors

Shirley Horton
Mayor,
City of Chula VISta

Juan Vargas
Councilrnember,
City of San Diego

Bud PockJington
South Bay Irrigation Distrid

Guy W. Winton III
Public Member

Executive Officer
Michael D. Ott

Counsel
John J. Sansone

Counsel

May 8,1998

Kiersten Rydbeck
Project Manager (Environmental)
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report -
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project, Log No. 98-10-
14

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). We offer the
following comments.

So that LAFCO can utilize the EIR when reviewing future changes of
government organization, the EIR should include a discussion of the
agencies currently serving the area and identify future jurisdictional changes
(Le., annexations and detachments) that will be necessary. Unless there
are special circumstances, individual services, such as sewer or water,
should be provided by a single agency and the EIR should identify the
preferred service provider. We suggest that the preferred service provider
be determined in consultation with the affected agencies and LAFCO staff.
The EIR should also discuss the level of services that will be required by the
project and the ability of the various agencies to extend these services.



Kiersten Rydbeck
May 8,1998
Page Two

The Environmental Analysis Form (Item I. 4) indicates that the project area contains prime
agricultural land. LAFCO is required to consider the effect of any proposal on existing
agricultural lands and the EIR should discuss the location and extent of prime agricultural
lands as well as existing agricultural uses. For your information, I have enclosed a copy
of San Diego LAFCO's policy on open space and agricultural preservation.

I will be the LAFCO contact for this project. If you have any questions or would like to
discuss these comments further, please contact me at 531-5400.

Sincerely,

/1/~a~C/:f()~CONVERY
Local Government nalyst

JFC:hm

Enclosure

cc: General Manager, Padre Dam Municipal Water District
General Manager, Lakeside Water District
General Manager, Riverview Water District
Deputy Director, County Departmentof Public Works, Liquid Waste Division

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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I
i,~. .......
, LEGISLATIVE POLICY L-101

Subject

PRESERVATION OF OPEN SPACE AND AGRICULTURAL LANDS.

Purpose

To further the policies and priorities of the Cortese-Knox Local Government
Reorganization Act regarding the preservation of open space and prime agricultural
lands.

Background

The State Legislature has instructed Local Agency Formation Commissions to
establish policies that address the preservation of open space (Govt. Code §
56300). LAFCOs are required to consider how spheres of influence or changes of
local governmental organization could affect open space and prime agricultural
lands. Commissions are directed to guide development away from prime

. i .. agricultural lands-unless that action would not promote the planned, orderly and
I efficient development of an area-and to encourage development of existing vacant
, or non-prime agricultural lands within a jurisdiction before approving any proposal

that would allow development ofopen-space landsoutside of an agency's boundary
(Govt. Code § 56377). Proposals must be further reviewed for their effect on
maintaining the physical and economic integrity of agricultural lands [Govt. Code §
56841 (e)].I,

i
I
I

I
I
I. 1.

Policy

It is the policy of the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission to:

.Discourage proposals that would convert prime agricultural or open space
lands to other uses unless such an action would not promote the planned,
orderly, efficient development of an area or the affected jurisdiction has
identified all prime agricultural lands within its sphere of influence and
adopted measures that would effectively preserve prime agricultural lands
for agricultural use;

2. Require prezoning of territory (city only) to identify areas subject to
agriculturaVpreservation and planned development;

3. Follow San Diego LAFCO's adopted procedures to define agricultural and

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission page 1of2



L-101 LEGISLATIVE POLICY

open space lands and to determine when a proposal may adversely affect
such lands.

Adopted:
Amended:
Amended:

November 6, 1978
June 4, 1990
May 4, 1998

Cross reference:

SAN DIEGO LAFCO PROCEDURES:
..()pen Space and AgricuIIuraJ Preservation

page 2 of2 San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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San. Diee:o County Archaeological Society
Environmental Review Committee .

30 May 1998
RECEIVED

JUN 021998

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE

To: Ms. Kiersten Rydbeck
Department of Planning and Land Use
County of San Diego
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123-1666

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Log No. 98-10-014

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

Thank you for the subject Notice of Preparation for the subject project, received by this
Society earlier this month.

We are pleased to note the inclusion of cultural resources in the list of subject areas to be
addressed in the DEIR, and look forward to reviewing it during the upcoming public comment
period. To that end, please include us in the distribution of the DEIR, and also provide us with a
copy of the cultural resources technical report(s).

SDCAS appreciates being included in the County's environmental review process for this
project.

Sincerely,

cc: SDCAS President
file

-,""'" :) l'" • '"' r ,.. __ __ • , ~, , " ,.
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Padre Dam Monicipal
Water District

70887 Woodside Avenue! PO. Box 719003
Santee. CA 92072-9003

Telephone: 679-448-3117
FAX Administraoon: 619-449-9469

FAX Operaoons: 619-449-9537

RECEIVED

JUN 021998

Board of Directors:
Jesse T. Dixon

DMsion -;
Mark Robak

Division 2
Andrew J. Menshek

Division 3

Lex Boswell
Division .:

Dan McMillan
Division 5

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE

June 1, 1998

Kiersten Rydbeck
County of San Diego
Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Thank you for a copy of the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for the subject project. We
understand the project to be an amendment to the County of San Diego's General Plan, and a
Zone Reclassification for parcels lying within the area that forms the River Way Specific Area of
the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project (USDRIP) Redevelopment Area.

The entire project area is located within Padre Dam Municipal Water District's Wholesale Water
Improvement District. However, retail water service in the project area is provided by three
water districts/improvement district, being Lakeside Water District, Riverview Water District,
and Padre Dam Municipal Water District's Western Service Area (formerly known as
Improvement District "A"). Per information compiled by our office, some parcels within the
project area are not located within any retail water service area, and would require annexation
into one of the three retail water service territories if public water service is desired.

A portion of the project area is within Padre Dam Municipal Water District's sewer service area.
The District's sewer service area within the project area is primarily west of Riverford Road, and
includes the majority of the parcels fronting Riverside Drive. The County of San Diego's
Lakeside Sanitation District is the other agency providing sewer service to the project area.
Again, there may be several parcels in the project area that would require annexation into one of
the sewer service agencies, prior to being able to connect to the public sewer system.



County of San Diego
Page 2
June 1, 1998

Any action to annex parcels into a water or sewer service area would require consultations
between the various service agencies to determine which agencies can most likely serve the
parcel. Any action to annex a parcel would be subject to the approval ofLAFCO.

Maps of our water and sewer service areas are available by contacting Joni Cooley at
(619) 258-4636.

Padre Dam Municipal Water District is considering the construction of a combined
administration/customer service/operations center in the project area. We are conducting a
feasibility analysis on a parcel of land owned by the City of San Diego located between
Woodside Avenue and Highway 67 (APN 382-260-12). Currently, the project shows this parcel
will be zoned as C-36.

The operations aspect of our new combined center would require a storage and maintenance yard
for the materials and vehicles used by the District. The proposed C-36 zoning does not provide
for outdoor storage yards. We would like to propose that zoning be allowed that can
accommodate the District's combined administration/customer service/operations center facility,
such as C-37. Such a zoning designation would be consistent with other parcels located on.the
north side of Woodside Avenue, and west of Winter Gardens Boulevard.

If you have questions concerning the District's proposed combined administration/customer
service/operations center, please call Mr. Neal Brown, P.E. at (619) 258-4645.

PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT

'?---;iJ) "l'.j:::.k~#·ll·tf!{G~7
Roland D. Rossmiller, P .E.
Director of Engineering and Planning

RDR:DC:cc

17848.1

•••••••••••••••••
~ •••••••••••••••••••••••
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Lori Howard

• Hal Ryan
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June 1,1998

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
Attn: Kiersten Rydbeck
5201 Ruffin Road. Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

RECEIVED

J UN 03 1998

DEPARTMENT .
AND LANDt Ci:NNING

RE: Notice of Preparation for Upper San Diego River Improvement Project Area Zone
Reclassification and General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Rydbeck.

The City of Santee has reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the Upper San Diego River
Improvement Project Environmental Impact Report and offers the following comments:

1. The traffic analysis should take into consideration any project related impacts to City of
Santee streets. The analysis should also reflect the Santee City Council's decision not to
open Mast Boulevard to the east until CalTrans completes the construction of State Route 52
to State Route 67, and evaluate impacts to City streets with and without the extension of
Mast Blvd. This study should be coordinated with the City.

2. The City has an adopted Ordinance that prohibits through-City truck traffic from using City
streets. This Ordinance should be factored in when evaluating truck routes for the proposed
heavy industrial land uses.

3. The Environmental Impact Report needs to clearly spell out how the traffic and other
mitigation measures will be carried out now that the Specific Plan has been dissolved. This
should include how responsibility for completion of the required mitigation measures will be
allocated, and mechanisms for monitoring completion of those mitigation measures.

4. The proposed land use designations place heavy industrial land uses directly adjacent to
proposed residential uses both in the City of Santee and the project area itself and existing
residential land uses on the north side of Riverside Drive. Land use compatibility impacts,
including noise and air pollution, should be evaluated and mitigations identified.

10601 Magnolia Avenue • Santee, California 92071-1266 • (619) 258·4100



County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
June I. 1998
Page z

5. The Scenic Highway's Element of the City of Santee's General Plan identifies SR67 as a
Scenic Road Corridor. While outside the City's boundaries, the proposed plan identifies
additional heavy industrial zoning along the north side of the freeway almost the full length
of the project area. This zoning district allows for outdoor material and equipment storage
which can result in visual impacts. The Environmental Impact Report should evaluate the
aesthetic impacts of the proposed zoning and identify mitigation measures to address those
impacts.

The County may also wish to include a less intensive zoning district along the freeway and
adjacent to residential land uses to address aesthetic and land use compatibility issues.

6. When analyzing the impacts of flood hazard, and establishing the limits of the floodplain, an
analysis should be conducted based on ultimate development of the tributary watershed and
should not rely on the current FEMA mapping. The current FEMA mapping is based on
current flowrates and does not appear to take into account future flowrates at watershed build
out or vegetation growth within the river, both of which will create a higher water surface
elevation through the proposed project area. Currently the revised June 19, 1997 Flood
Insurance Study prepared by the County adopted a flowrate for the San Diego River of
36,000cfs at Murphy Canyon Creek and 31,000 cfs downstream of the confluence of San
Vicente Creek. The flowrates adopted for the 1997 study are less than the flowrates used in
the adopted 1984 FEMA Flood Insurance Study through Santee, despite considerable
development within the watershed over the past fourteen years. Historical rainfall data from
1916, 1927 and 1980 indicate a much higher runoff potential, especially with reservoirs at or
near capacity when a major storm event occurs (Ref: FEMA June 19, 1997 Flood Insurance
Study and February, 1980 Storm Report prepared by San Diego County Flood Control
District). Currently the City of Santee has an adopted standard recognizing as a minimum
flowrate of 45,000 cfs at our eastern boundary where the San Diego River enters the City.

The City appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation. We look forward
to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report when it is available. If you have any
questions on our comments you can reach me at (619) 258-4100 x173.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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LAKESIDE COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP
Post Office Box 2040

Lakeside, California 92040

Date:
To:
From:

Re:

June 1, 1998
Joan Vokac, Department of Planningand land Use tV. ~()
Gordon Shackelford, Chair lakeside Community PlanningGroup J~
lCPG Recommendation: Notice of Prep. of an EIR for USDRIP,log # 98-10-014

As per cur telephone conversation, I am in agreement that the lakeside Community Planning
Groups Recommendation, that is MS2 verses Staff's MS4 on the west end of the project and
"lighter" Genera! Plan Categories as applicable throughout the project area, be reviewed as a "tess
impactive alternative" in this EIR. My support of this was because CEQA requires less impactive
alternates, rather than more Impactive altematives - which would be t~ case if the Staff and
lCPG Recommendations were reversed in position in this EIR. Given the unusual nature of this
EIRand its relationship to the same Staff that appears to support "by right" General Outdoor
Industrial in the middle of Lakeside, this EIR must maintain the highest standards for even-
handedless and impartiality. Unfortunately, the Notice of Preparation fails this test in several
important areas: Project Objectives (Attachment A, page 1). Description of the Lakeside
Community Planning Group Alternative (page 4), and most seriously in the "Environmental
Analysis Form.·

Of further concern is, "Description of Anticipated Environmental Effect" (pages 2,3 & 4). Many of
the environmental issues discussed have been studied many times in the past and do not justify the
expenditure of addition resources At the same time, Icey issues that clearly show the differences
in the environmental impacts of Staff's M54 proposat verses LCPG's MS2 proposal are not clearly
brought into focus

Project Objectives (Attachment A, page 1)
Project.objectives include "Restore reasonable development Opportunities to the private sector by
... reducing discretionary approval requirements." It is not the proper role of the County to run
land use for the benefit of private property owners •• the role of good government is to meet th~
standard stated by, "The noblest motive is the public 900d." The goal of thiS project must be to meet
the greater public/community need. of which the property owner is only a part.

Description of the Lakeside Community Planning Group Alternative (page 4)
"The LCPGAlternative wo;.;ldreplace some portions of the proposed zoning with zones and/or land
designations that aliow reduced development densities." The word "densities" is incorrect, the
lCPG Proposal differs primarily in calling for the less intense MS2 zone on the west end of the
project. Actually, intense outdoor industrial uses may occur under both Staff's M54 proposal and
the LCPGProposal, t1;e difference's that with M54 they are by right and in MSZ Would require a
MUP.

Environmental Analysis Form
The Environmental Analysis Form frequently answers questions about possible impacts with, "Yes,
Unless Mitigated" rather than, "Yes." A "Yes" answer is described as, "County staff has
recommended that there is substantial evidence that the project has a potentially significant
environmental effect and the effect is not clearly avoidable with mitigation measures." Clearly
this is an appropriate response for a Staff proposal to locate M54 in residential areas. However,
~Yes, Unless Mitigated" is used to answer numerous environmental questions. "Yes, Unless
Mitigated" is described as, "County Staff has recommended that the incorporation of mitigation
measures agreed to by the applicant has clearly reduced a potentially significant adverse
environmental effect to a less than significant adverse environmental effect." Who is this
"applicant" who has agreed to something that is not public? This is inappropriate for a publicly
initiated rezone generally, and is not an accurate description of the potential environmental
impacts of Staff's proposal to place M54 next to residential uses.The LCPGis most aggrieved by the
fol!owing uses of "Yes. Unless Mitigated" I. Land Use and Planning #3, #4; V. Air Quality #1,
#2, #3: VI. Transportation/Circulation #2, #5; IX. Noise #1, #2 and XII. Aesthetics #3.
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Issue

ErR Issue$,~Description of Anticipated EnVlfonmental Effect" (pages 2,3 & 4)

Land Use and Planning

Geologica: issues

Water Resources

Air Quality

Trar:sportationiCirculation

BiOlogical Resources

hazards

Noise

Pubiic Services

Utilities and servces

Aesthetics

C\.;ltural Resources

LCPG Recommendation

Description supported as written.

Studied numerous times, no addition study needed.

Studied numerous times. generally no additional study needed, except
for possible ~Piecemealed flood Control implementation" within the
USDRIParea due to the elimination of the Riverway Specific Pian.

StuOied numerous times, generaiiy no additiOllal study needed except
for the impact of heavy equipment/truck emissions (especially diesel
exhaust) comparing the differences due to Staff's proposed MS4
zoning verses lCPC's proposed MS2 zoning.

Studied numerous times. generaily no addition stiJdy needed except
for traffic impacts due to large trucks used in Staff's proposed MS4
verses generally lighter trucks used in LCPG's proposed MS2 zoning.

Studied numerous times, generally no addition study needed. except
for, ''The analysis will also address conformance with the Multiple
Species ConservatiOn Program Plan and RPOwith respect to the loss
of exemption status due to eliminatiOn of the Redevelopment Plan."

Studied numerous times, no addition study needed.

Supported as written, with the addition of a review of noise Impacts
due to large trucks used in Staff's proposed MS4 verses generally
iighter trucks used in LCPG's proposed MS2 zoning.

Studied numerous times, generally no addition study needed except
for impacts on "existing road maintenance burdens" due to large
trucks used in Staff's 'proposed lJIS4 verses generally iighter trucks
used in LCPG's proposed M52 zoning.

Studied numerous times, no addition study needed.

Supported as written, with the addition of a review of aesthetics
impacts due to Staff's proposed "by right" outdoor industria! MS4
uses verses the generally indoor uses or outdoor uses, subject to
MUP, in lCPG's proposed MS2 zoning.

Studied numerous times. no addition study needed.

Lakeside Planning Group Action
A.fter group discussion of the issues described above, the LCPG at its May 20, 1998 meeting,
directed the Chair to work with Vice Chair Rick Smith to write a letter expressing its COncerns.

Motion Passed io-ves, 0-1-;0. o-Abstain

c.c, Supervisor DIanne Jacob
Kiersten Rydbeck. DPLU

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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LAKESIDE DESIGN-REVIEW BOARD
May 17, 1998

TO Kiersten Rydbeck
Department of Planning and Land Use

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report:
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project, 98-10-014

Dear Ms. Rydbeck,

The Lakeside Design Review Board reviewed the notice of preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Upper San Diego River Improvement
Project at our meeting held May 13, 1998. The LDRB voted 6-Yes, O-No, 0-
Abstain to submit the following comments.

l. The EIR must evaluate potential impacts of the zone reclassification regarding
the aesthetic/visual impacts associated with:

a. Loss of the Design Criteria appearing in the Riverway Specific Plan.
b. Indoor ·uses allowed in an M52 zone versus outdoor uses allowed in an

M54 zone.

2. The EIR must propose mitigations for all aesthetic/visual impacts identified.

3. Regarding the Initial Study Form (Attachment A). the LDRB strongly
disagrees with the stated project objective of "... reducing discretionary approval
requirements: ....".This .should not be a purpose of the proposed General Plan
Amendment unless a goal is to eliminate community input and accountability to
the Community of Lakeside.

Submitted by,

// §// /
~A~~
Janis Shackelford, Chair

RECEIVED

MAY 20 1998

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE
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CASTER. FAMILY ENTERPRISES ==========================-
4607 MISSION GORGE PL.. SAN DIEGO, CA 92120· TEL.: (619) 287-8873 - FAX (619) 287-2493

May 27,1998

RECEIVED

JUN 021998

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE

; .

Kiersten Rydbeck
County of San Diego
Dept. of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, Ca. 92123-1666

Dear Kiersten,

I have reviewed the above EIR Notification. My only comment at this point is I believe you need
to review the split zoning option we have discussed with Bob Forsythe which has approximately
150 to 200 feet from the center line along Riverford Road and Riverside Drive back to be zoned
M-52. All other property behind that 200 feet would be M-54 ..

an . Caster
er Family Enterprises
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValley Road,Suite102
SanDiego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

Apri13,1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

. 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. 8
;. San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further informationof the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage:
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 199a meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial onesidential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE
_~-.- -RECLASSIFICATION Vi?

Please Print Clearly

NAME: .4trRoJJy' + l.AfJJ?lLi)tl J 4£.~O~__
ADDRESS: )<2.33~ PtAZA fe.$etJ De..•

!cr /::.q.,~d£- cA q~

I AMC IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
~AM NO~ IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.

COMMENTS: _. _

Ah. 1., ..

OEPARTMEN7 O~ ;:'
AND LAJ\\

Signature .
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego. California 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thatwe have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

-";;.;; ..

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. -Please review it
carefully: Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 199a to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

• :' 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B'··
".. • San Diego, CA 92123-1666 _

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 forfurtner informationof the project or proposed rezoning.

',. -.:

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above lMarvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in faet
adjaeent to existing homes and schools; . -

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). .

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL, PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE"

- -,,\i,.- , 'RECLASSIFICATION- "',-', ".'-

Please Print Clearly

I AM ~ IN FAVOROF THE PROPOSED REZONINGTO M54.
!AM NOT" IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONINGTO M54.
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, Califomia 92121

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

. - ......

April3,1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

.. County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

". ~ .. 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
. ., .•• i • ,San Di~go, CA'92123-1666
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning; .
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND· .
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that-is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValley Road,Suite.102
SanDiego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:·

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Rivertord Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

.., ....

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
- 5201 Ruffin Road, Stet B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694·3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

•....

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas .
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on -
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact .
adjacent to existing homes and schools; . _

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Rivertord Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
. 10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
'san Diego, Califomia 92121

"'"

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April3,1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego county Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

, County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

.'.. ' . ."; . .., 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste.B
'., .~:.' ',San Diego, CA 92123-1666 -. .

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694·3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

r-

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a varietyot undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in tact:
adjacent to existing homes and schools; ,

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

-e- ,,.,.., . 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B .
.' '.' .., . ',; . San Diego, CA 92123-1666 .
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
.694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project b~ zo"edasM54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; .

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, California 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be, incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. 'Please review it
carefully. The com Ie the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinio prior to April 16, 1998 to:

o of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

, , . 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B .
.; San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
, numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting'
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas; the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project. be zoned as M5A; ,
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas: but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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cJo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, Califomia 92121

April 3, 1998

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Pianning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an. alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning . is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

..•• "'0 . 0 -," 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste.-B
. .... ~'.. - • San Diego, CA 92123-1666 .
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also reguest that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to MS4. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND -

... Whereas, the preliminary plan present by- County Staff proposes that part of the
western area .of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas. M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to. M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas,' but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; -

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and RiverfordRoads) that is not zoned. as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this'property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt. trash
and noise tha~.we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San.Diego.County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
, participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments wiii
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or.
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution, for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
, ",''', . San Diego, CA 92123-1666
,.,You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694·3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above lMarysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor

'. the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;AND " ", '., "

Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas, n but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverlord Roads) that is not zoneoas commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors

...,;;.
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE
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Please Print Clearly

ADDRESS:

(A

", AM C" IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
, I AM NOT ~ IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54 ..

COMMENTS:

REC~lvED

. APR 09 199B

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE

------- --:..;.:..--_~- - .. -:0

Signal'ure Date
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
san Diego, California 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

.The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation,

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. 'Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998' to:

. County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
.... 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B

. . San Diego, CA 92123-1666
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 fo~.further information of the project or proposed rezoning. .

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
At':O
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54; . .
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage; .
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54clearty states that "the intent of M54 is for areas .•__
wh~re impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact,QIL._
residenttal or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact .
adjacent to existing homes and schools; . ..'....

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general.plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). .

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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Please Print Clearly

NAME: /)U~ (}-~~~~
ADDRESS: 102.....33 PQ..4+Z:> jJ~ !?h.:p

~ . ~~.:2tJ ~CJ-

. I AM C ··IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
I AM NOT J1J.' IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED· REZONING TO M54.

COMMENTS: :.-vr~ W--I .J-u..A cA'7.~d 6l-c-<.-s .
I ......
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
san Diego, Califomia 92121

April 3, 1998

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would.allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The san Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution forthe rezoning is listed below .. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
. 5201 Ruffin Road; Ste. 8
.•'. San Diego, CA. 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning. .

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
A"JD
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes thatpart of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to.M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on"
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact -
adjacent to existing homes and schools; "_.

Therefore be it knewn that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting .and urge that the westem part o~ this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). .

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
.GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT· AND ZONE.

...." 'BECLASSIFICA·TIQ·N· ~ , .'>' .

Please Print Clearly

NAME:

ADDRESS:

.,..:.

. .

I AM C IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
I AM NOT .... IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONiNG TOM54.

COMME~-a;:-~:h/d ~;&~ ~~~.
p'p-z -1 ,~,. .
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-------------:------------."
--------------------'- ..

Signature
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, California 92121

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thatwe have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

Tne San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation. .

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. . Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of san Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

..5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
.Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54; .
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas .
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact

. adjacent to existing homes and schools;', .----

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Rivertord Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential. be
zoned as gener.aJ plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE
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Please Print Clearly

NAME: ~.;tnnu~..e~
ADDRESS: 10/;:2D ~3-;" g5'?<::> ~

~c~'.b CA q<201'O
I

I AM C ·IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
I AMNOTJ8 . IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.

COMMENTS:

•RiCelVED
APR 1 5 1998'-- __ '-- _

9EPARUIENT OF pI ANNING
AND LAND USE

------------------------' .•..~,'
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValley Road,Suite 102
san Diego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along RiverfordRd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt. trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendationsand comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed ,resolution for the rezoning is listed below. ,Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

" 5201 Ruffin Road, Stet B .
c, .,0 San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above lMarysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning; ,
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be' zoned as M54; ."
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas .
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact en.;
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in tact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; " .

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors



UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE
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NAME:

ADDRESS:

I AM·C IN FAVOROFTHE PROPOSED REZONINGTO M54.
I AM NOTJp IN FAVOROF THE PROPOSED REZONINGTO M54.

COMMENTS:

RECEIVED

APR 10 1998

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE

----------'-'------------~-, ..--------------------....;..-.;.:;;;: .. .;::':',.-. ;. -.->:: ........
-, ': .-'.;:.

~I/:/ll&ik
Sign ure .

•
••••••••••.~.~••••••••••••
~••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

flJ4NA flJA6etJ
&mmuna" .tUudatitJn,·, .....
c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

Apnl3,1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area .
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thatw~ have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San· Diego Col,J.ntyDApartmerit of Plan.ning and Land Use is req(Jesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or

.. may be incorporated. into an alternative for the project's environmental
clocumentation.

The proposed resolution tor the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:. .

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

. 5201 Ruffin Road, ste; 8
0;' 'San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694·3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.. ,

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
~~ .

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the. Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
. Whereas. the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;~D ,
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage; .
AND

,. Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas: but some of the proposed M54 ZOne lsln faet
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
" at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along

Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general,plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors



UPPERSAN DIEGO River improvement project
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RECLASSIFATION

Name Edward W Turner
10242 Paseo Palmas Dr.
Lakeside, ca 92040

RECEIVED

APR 15 1998

OEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE .

I am not in favor of the proposed rezoning to M54
,Comments '_ " " _
The following reasons support this opinion;

1 The large existing residential area and public elementary schools are well
established in the area. in question.and should take precedence in any decision
regarding zoning change. The Lakeside Land Co is adjacent to these existing
residential areas and schools. The preamble to M54 states,athe intent"'Commerciai
areas, If this area in question is rezoned to M54 it will violate this very intent. .

2 The noise, smell and appearance of the Lakeside Land Co. business is
- atrocious.' It appears much as a junk years The.dust is detrimental to the homes and

school. Real estate .values are"negatively impacted by these contiditiond, 'causing
economic loss.

There is no evidence of increased demand for additional M54 zoned
property in this general.area. Need for additional storage has not been shown.

3 The traffic on Riverford and Riverside will greatly increase due to growth
a~ the completion of the connecting roads. This will be a' dangerous intersection if
Lakeside Land Co. is allowed to operate, a business that increases heavy truck traffic
in this area ,The in-let out-let is a high density traffic area and the commercial truck
traffic will cause many problems including dangerous wrecks.

4 Lakeside is a part of San Diego in transition. What was once a loosely
controlled rural area is rapidly becoming a part of metropolitan San Diego. The needs
.of quality residential development should take precedence over any consideration for
additional M54 zoning, M54 zoning and any adjacent residentiall public zoning are
not compatible land uses.

•••••••••••••••••.'••••.'••..•••••••••••••••••
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValley Road,Suite 102
SanDiego,Califomia 92121

April 3, 1998

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thatwe have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

.0"": ., ~' . . :;; . 5201 Ruffin Road, Stet B
San Diego, CA 92123·1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above lMarvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.
. RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage; . .
AND
Whereas. the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas _
where impacts associated with' noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in facf-
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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Please Print Clearly

NAME: &.±l- .. ~o..c::ka.- \-1\0.." \<k:1---
ADDRESS:' -lo 319V\a. "2...0-.. ~Se.O 1),....,

ba...ke.s ,de. Q~ 902.0 t./-",,'O__

I AM C IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONINGTO M54.
I AM NOT J5{IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54. .
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APa 171998

DEpARTUENT OF PLANNING
AND LAND USE
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cia: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValley Road,Suite 102
San Diego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

{;....

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and-Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendationsand comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to Apri116. 1998 to:·· .

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
... '. San Diego, CA 92123-1666
- . You mliy'a:lsO.cOritact:~RobertForsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
A.ND .
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54: .
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in tact, ..
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along.
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zonedas general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

:..,..::.

Thank you,

Board of Directors



UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE

. . RECLASSIFICATION
: .. ':"..-.-

Please Print Clearly
·r ... ·'. ""_ .• ,. _. _ •• ' __ ••. _', ,~
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APR 17 1998
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND I AND USE

I AM C IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
I AM NOT)=it IN FAVOR OF THE P~OPOSED REZONING TO M54.

COMMENTS: /tIL/lLU f'(!IlJMO'IIb dtj/~~t/dtue/<..
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cia: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValleyRoad,Suite 102
san Diego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760)~436-4560

April 3, 1998

.... :"

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along RiverfordRd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

. 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
. : "."." :~·N.... " .....c: San Diego, .CA .. 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas; the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;AND .
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, California 92121

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which wouldaJlow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thatwe have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

".~

, .~."

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendationsand comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then" please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

.. - .. 5201 .Ruffin Road, Ste. B
. _ ." San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to MS4. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply. '

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses inclUding non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas'
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on ..
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned a~ general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValleyRoad,Suite102
SanDiego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587·9844
(760) 436-4560

Apri13,1998

~'... "

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below .. Please review it
carefully, Then, 'please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

"~:i.;.: . 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
San Diego, CA 92123·1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that vou call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply. .

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND.
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned asM54;
AND .
Whereas. M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact .
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
.Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential. be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors

."...
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, California 92121

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

....

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise t1iat we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting pubiic
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative' for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
.,Department of Planning and Land Use
-, 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B .

San Diego, CA 92123·1666
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to MS4. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply .

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary. plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses inclUding non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas-
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on .
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing bomes and schools;

... Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54). .

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
san Diego, Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thB:lwe have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

.

The San Diego County Department of Pianning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning. is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
, Department of Planning and Land Use

.S.,_ '. 5201 Ruffin Road, Stet B
"'.'. " San Diego, CA92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694·3856 for. further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
A~JD _ L • .', , •

Whereas. the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact ..
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
.,:. . at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along

Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (nof M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 102
San Diego, Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560.

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise thatwe have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is iequesting pubiic
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezOni~g is listed below. 'Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
.0 Department of Planning and Land Use

. 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
0; San Diego, CA_ 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

•.•••• <. '.-:"

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND .
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 SorrentoValley Road,Suite 102
SanDiego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4S60

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

.' The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise tha!.we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The Sen Diego Ccunty Depe!"!!nent of P!arming and Lend Use IS requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation. '

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. "Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

, County of San Diego
'" Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact .on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; , -

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
.'. at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along

Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455 Sorrento Valley Road. Suite 102
San Diego. California 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Pla"ning and Land Use is re~sting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. 'Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

-5201 Ruffin Road, 5te. B
-.;. ~-San Diego, CA 92123-1666

';' You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the 'preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas - .
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on ....__
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; - ,- .

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning BOard .
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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~mmu"'ifV' tl66tJciatitin·
c/o: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValleyRoad,Suite 102
SanDiego,Califomia 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

Tne San Diego·County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
,Department of Planning and Land Use
.. . 5201 Ruffin Road, Stet B

.. . San Diego, CA 92123-1666
co You niay also contacfRbbert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)

694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
.AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside PJanningBoard
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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Cio: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455Sorrento Valley Road,Suite102
SanDiego,California 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

..-:.;.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below .. Please review it
carefully, Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Stet B
~, San Diego, CA 92123·1666

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further informationof the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above IMarysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply. .

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on _.
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools; .

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC. LAN USE
10455SorrentoValleyRoad,Suite 102 (619) 587-9844
san Diego,Califomia 92121 (760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning a"d Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it..
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

.' County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
. 5201 Ruffin Road, 5te. B

.... ., San Diego, CA 92123-1666
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)'
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above lMarysia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
. Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND .
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Rlverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors

-,,-....:. _.

-.-'''~.._-''-'~



.~....

- -
- UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE
RECLASSIFICATION. ..~ ... .'-s:i .

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Please Print Clearly

NAME: bL e-lc.. ~ ,410 V\ ]2;'CI:A:t:L!..'.J1.::::...7+---· _

ADDRESS: } 0).1- 3 aub ?£1 r~ b..o:;"......'-- _

l-a"k~1 c1.e..- CA- 9J-o'-lo

I AMC IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSEDREZONING TO M54.
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clo: CURTIS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.
10455SorrentoValley Road,Suite 102
san Diego,California 92121

(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3. 1998
Dear Homeowners and Residents: ,
The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt, trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use is requesting public
participation and opinion on this matter. Your recommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16. 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use

, 5201 Ruffin Road, 5te. B .
. - _.. .. San Diego, CA 92123-1666
You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis Management Company at the phone
numbers listed above (Marvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or not! The Board of Directors recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
.AND .
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
westem area of the project be zoned as M54;
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses inclUding non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;~D .
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact ....
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the westem part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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(619) 587-9844
(760) 436-4560

April 3, 1998

Dear Homeowners and Residents:

The Board of Directors has been made aware of proposed rezoning for the area
across Riverside Drive (along Riverford Rd) which would allow the Lakeside Land
Company to continue to maintain this property as it is currently being used. This
means our community will continue to suffer indefinitely, from the odors, dirt. trash
and noise that we have had to endure from the Lakeside Land Company.

The San Diego County Department of Planning and LariiJ Use is requesting public
partcipation and opinion on t'1is matter, YOUirecommendations and comments will
be considered by the Department and may be incorporated into the main project or
may be incorporated into an alternative for the project's environmental
documentation.

The proposed resolution for the rezoning is listed below. Please review it
carefully. Then, please complete the form on the reverse of this letter and mail
your opinion prior to April 16, 1998 to:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land. Use

; 5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B
.., San Diego, CA ·92123-1666"

You may also contact Robert Forsythe, Project Manager for the County at (619)
694-3856 for further information of the project or proposed rezoning.

We also request that you call Curtis ManaqementCompany at the phone
numbers listed above lMarvsia Leu or Adriana Peraza) to let us know if you favor
the rezoning to M54 or notl The Board of Directors·recommends rejecting
the rezoning to M54. This involves your community, so please take the time to
reply.

-'......-= ...,

RESOLUTION ON REZONING
Whereas the specific plan for the Upper San Diego River Project has been
repealed and is being replaced by standard zoning;
AND
Whereas, the preliminary plan present by County Staff proposes that part of the
western area of the project be zoned as M54; .
AND
Whereas, M54 allows for a variety of undesirable uses including non-operating
vehicle storage and explosives storage;
AND
Whereas, the preamble to M54 clearly states that "the intent of M54 is for areas
where impacts associated with noise, odor and traffic would not impact on
residential or commercial areas," but some of the proposed M54 zone is in fact
adjacent to existing homes and schools;

Therefore be it known that I, support the position of the Lakeside Planning Board
at its March 4, 1998 meeting and urge that the western part of this area (along
Riverside and Riverford Roads) that is not zoned as commercial or residential, be
. zoned as general plan 15, Zone M52 (not M54).

Thank you,

Board of Directors
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COMMENTS: Q OaRS I 7'> r/?-r- TRtT~t4:. r.r ·sY--f- , \.

NaT 1:15 .I I
.'.~

--------------------....;. .......~~~;;:,~.:::..:,--:

-.
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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MAmN L. GIJ!ICH
P.O.BOX~

SAN DIEGO. CA 92lI6

April 17, 1998

Robert Forsythe
Project Manager
Dept. ofPlanniDg and Land Usc, MS0650
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

RE: USDRIP, Planning Area I

Dear Bob:

As we have discussed, Iam in the process of wOrking with an engineer regarding the desired land
use for the Gleich property located in Lakeside. However, for purposes of responding to Joan
Vokac's February 17, 1998 request for comments and recommendations, 1 am reiterating that we
have an interest in developing residential and/or industrial.

Sincerely,

~ .fu'
~L.Gleich

RKL:lw



WIU.OWBROOKMOBlLE ESTATES DMSIClN
11949 RIVERSIDE DRIVE

I..AKESJDE, CAUFORN1A 92040
PHONE (619) 56H1571

••••••DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING.
AND LAND USE. •

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

RECEIVED

APR 0 9 \998

April 6, 1998

Mr. Robert Forsythe, Project Manager
County of San DIego
Department ofPl8nning lIDd Land Use
5101 Rumo Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 91113-1666

Dear Mr. Forsythe:

I represent Alpha Imestments Ioc:., owner of Willowbrook GoIfeoune, Estates East
&West. I have been associated with the USDRIP project for the past 15 years and
an USDRIP member represeoting Alpha Iovestments.

Alpha Iovestmeots owns approx. 90 acres of developed land within the USDRIP area.
The proposed zone rec:lassifieatioo oftbe land arouod us must take Into coDSidentioo
the resideots ofWaUowbrook East & West and Eucalyptus Hills.

Our COOcerD is the proposed M54 IDdustriai zooiDg 00 the land (owoed by Lakeside
Land Co.) adjaceot to the west of Willowbrook Estates West. We stroogly believe
that the ooise, dust. sud visual impact from an MS4 zoned area, Den to a resideotial
subdivision with 00 eoforceable cootrols, will deprive our park's semor bomeowoers
from a peaceful life style aod a clean enviromneot.

Tberefore, it is imperative that a well perceived buffer zone betweeo Willowbrook
BUdthe J -akeside Land Compaoy be established to offset the Doise poUutioD, dust, &
visual impacts that will result from the industrial ZOIIiDg.

SiDc:ereIy,

~~
Spero Tzathas, Pres.
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE

RECLASSIFICATION

Please Print Clearly

NAME:

ADDRESS:

I AM C IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
I AM NOT EI IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.

CO~MENTS: yo/} SlulJ J....AYt. ,117 C"/'\'""-,, .....Ii (1/] h'le-
fS ;/ +- f! f.. (l l~ /""'I.- +c.. :

/1.52..

APR 1 5 1998

I)EPAsru::!.I"r" OF ?LANNING
AND LAND "SF

Signature



UPPER SAN DIEGO elVER IlipeOVEMENT pROJECT
. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE

RECLASSIFICATION

Please Print Clearly

RECEIVED

APR 15 1998

NAME:

ADDRESS:

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNINGH e;R h G"£T 54., 1// VA Ii AND LAND USEI

I 03 / ¥ ?L19-"L ft ffi:..L.~5.=.c-=o:....-- __

L.ft/t'lFs I de, (1 p,. 9~o$?a

I AM C IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.
!A~1NOT 1m !N FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED REZONING TO M54.

COMMENTS: . ~ -eAtU ~(f!< t= -< if A' < • irzt

z;::u;t~:z;t:tl~
;ti:iy :£4drl--= ~ kcl I244U; (L/Jl.c.&4T' erIa;;;·M7/

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
~?7l

,J-/3-P~
Date
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UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE

RECLASSIFICATION

Please Print Clearly

NAME: -l,fu..Lre. \ ~.:x.hoop

ADDRESS: I03&"'\Cj Po,S{.Q Pu..I01ClS ·Ur
LD..k..eS~1 CA..- '1~OY=0"-- _

APk 141998

JEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
ANt: L4NJ USE

,~1:~ _~-~~~-
--- Signature . V Date
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APPENDIXB

County's Use and Enclosure Matrix
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TIHlIE ZOINlIINlG ORIDIINIAINICIE • COUINITY OIF SAINI IDIEGO

USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX
SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and 6816

Page 1 of 6

NOTE: This maJrix is a summary 0flIy. Fa complete reguJaDons see appropriate SscDonS of /he Zoning crdinance.· Incase of conffict be_ the prollisions
graphicaDy rrlpresenlBd in this maD'ix and /he plOllisions set kJnh in /he leX! of the ZOiVng Ordinant:s. /he proIIisions of the Zoning Ordinance shall spply.

•••••••

• . ~ ,,~~~'• ~e . .# / ,. b;• "\~ ~" .". /'./' ~",.. ~ ~ ':;P ~.~'"

~~e§)~~~~~.~ ~z~~o~f~~.~~•• ~~~~~~~~~~?a%:;:~~~~~?~~~~• 0 rere '" 0 o ":"&ie'} 0 '" 0 "'10 NI'" 0 '" co CD 0 '" 0 II) 0 II) 0II) .... CD lil 5edioti-- N N~n:~~(:!; (:!; (:!; (:!; gj gj l5J 15J ...... gj •~ NN -6816 ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - Use Regulations-- --• "':'·1, i;~]!i!:..- {" RESIDENTIAL
RS • 18 •• M MM MM .S M MM mM MM mA RS SOIgIeFOII'iIy_
RO • 18 •• ,··,M MM MM .S M MM mM MM mA RO ~_FOlrily_
RM • 18 •• '·,··MMM MM .S M MM mM MM mA RM MuIl-FomiIy__:..-RV • 18 ..,. ,M MM MM .S M MM mM MM mA RV V_Famq__

RU •• 18 •• :.:::: MM MM mM .S M MM mM MM mA RU lllbM __

RMH 18 •• :·'·'MMM MM .S M MM mM MM mA RMH "a'eli horN AeUSen1iaJ
RR .M m 18 •• mM MM MM M. SM MM Mm MM Mm A RR --• IRFlO' .M 18 •• mM MM MM M. S MM mM MM mA RRO·~~
RC •• 18 •• ·,,·'·'IM1M • M • • .5 • •'M mM M. .IA RC ~• ':' ::

• ;:: COMMERCIAL
C30 ..: 'i.•• M • •• S • M

~

m. M M .A C30
orr__

• C31 •• •• 'i.••1M • •• S • 1M M m. M M .A C31 --..ar"",p_
C32 1 ••• 'M MM M M •• S • M mM M M .A C32 ee.-uOnoo Comrnorcial

-=
C34. •• •• .... •• •••• • S • •• M m • •• • A C34.Gon.~~
C35 M ••::;'::: •• •• •• • S • •• M m • ••• A C35 Gon.ConwnAJII. _

C36 1 M •• ". •• •• •• .,S • • M • •••• A C36 GoneooI CcrmwciaIC37 1 M •••• ••• ••• S • • • M. •• •• A C37 Hoaoy CcrmwciaI• C38 1 •• •• .M • •• • S • M M. •• M. A C38
_ CorrWnoo<:ioI

C40 1 •• •••• • •• • S • • Mm •••• A C40 R_ Corrrnon:ilII• C42"2ll •• .' . • m • A C42" v.itorSermg c:orm-:;;u
C44 •• .M MM MM •• S • M Mm MM M • A C44 F_ CcrmwciaI• C46" •• ,·',',·MM. MM •• s. • M Mm .M M. A C46" MecfocaJCemer

..•... ,.. ' ... .. :'• ;::?\J ;:)~ INDUSTRIAL

- M50 •• .:.: M .M • M M. S • M Mm • • MmA M50 Baic IndUllriai
M52 ..,: ilM.M • M M • S • M 1M m • • MmA M52 LmIad hl>aCIlnclusIriaJ
M54 •• ",'ilM.M • M 1M • 5 • M 1MI.• • M m IA M54 GoneraI~-M56. :";:;:-',:.:-: :.:::> M .M M M. S • M M. • • Mm A M56+ MiradInd_
M58 •• ... 1M .IM • M 1M • 5 • M M • • • M m ,A M58 HiGh ........ -.• \1 l:j:::~:.... :!:J AGRICULTURAL
A70 • Mm 8 •• m M MM M M M • S M m M M m M M MmA A70 LmIad~A72 • Mm 8 ••m M MIM 1M M M • S M m 1M M m 1M1M MmA An GonoraJ Agricu .....

::::~;::',:i',i SPECIAL PURPOSE

~

::,.'. :-
sao· • •• M M M M M M .s M M m 1M M M m A sao" Opan~
581 0 0 581 EcoIo;iaoI--• 582 •• '.M M M M 1M .S m M M m M 1M1M A 582 E...-
S86 ••• .S m m. A S86 partoing• I~ • M m 1M • • m M 1M M M 1M M • S 1M m 1M1M m 1M1M1M mA 587+ LmladCarvd• m ••• • S

m m A S88+ Spocific Plan _

• 1590< • Mm •• m M 1M M M 1M M • S 1M m 1M1M m 1M1M1M m A S9O+ HoIding_
592 • Mm •• m M M M M M M • S M m M M m M M M mA 592 GonwoI RU1aI
594-0 •• m MM M M

• S
m 1M m mM A S94+ T_ & lJWy Corridot

MATRIX
LEGEND

• Pennilled
A Pennilled by Adminislrative Penni!
S Pennilled by Site Plan
m Pennilled by Minor Use Permit
M Pennilled by Major Use Permit
P Pennilled Only Wilhin Planned Developments of

20 Ac:res or lalger

1-21Subjec:tlDUmltations (See SEldion 2980)
• May Be SubjectlDSite Plan Approval
+ Other Uses Not Shown on Matrix May be Pennilled

(See TeXl of Use Regulalions)
o Subjectto Umitations (See Sec:lions2812end 2818)
[£) Exceptions to Enclosure Matrix (See Section 6814)



THE ZONING ORDINANCE· COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX-

SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and 6816
NOTE: T1Ws trrlI11i1t is a ISlIrIIrWY only. For_leIS ~ns sse ~ s6t:licns of the ZDninrI Orr5nancp" In case of t:DtII1it:t be_the pnMsjons
graphically fflPtfIsMllBd in /his maJrix and the pfOtiisions ., ftxIh in /he ren of /he Zaring OrtIinant:e.the provisions of the Zaring CJrtIiMnctI sIIaI appfy.
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~e~~ @ 4(6~~~~~ O~ ~., -. . - ~~. ~~~...~'"~""'~ .#J.,,*../ .&~~~.,~
~ "/ ~~~~~~ ~~~ Comm~Ja ",.~ . .' Z , ~.g> :.(0 r:otIrlnued on

C; ~~~~*~~~~~__~~~~~~~~~'?«~nen".ge

.·See II I I II I8::$e~': 5! g :2 2 ~ g Use Regulations: -~?~;;:·6816:~::?;:::m :! :! :! ::
..', ...,,. I.," i-··

I';::::: RESIDENTIAL....AS · .... ... p p P 616 P AS SOIgteFcftly_

RD , '. p p P 16 16 P RD DIcJIafT ... FarftIy_

RM .•... "',.p p P 616 P RM M~cftly_

RV ..;......... ," -.- .Jp P 6 6 P RV V_F-,_....RU <.', P P P 616 P RU UIbon_
RMH :.:':::" .:;::;::':::: },'p p p P RMH M,b' lu, __

RR •• ·'}" 616 RR RuroI_
ARC" •• ·.,., p p P 11616 P P RRC"1loa_>OIIa*,,_
RC .m m ''''''.'4 mm m "6 16 P P RC n J hI JJtIaJ.r iii. daJ

::::; 1:,:1 1·:;;::1:.(:: COMMERCIAL
C30 .""" ""'",m • 616 m C30 om Pi' -C31 • :i·'" : ::;::"; m. 616 m C31 n ~-

,.....C32 ."'."" : ....~m 616 m C32 Coo........ CUiii'.dlIl
C34" .m M m. •• • 16 6 M • m • M C34"Gon.~_

'....C35 .m M m. •• •11616 M • m • M C35 Gon.CommJUII. _

C36 .mM ••19 •• 9 • 616 • M
• 8 • •• M C36 _c:arm.aos

C37 ••• •• 19 •• • • 16 6 • •• • • •• •• M. C37 ~c:arm.aos
C38 •• • •• •• • 11616 •• •• • •• .m M. C38 SeMaO CuomwrdiiI
C40 ••• •• 19 •• • M. 616 M. • •••• •• •• M. C40 _CUi", • .-

C42" •• • .20 C42" _ s-Ing c:onwr.-
C44 •• • • 11616 M C44 "- c:arm.aos
C46" • <:::;::':::.:::: :::;.:.: 16 16 C46" .._ e:em.

I:::: I;;.:: t:·::1.::I:l:::
.

INDUSTRIAL

- M50 • m 1M m 5 16 16 • M50 --MS2 • m ·M m. 8 8 "6 16 8 .8 8 9 9. MS2 ~,--
M54 • • • •• •• 1M 11616 • •• •• • • • • M • M54 -,--
M56+ '::~;::: ;':-::::; :-:::::;- ;.;::;; •• •• •• • M56+M __

M58 • •• •• •• M 116116M • •• •• •• • • 9 • M58 ...... __

li':l I:!::l 1::::::::1:;:: AGRICULTURAL....A70 • •·..' MM 616 6 6 A70 ~.~A72 • •• >:;::; MM M 11616 6 6 An GonoraJ

):::'..... :;~:},':": .::':' SPECIAL PURPOSE
S8O" • SM ..... 16 16 1M S8O" 01*1__

SS1 .... SS1 ECIIlogicII- -':........;...
SS2 • • •• 16 16 M SS2 em-
S86 • • • • 16 16 • S86 PartiIng

SS7+ • • • .M M MM M MM 16 16 M6 6 M MM MM MM MM M SS7+ ~CooInlI

S88+ • • • • 16 16
S88+ SpcIIlc __

S9O+ • •• • MM M 590+-.._
592 • • • ::;.;::: MM 6116 6 6 592 --S94+ • • • • MM M m S94+T &UiRY~

MATRIX
LEGEND

• PermillBd
A Pennilled by Adminislla1ive Permit
S Permilled by Sila Plan
m Pennilled by Minor Use Permit
M PenniDed by Major Use Permit
P Permilled Only Wilhin Planned OeWJlopments of

20 Acres or Larger

1-21 Subjec:tto Limiralions(See Sec:lion 2980)
" May Be Subjec:t to Site Plan Approval
+ 0Iher Uses Not Shown on Matrix May be Pennilled

(See Text of Use Regulalions)
o Subjectto Limilalions (See Sedions 2812 and 2818)

lID Exceplionsto EncIoSUf8Malrix (See Section681")

-.hIIJ. 11113

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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THE ZOINHINlG ORD~INlAINlC:E - COUINlTY OIF SAN D~IEGO

USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX
SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and 6816

Page 3 of 6

NOTE: This malriz is a summary only. FOI' """'Plete tflguJaJionsS99 "PP'CPriale S9CDonS 01 th9 Zoning Ordinancs. Itt ClIS9 01CDfI6it:t b9lW99n the prollisions
[JraphicaJJyreptflsent9d in this rnalriz and th9 provisions sst fDrth in th9 I9Jtt 01 the Zoning Ordinancs. th9 provisioM of th9 ZDning Ordinancs sha6 apply.

•••••••

• 1\,• ~'• .~ c!f' ~ ~~~ ./' -.'.~' £~-<."\~ ~v ~.I> ~~Z~.~~~• ~ ~~~~.. q.o~~t::.:J0 ~ <,? ~ ~'.I>.~~~~~~• ~~~~/' #~~~~P¥1~~~.o;~b Commerr:lal
contlnutKion• CP~~~~;~~~~?~~%~~~W7 nexrpsge• 8 ~ ~lol~lgl~I~IMI~I~lol~lol~1Ilol~0 •• :!S:S~n!! ~ ~ :!~:! ! :! !~~!! !!~Use Regulations

1.,·/ r,.... RESIDENTIAL .I'
R5 P P P P P P RS SnpFOlriIJ_
RD P P II" P P P AD ~ ... FOlriI)'_....RM P P P P P P RM lIull-FOlriI)'_

RV , -: ....;..;: P P P IP P IP RV V_F-,_
RU .. ;:.::: · -.-, ;:.;.: P P P P P P RU

u-._
RMH P P P P P P RMHUcbhhcme _
RR •• • ,. ;:; 1 RR --• RRO· •• • :;:,- P M M PM .p RRO"Ac~_
RC .m ·m .-,,:; .. II" m m 11 m IP 4 RC _onllaJ.CoIiG •• da1• (I,' ';}, , } COMMERCIAL• I
C30 •• ·m .m 10 10 .10 M • C30 anc.Pn:iI •• JanaJ

-=
C31 • "1· m .m 10 10 .10 M • C31 -.....cmo._
C32 ... m • • • M C32 c:an-da ... Con'rlwc:IaI
C34· .m Mm 7 •

• 8 • • •• MM M 12 13 • C34.Gon.~
C35 .m Mm 7. • 8 • • •• MM M 12 1~ • C35 Gon.CanmA.td. _
C36 .m 1M • 7 •

• 8 • 21 • •• 1M M. 1213 • C36
_ Con'rlwc:IaI

C37 •• • •• •• • •• 21 • •• MM • •• • C37 Hoavy Con'rlwc:IaI• C38 •• • •••• • .m m 10 M •• C38
_ CGmmoIcIal

C40 •• • • •• •• 9. 21 • •• MM • •• • C40 Ruralc:arm.dol• C42" •• • • 20 • • 20 M C42" VlUot SoMlg CGmmoIcIal
C44 •• • • • 12 C44 F,_ Con'rlwc:IaI• C46'" ..,.... 10 10 10 • C46'" Medical c.me<

.;): Ii,'. 1'./ I.•.,{;. \\ Pi'F' n, INDUSTRIAL
MSO • m M m m m m

M50 __

MS2 • m M m 8 • • .8 m m 10 M 12. MS2 U1ilMl~_
MS4 • • • • •• • •• m m M 10 M •• MS4 _Irqlacr_
MS6+ .;." >:;\: :::::'; :.;;.,:: • • 10 10 MS6+ IIlxod_
MS8 • • • • • • • •• m m M 10 M •• MS8 HIallIrqlacr_• . ,.:" ,',,>, I·'"""

",";: AGRICULTURAL.... I"'·,,· "',',', ".",,"
A70 • •• :-:.:. 1 M A70 U1ilMlAgriculIInw
A72 • •• ::;::. 1 M M A72 _ AgrIi::uIura

I I I III-- '? i'''·' 1"'·',< ['" SPECIAL PURPOSE
SSO· • S M M sao" Opon~
581 ":.'. :.', 581

Eoolo;icoI __

582 • • • M 582 ExIra<:llwe• 586 • •• • S86 p-.g
587+ • •• .M M M MM M 17 MM M M MM MM MM 587+ ..-CoreaI• 588+ • •• • S88+ SpodlIc PIan_
590+ • •• • 1 M S9O+ HoIdIng_• 592 • • • 17 M 592 _Rund
594+ • •• • S94+ 1 •• __ • & U111ly Contdot

MATRIX
.EGEND

• Permittad
A Permitted by Administrative Permit
5 Permitted by Site Plan
m Permitted by Minor Use Permit
M Permitted by Major Use Permit
P Permitted Only Within Planned Developments of

20 Aaes or Larger

1·21 Subjec:llD Umitalions (See 5edion 2980)
• May Be Subjec:llD Site Plan Approval
+ Olher Uses Not Shown on Malrix May be Permitted

(See Text of Use Regulations)
o Subject to Umita1ions (See Sections 2812 and 2818)
~ Exceptions to Enclosure Malrix (See Section 6814)

__ August 1996
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THE ZONING ORDINANCE - COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX ---

SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and.6816
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COMMERCIAL
• 2 2 31M M• 2 2 31M IMI

m 2 2 31M
m • 2 2 3 M .IM ••m • 2 2 3 M .M ••• • 2 2 31M .IM ••• • 2 2 3 3 5.• ••M 2 2 3 3 5.• M• • 2 2 3 3 5.• •• M• • •2 3M

2 3 M

2 2 3M • ••1M 2 2 3 M • •• M 2 2 3 3 • -. ,.,
2 2 3 M • •• M 2 2 3 3 • • M

M A m
M A m

1M Ii! m m
M 2m m M

2 m m
M M M 2 m m MM MM M

2m m
M 2 m m
M 2 m m
M 2 m m

AGRICULTURAL

MATRIX
LEGEND

• PermillBd
A PennilIlld by AdminislnlliYe Permit
S PennilIlld by SiIB PJ.I
m PennilIlld by Minor Use Permit
M PermillBd by Major Use Permit
P PennilIlld Only Wilhin Planned DeV8lopnents 01

20 Aaes or I..arger

_ e.--. 1IlIZ
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THE ZONING ORDINANCE - COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MATRIX

SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and 6816

Page 5 of 6

MATRIX
LEGEND

1-21 Subject., Umhationa (See SecIion 2980)
• May Be Subject ., Site PI8nAFProvII
+ Olhlr Uses Not Shown on Malrill May be Permill8d

(See reXZ 01Use ReguIalions)
o Subject lD UnilaIions (See Sec:lionI2812 and 2818)
m:J ExceplionllD Enclosure Malrill (See Seclion 681.)

• PermiUBd
A Permilted by AdrnilistraliYe Permit
S Permill8d by SiI8 Plan
m Permill8d by Minor Use Permit
M Permill8d by Major Use Permit
P Permill8d Only Wiltin PIaMecI Dewlopments 01

20 Aaes or Larger

_ e..-.ll1l12
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THE ZONING ORDINANCE - COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
USE & ENCLOSURE MA"rRIX

SUMMARY PREPARED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 2990 and 6816

..'."._ ,., NOTE:Tlismuixis.wrrrmatY~. For~.~_~UClicnsof/heZDIIiJg~. tr_oIan1it:t--.IINptl1tIisioM
'·;.,ii,,: ,. gnphicaIy ,.",.-.ttId in /his muix -.d /he ptOlIIsions., ionh In /herut of lINZ«mr1 0n*Iance. /hepml is""". of Iha ZDdng t:Jt-..-."., apply.

.MMM.MMM•• MMM

•••• 6M
•••• 6
•••• 6
•••• 6M
•••• ~ll

MATRIX
LEGEND

• PermDld
A PermiII8d by ~ Permit
S Pennilllld by SilB PIwi
m PennilIlId by Minor Use Permit
M PennilIlId by Major Use Permit
P PennilIlId Only Wilhin PIamed DewIopments 01

20 Aa8s 01 L.arger

_0.--.'.

AGRICULTURAL
M
M

A70 ~AgIIaa.A72 _

SPECIAL PURPOSE
.M S8IT Clpm __
M S81 ~ __

M S82..-
M S86 ......

M M S87+ ~CoIII'aI
M 588+..._-_

M 590+-._
M S92_11ua1

1M S94+ T,. __ ,a lJIiIya..-

1-21 Subject Ii)Umilalioi _ (See Sec:tion 2Il8O)
• May Be Subject Ir:I Site Plan Appn:IvlII
+ 0Iher Uses Not ShcMn on Malrill May be Permill8d
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER IMPROVEMENT PLAN

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

INTRODUCTION

The following traffic study has been prepared to determine and evaluate the traffic
impacts on the local circulation system due to the development of approximately 552
acres in the unincorporated community of Lakeside. The project area is generally
located north and west of SR 67, south of Riverside Drive, and.east of Riverford Road.
Exhibit 1 shows a general vicinity of the project. Exhibit 2 shows a more detailed
project area map.

Included in this traffic study is the following:

• Project description;
• Existing conditions;
• Cumulative projects description;
• Project traffic generation/distribution/assignment;
• Traffic analysis methodology;
• Circulation system operations discussion;
• Congestion management compliance; and
• Significant impacts/mitigation measures

The following scenarios are analyzed in this report:

• Existing;
• Existing + project; and
• Year2015

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is to remove the Riverway Specific Plan for the Upper San Diego River
Improvement Project (USDRIP) area from the County's General Plan and re-apply
standard zoning classifications to the USDRIP site. The project site comprises
approximately 134 privately- and publicly-owned parcels totaling approximately 552
acres in the unincorporated community of Lakeside.

- 1 -
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PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located in the community of Lakeside in unincorporated eastern San
Diego County approximately 21 miles northeast of downtown San Diego just east of the
City of Santee. The project site encompasses 552 acres, the majority of which is
located immediately north and west of State Highway 67. A non-contiguous 32-acre
portion of the site is located just south of SR 67; and a 2.88-acre piece lies just east of
SR 67 along Vine Street. The upper reach of the San Diego River runs through the
middle of the project site. The project boundaries are irregular but primarily follow
parcel lines and roadways. The western boundary abuts the jurisdictional boundary of
the City of Santee; the northern boundary follows portions of EI Nopal, Riverside Drive,
and Lakeside Avenue; and the eastern and southern boundaries generally follow SR 67.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The USDRIP area has been in active sand and aggregate mining and processing since
the 1950's. Related industrial uses, including concrete products manufacturing, building
material and supply stores, and construction and drilling materials storage have built off
the mining activities. The Riverway Specific Plan for the USDRIP project site was
adopted in 1990 to establish zoning and development requirements for the project and
implement the goals and objectives of the USDRIP Redevelopment Plan. The Riverway
Specific Plan established the S-88 zone and a Specific Plan land use designation within
the project area.

Since the approval of the Riverway Specific Plan, several goals and objectives were
implemented: (1) a flood control plan was adopted in 1992, establishing the final
configuration of the San Diego River and type and location of needed flood control
structures; (2) one of three flood control structures was built, (3) the Channel Road
Bridge project was engineered and is scheduled for completion in May 2000; (4)
Riverside Drive widening was approved for design; and (5) a portion of Mast Boulevard,
west of Riverford Road, was improved to a two-lane road.

With the exception of the improvements listed above, little development has occurred in
the project area due to low market demand for land uses currently planned in the project
area, the speed with which land can be reclaimed from sand mining activity, and the
high cost of needed road improvements. .

-4-
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PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

General Plan Amendment and Zone Reclassification

The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment and zone reclassification of
the entire 552 acres to remove the Specific Plan land use designation and S88 zone
and replace them with Couritystandard zoning. The proposed zoning and land uses
designations include approximately 401 acres of industrial with an M54 zone and a (16)
General Impact Industrial land use designation, 69 acres of residential with an RS7
zone and a (6) Residential land use designation, 23 acres of commercial with C34 and
C36 zones and (14) Service Commercial and (13) General Commercial land use
designations, an elementary school (RS3) and a 'middle school and a fire station (both
RU29). All three would receive a (22) public/semipublic land use designation. The
proposed zones would allow uses similar to the Riverway Specific Plan including
industrial, commercial, and residential uses. The proposed zoning and land use
designations include approximately 400 acres of industrial, 69 acres of single-family
residential, 23 acres of commercial, an elementary school, middle school, and fire
station. The remaining acreage would be devoted to roads. Approximately 151 acres
within the industrial zone and 4 acres within the C36 zone are undevelopable. The
residential zone would allow a maximum of 505 dwelling units. Exhibit 3 shows the
project area subdivided into Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ's). TAZ's are used by the San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to report land use assumptions for all
areas of San Diego County. Table 1 shows the land use assumptions for the project
area byTAZ.

County Circulation Element Amendments

Amendments to the County's Circulation Element are also proposed as part of the
project. The project proposes to downgrade Riverford Road between the two on/off
ramps at SR 67 from Prime Arterial to a Four-Lane Collector. In addition, Mapleview
Street between Channel Road and SR 67, and Channel Road between Woodside
Avenue and Mapleview Street would be downgraded from Major Roads to four-lane
Collectors. Mapleview Street between Riverford Road and Winter Gardens Boulevard,
would be deleted from the County's Circulation Element. However, Mapleview Street
from Channel Road to Winter Gardens Boulevard will be constructed as planned.

EXISTING STREET SYSTEM

According to the County of San Diego Public Road Standards, Prime Arterials should be
102 feet wide in 122 feet of Right-of-Way (RIW), providing six thru lanes, a raised
median and curbside parking. Major Roads should be 78 feet wide in 98 feet of. RIW,
providing four thru lanes, a raised median and curbside parking. Collectors should be
64 feet wide in 84 feet of RIW providing four thru lanes with curbside parking or four thru

- 5-
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TABLE 1

PROPOSED PROJECT LAND AMOUNTS

TAZ LAND USE TYPE AMOUNT
4552 Industrial 20.9 AC

4556 Industrial 5.0 AC
Commercial 5.5 AC

4554 Commercial 2.7 AC

4555 Industrial 36.2 AC

4553 Commercial 2.2 AC

3953 Industrial 34.0 AC

4558 Commercial 3.1 AC

4557 Single Family 155 DU

4559 Industrial 51.1 AC

4560 Neighborhood Commercial 1.5 AC

4561 Single Family 5 DU

3979 Middle School 19.5 AC
Fire Station 0.5 AC

,
4550 Elementary School 7.0 AC

3932 Industrial 30.1 AC

3916 Industrial 30.0 AC

4549 Commercial 4.0 AC

3915 Industrial 31.7 AC

4551 Industrial 7.0 AC

3950 Single Family 349 DU
TAZ = Traffic Analysis Zone
DU = Dwelling Unit
AC = Acre

Tab1.820
8/20/98
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lanes with a left-turn lane. Light Collectors should be 40 feet wide in 60 feet of RIW,
providing two thru lanes with a left-turn lane. Bike lanes add 10 feet to both the road
width and the RIW.

The following provides a brief synopsis of the circulation system near the project. The
following is a brief description of the existing street system in the project area. Exhibit
4 is an existing conditions diagram.

Riverford Road is currently classified as a Prime Arterial from SR 67 to Riverside Drive
but it is proposed to reclassify it as a Collector as part of this project. Riverford Road
currently is a two lane undivided road from Woodside Avenue to just south of Riverside

. Drive. The. northbound. approach to Riverside Drive is a four. lane undivided road.
.Riverford Road is currently signalized at Woodside Avenue and at Riverside Drive. It
should be noted that the Riverford Road/Riverside Drive intersection was analyzed
without a traffic signal since this was the case when the study commenced. The posted
speed limit is 40 miles per hour and curbside parking is generally prohibited. Bike lanes
are provided in the project area.

Riverside Drive is classified as a Collector along its entire length from Riverford Road
to Lakeside Avenue and currently operates as atwo lane undivided roadway. Riverside
Drive is currently signalized at Palm Row Drive. The posted speed limit on Riverside
Drive is 45 miles per hour, and bus stops and bike lanes are provided.

Palm Row Drive is classified as a Light Collector and intersects Riverside Drive at a
signalized intersection. Parking is generally allowed on Palm Row Drive and the posted
speed limit is 40 miles per hour.

Vista Camino is a two .lane residential street that intersects Riverside Drive at an
unsignalized intersection. Parking is generally permitted along Vista Camino and the
posted speed limit is 25 miles per hour.

Lakeside Avenue is a two lane undivided road that extends east from Palm Row Drive
to SR 67 within the project area. West of Riverside Drive, Lakeside Avenue is classified
as a Residential Collector with a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour. East of
Riverside Drive, Lakeside Avenue continues to its intersection with SR 67 as a two lane
Light Collector. Parking is prohibited and the posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour.

Valle Vista is a two lane undivided road classified as a Light Collector. It intersects
Lakeside Avenue at an unsignalized intersection immediately east of the Lakeside
Avenue/Riverside Drive intersection. Parking along Valle Vista is generally prohibited,
and the posted speed limit is 45 miles per hour.

Channel Road is classified as a Major Road on the County's Circulation Element
although it currently is a two lane undivided road. Within the project area, Cbannel road
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intersects Lakeside Avenue at a two-way stop controlled intersection, Mapleview Street
at an all-way stop controlled intersection, and Woodside Avenue at a signalized
intersection. Bus stops are provided along Channel Road and parking is generally
permitted. The posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour. Channel Road is currently
being widened to a four lane Major Road between Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview
Street. This capital improvement project will include construction of a new bridge over
the San Diego River as well as signalization of Channel Road at Lakeside Avenue and
Mapleview Street. Construction is in progress and is expected to be completed in the
fiscal year 1999 - 2000.

Mapleview Street is a two lane undivided road extending east from Channel Road to
SR 67 and beyond.. Itprovides full access. to SR 67 via an at grade intersection.
Maplevlsw Street is stop sign controlled at Channel Road. Parking is generally
permitted and no speed limit is posted. The County circulation element will be amended
to delete the portion of Mapleview Street from Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverford
Road. However, Mapleview Street will remain on the circulation element from Channel
Road to Winter Gardens Boulevard. This segment has not been constructed to date.

Woodside Avenue is classified as a Major Road and within the project area provides
local access to SR 67. West of Winter Gardens Boulevard, Woodside Boulevard is a
three-lane road with two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane provided. Parking is
generally prohibited and bike lanes are provided. East of Winter Gardens Boulevard,
Woodside Avenue is a four lane road with a two-way left turn lane and bike lanes
provided. The posted speed limit is 35 miles per hour. Within the project area,
Woodside Avenue is signalized at Riverford Road, Winter Gardens Boulevard and
Channel Road.

Winter Gardens Boulevard is a four lane undivided road classified as a Major Road
that provides access to SR 67. North of Woodside Avenue, the posted speed limit is 40
miles per hour. South of Woodside Avenue, the speed limit is 45 miles per hour and
bus stops and bike lanes are provided. Parking is generally prohibited on Winter
Gardens Boulevard.

Woodside Avenue North is a two lane Collector that intersects Riverford Road at a
two-way stop controlled intersection. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along
Woodside Avenue North and no speed limits are posted.

State Route 67 extends generally north-south from 1-8 in EI Cajon to SR 78 in Ramona.
. It is generally a four lane freeway between Prospect Avenue and Mapleview Street and
a two lane undivided roadway north of Mapleview Street. Additional lanes are provided
near its intersection with Poway Road and at intermittent locations between Poway
Road and the community of Ramona.
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EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Exhibit 5 shows the existing PM peak hour turning movement counts at the key
intersections in the study area (listed below). These counts were conducted in July and
November 1998 by Traffic Data Services (TDS). ,Appendix A contains copies of the
intersection manual count sheets. The intersections are noted as being either
unsignalized (u), signalized (s) or uncontrolled (n). The data for the EI Nopal/Magnolia
Avenue intersection is contained in Appendix A1.

• EI Nopal/Magnolia Avenue (s)
• Riverside Drive/Riverford Drive (u)
• . Riverside Drive/Palm Row Drive (s)
• Riverside DriveNista Camino (u)
• Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue (u)
• Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road (u)
• Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road (u)
• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (u)
• Mapleview Street/SR 67 (s)
• Channel Road/Mapleview Street (u)
• Woodside Avenue/Channel Road (s)
• Industry RoadlWinter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 On-Ramps (n)
• Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp (u)
• Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard (s)
• Woodside Avenue/SR 67 Northbound On-Ramp (n)
• Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road (s)
• SR 67 NorthboundlWoodside Avenue Off-Ramp (s)
• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps (u)
• Riverford RoadlWoodside Avenue North (u)

Table 2 shows a summary of the most recent available existing daily traffic volumes
(ADT's) on the street segments in the project area. The existing daily volumes were
obtained from County of San Diego records and were supplemented with counts
conducted by TDS in 1998. The majority of existing ADT's were counted in 1997 and
1998.

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

There were two types of cumulative projects included in this analysis, planned roadway
improvement projects and other potential development projects.
Within the project area, several near term improvement projects have been scheduled
by the County of San Diego, Department of Public Works to be completed within the
next two to five years. These include:

-11 -
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TABLE 2

EXISTING DAILY (ADT) TRAFFIC VOLUMES

STREET SEGMENT DArE 24-HOUR VOLUME
(ADn

EI Nopal
e/o Magnolia Avenue 1996 6,900

Riverford Road
slOWoodside Avenue North 1998 12,680 E
s/o RlversldeDrlve 19.98 14,200

Riverside Drive
e/o Riverford Road 1998 9,400

Lakeside Avenue
e/o Valle Vista Road 1998 11,500

Palm Row Drive
n/o Riverside Drive 1998 3,700 E

Vista Camino
n/o Riverside Drive 1998 1,170 E

Valle Vista Road
n/o Riverside Drive 1993 5,200

Channel Road
s/o Lakeside Avenue 1995 11,500
s/o SR 67 1998 9,300
s/o Woodside Avenue < 1993 3,600

Mapleview Street
e/o Channel Road 1994 8,300

Winter Gardens Boulevard
s/o SR 67 1996 15,500
s/o Woodside Avenue 1997 21,200

Woodside Avenue
e/o Channel Road < 1993 21,000
e/o Winter Gardens Boulevard 1995 22,100
w/o Winter Gardens Boulevard 1997 10,500
w/o Riverford Road 1998 13,530 E
E = Estimated volume based on peak hour volumes.

Tab2.820
1/12/99

-1 3 -



LINSCOTT
LAW &
GREENSPAN

ENGINEERS

• Signalizing and realigning the Riverford Road/Riverside Drive
intersection to accommodate Mast Boulevard as the fourth leg of this
intersection. It should be noted that the near-term (existing + project)
analysis did not assume Mast Boulevard would be extended westward
into the City of Santee but the future analysis did. The signal has been
installed and is currently operating.

• Signalizing and realigning the Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road
intersection to provide for a smoother flow of traffic to and from the
newly improved Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue street segments.

• Widening Channel Road to four lanes and providing bike laries as well
as constructing a new bridge across the San Diego River.

• Improving Riverside Drive to a four lane road.

Additionally, an alignment study has been prepared for Riverside Drive that also
recommends:

•. Realigning the Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue intersection to provide
separation from the Valle Vista intersection and to better "T' the north
leg of Lakeside Avenue into Riverside Drive.

• Installing a traffic signal at the Valle Vista intersection.

• Realigning the substandard curve on Riverside Drive near the Valle
Vista intersection to meet current design.standards for sight distances,
safe speeds, arid other traffic safety related issues.

Additionally, several significant developments in the nearby area were identified and
inputted into the SANDAG model for the future analysis since these projects will affect
the project area. The Fanita Ranch project proposes to build 3,000 dwelling units in the
northwestern portion of the City of Santee, and the Santee Trolley Square is a proposed
58 acre commercial center in Santee anchored by a multiplex theater. This site is
located on the northeast corner of' the Mission Gorge Road/Cuyamaca Street
intersection. Additionally, a portion of the County property (Edgemoor) is assumed in
the model to be built out by the Year 2015.

Finally, the recently approved Los Coches Road Phase II/Maine Avenue GPA and Road
Improvement Project was considered as a cumulative project. This project proposes to
downqrade.Jullan Avenue and Channel Road. The currently proposed USDRIP project

-14 -
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generates 1,370 more ADT than contemplated in that EIR. This translates to less than
100 more ADT on Julian Avenue and Channel Road, an insignificant impact.

PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION

The amount of traffic to be generated by the project was estimated based on SANDAG
trip generation rates for the various proposed land uses (Le. industrial, single family,
and commercial). Table 3 shows a summary of the trip generation rates which were
. utilized. Table 4 shows a summary of the total project traffic generation based on these
rates. This table shows that the entire project is calculated to generate 39,370 average
daily trips (ADT) with 1,570 inbound and 3,075 outbound trips during the PM peak hour.

PROJECT TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION! ASSIGNMENT

Exhibit 6 shows the estimated regional distribution of project traffic. The project traffic
was distributed and assigned to the street segment based on a Select Zone Assignment
(SZA) prepared by SANDAG. The SZA matches the trips generated by the project with
other areas of San Diego County. Exhibit 7 shows the assignment of project traffic
based on the distribution percentages shown on Exhibit 6. Exhibit 8 shows the existing
+ project traffic volumes.

YEAR 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES

The SANDAG Series 8 traffic model was used to estimate long-term cumulative future
traffic volumes in the project area. The model's horizon year is 2015. SANDAG uses a
transportation planning computer package called Tranplan which provides a framework
for performing much of the computer processing involved with modeling. The project
land uses were entered exactly as proposed into the model. Key network assumptions
for the Year 2015 analysis included SR 52 being extended from SR 125 to SR 67, Mast
Boulevard being connected between the existing County and City of Santee portions,
Mapleview Street being extended westward from Channel Road to Winter Gardens
Boulevard, and completion of a full interchange on SR 67 at Mapleview Street.
Cumulative projects such as Fanita Ranch, Santee Trolley Square, and Edgemoor were
included.

. The model outputs street segment ADT's and peak hour intersection turn movements.
The ADT's which the model outputs are considered to be accurate for planning
purposes and were used directly as outputted by the Series 8 model. The peak hour
volumes outputted by the model require significant modification because the SANDAG
model is not as accurate in determining peak hour intersection turn movements as it is
ADT's. SANDAG recommends that these outputted volumes should never be used
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TABLE 3

TRIP GENERATION RATES BY USE·

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

USE RATE

Industrial 90/AC

Commercial 500/AC

Single Family Residential 10/DU

Neighborhood Shopping Center 1,200/AC

Elementary School 60/AC

Middle School 40/AC

Fire Station 60/AC
..

Source: SANDAG Generation GUide (December 1996).

Tab3.820
8/19/98
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TABLE 4

PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION

TAZ LAND USE AMOUNT DAILY TRIP ENDS PM PEAK HOUR
l.A.Dn

RATE VOLUME %OF IN:OUT VOLUME
ADT SPLIT IN OUT

4555 Industrial 36.2 AC 90/AC 3,260 12% 20:80 80 315
3950 Single Family 349 DU 10/DU 3,490 10% 70:30 245 105
4554 Commercial 2.7 AC 500/AC 1,350 9% 50:50 60 60
4557 Single Family 155 DU 10/DU 1,550 10% 70:30 110 45
4556 Industrial .. 5.0 AC 90/AC 450 12% 20:80 10 45

Commercial 5.5 AC 500/AC 2,750 9% 50:50 125 .125
4558 Commercial 3.1 AC 500/AC 1,550 9% 50:50 70 70
4559 Industrial 51.1 AC 90/AC 4,600 12% 20:80 110 440
4560 Neighborhood Commercial 1.5 AC 1,200/AC 1,800 11% 50:50 100 100
4553 Commercial 2.2 AC 500/AC 1,100 9% 50:50 50 50
4551 Industrial 7.0 AC 90/AC 630 12% 20:80 15 60
4561 Single Family 5 DU 10/DU 50 10%, 70:30 5 0
3979 Middle School 19.5 AC 40/AC 780 7% 30:70 165 380
3979 Fire Station 0.5 AC 60/AC 30 10% 50:50 45 45

3953 Industrial 34.0 AC 90/AC 3,060 12% 20:80 75 295
4549 Commercial 4.0 AC 500/AC 2,000 9% 50:50 90 90
4550 Elementary School 7.0 AC 60/AC 420 5% 30:70 5 15

3915 Industrial 31.7 AC 90/AC 2,850 12% 20:80 70 270

3932 Industrial 30.1 AC 90/AC 2,710 12% 20:80 65 260

3916 Industrial 30.0 AC 90/AC 2,700 12% 20:80 65 260

4548 Industrial 4.0 AC 90/AC 360 12% 20:80 10 35

4552 Industrial 20.9 AC 90/AC 1,880 12% 20:80 0 10

TOTAL 39,370 1,570 3,075
Source: Generation factors derived from the SANDAG Brief GUide, December 1996.
Rate is a trip end per dwelling unit (DU) or acre (AC).
Trip ends are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
All ADT's are rounded to the nearest 10 and peak hour volumes are rounded to the nearest 5.

Tab4.820
8/19/98
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directly. The SANDAG model outputted intersection peak hour turn volumes were used
as a "starting point" in determining the future (2015) peak hour volumes. Volumes that
appeared inaccurate were revised based on future ADT's and on the relationship
between existlnq peak hour turn movements and the existing ADT's.
The Series 8 model run was conducted to forecast Year 2015 traffic volumes in the
project area. To be conservative, it was decided to assume buildout of all of Lakeside in
the analysis. Since the Series 8 Year 2015 model assumed 85% of the ultimate
Lakeside Buildout, the outputted Series 8 traffic volumes were increased by 15% to
represent buildout of the entire area. It should be noted that for the purposes of this
report, "Year 2015" assumes buildout of the Lakeside Community. Exhibit 9 shows
these ultimate volumes.

Exhibit 9 shows the estimated Year 2015 ADT's and PM peak hour volumes assuming
full Lakeside buildout. .The volumes on this exhibit include the project traffic as
proposed.

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

DIRECT PROJECT

Table 5 shows a summary of the County of San Diego traffic impact significance
criteria. This table shows the allowable increase in intersection delay or street segment
vic (volume/capacity) ratio for a particular LOS. In general, the worse the intersection
operates, the less change in delay is allowed due to a project. If the values in the table
are exceeded due to the addition of project traffic, the impact was considered to be a
direct project significant impact. However, since LOS C indicates good operations, if an
intersection or street segment was calculated to operate at LOS C or better with project
traffic the impact was considered to be not significant.

A freeway impact was considered significant if the addition of project traffic caused an
impact to decrease to worse than LOS D.

CUMULATIVE

An impact was considered to be a cumulative significant impact if Year 2015 traffic
resulted in LOS E or LOS F operations.

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The traffic analysis assesses the key intersections, street segments, and freeways in
the project area.

- 21 -
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TABLES

COUNTY TRAFFIC SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

LEVEL OF SERVICE ALLOWABLE INCREASE DUE TO PROJECT TRAFFIC
WITH PROJECT INTERSECTIONS ROADWAY SEGMENTS

DELAY VIC

A 15 0.15

B 10 0.10

C 5 0.05

D 3 0.03

E 2 0.02

F 2 0.02

Source:

TabS.820
8/19/98

County of San Diego Department of Public Works.
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There are different methodologies used to assess signalized intersections, unsignalized
intersections, uncontrolled intersections, street segments, and freeways, as described
below. It should be noted that the Traffix software developed by Dowling Associates
was utilized in aiding with intersection calculations. This is an interactive computer ..
program which has the ability to efficiently calculate levels of services at intersections
for multiple project scenarios. All calculations performed by Traffix utilized 1994
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies.

The signalized intersections were analyzed during the PM peak hours by determining
the average delay per vehicle entering the intersection. The delay was determined
using a computer program which utilizes the methodology found in Chapter 9 of the
1994 HCM.The delay values (seconds) were qualified by giving a Level of Service
(LOS) or "Grade" to the corresponding delay values for the intersection as a whole.
Level of Service for signalized intersections vary from A (free flow, little delay) to F
(forced flow, significant delays). Appendix B provides a more detailed explanation of
the methodology, a full description of Levels of Service and the intersection calculation
sheets. Table 6 is a description of the various intersection LOS thresholds.

The unsignalized intersections were analyzed by determining the delay and Levels of
Service based on Chapter 9 HCM. Different methodologies are used to assess two-way
stop controlled intersections and all-way stop controlled intersections. Appendix B also
contains the unsignalized intersection analysis. Table 7 shows a summary of the
signalized and unsignalized intersections operations during the PM peak hour. The PM
peak hour was analyzed since this provides a worst case analysis. The unsignalized
intersection (two-way) LOS shown in Table 7 is for the minor street left-turn since this is
the most constrained movement at an unsignalized intersection.

The uncontrolled intersections were analyzed by comparing the volumes of traffic from
the existing to existing + project conditions and assigning a Level of Service. In general,
uncontrolled intersections are not analyzed in a traffic impact analyses since conditions
are free flow.

The street segments were assessed by comparing the street segment volume to the
theoretical capacity of the roadway. Table 8 is a description of the various street
segment LOS thresholds. Table 9 shows a summary of the street segment Levels of
Service in the project area. Appendix C contains a table depicting the County's LOS
thresholds

The SR 67 freeway segment was assessed during the peak hours, to satisfy
Congestion Management Program (CMP) requirements, based on the methodologies
contained in Chapter 3 of the 1994 HCM. Freeway segment LOS is based on the
density for a given free-flow speed on the freeway. Table 10 contains a summary of the
freeway operations. Appendix D contains the calculation sheets.

-24-
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TABLE 6

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLD DESCRIPTIONS·

LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION

A Occurs when progression is extremely favorable and most
vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most vehicles do not
stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low
delay.

S Generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle
lengths.. More vehicles stop than for LOS A, causing higher
levels of average delay.

. ~-...

C Generally results when there is fair progressionandlor longer
cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures may begin to appear in
this level. The number of-vehicles stopping is significant at this
level, although many still pass through the intersection without
stopping. ..

D Generally results in noticeable congestion. Longer delays may
result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long
cycle lengths, or high volume-to-capacity ratios. Many vehicles
stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines.
Individual cycle failures are noticeable.

E Considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high
delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle
lengths, and high volume-to-capacity ratios. Individual cycle
failures are frequent occurrences.

F Considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. This condition
often occurs with oversaturation l.e. when arrival flow rates
exceed the capacity of the intersection. It may also occur at
high volume-to-capacity ratios below 1.00 with many individual
cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may
also be major contributing causes to such delay levels.

SOURCE: Highway Capacity Manual, 1994.

Tab6.820

DELAY
0.0 < 5.0
5.1 to 15.0

15.1 to 25.0
25.1 to 40.0
40.1 to 60.0

> 60.0
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TABLE 7
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

INTERSECTION EXISTING EXISTING + PROJECT EXISTING + PROJECT WITH YEAR 2015 YEAR 2015
MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION

TYPE AVERAGE LOS TYPE AVERAGE LOS TYPE AVERAGE LOS TYPE AVERAGE LOS TYPE AVERAGE LOS
DELAY DELAY DELAY DELAY DELAY

EI Nopal/Magnolla Sireet S 21.3 C S 24.5 C S 23.6 C

Riverside Or/Rlverford RdlMast Blvd U' 38.9 E2 lll1llfsjltl ~fll1jf~ "'.m"11J S 28.9 0 S 24.3 Ca .- :0:lf~

Riverside Drive/Palm Row Drive S 6.4 B S 19.0 C S 17.4 C

Riverside OrivelVlsla Camino U' 0.6 C2 U' 1.1 02 S 9.3 B,

Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue U' 0.9 B" U' 1.7 0" S 4.6 A

Lakeside AvenuelValie Vista Road U' 1.7 C" !l\I.ij~m.,U'1!!!51i ~miJ~S 9.8 B S

Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road U' 5.3 C" ~Wk~ IklJllfol!!fI ~r S 6.1 B~~ ,. S:
,

Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 U' >45.0 F ~~] ,:~m ~l!:'!lf. S 17.5 C S 39.8 0""0>

~ :rl!..~1JJJm J!!TIimMaplevlew Sireet/SR 67 S 31.9 0 S 33.8 0 INTERCHANGE NEEDED

Channel Road/Mapleview Street U· 17.0 C~-m'1li!lL~J~ltlZi S 7.0 B

Woodside Avenue/Channel Road S 15.8 C S 20.3 C S

Industry RdlWlnter Gardens Blvd/SR 67 Ramps N A N A

Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 NB Off·Ramp U' 3.5 C m"llW! t&lm'.;jAl~ ~1!1 S 8.8 B S 12.6 B~"
Woodside AvelWlnter Gardens Blvd S 30.5 0 ~~f~·t~}i~IL~ itiP.m: S 36.0 D S 28.2 D

Woodside Avenue/SR 67 NB On-Ramp N A N A

Woodside Avenue/Rlverford Road S 13.8 B fIlS!J! ~.§l:j~ !ti1fiWilt S 24.5 C S 31.4 D

SR 67 NBlWoodslde Avenue Off-Ramp S 12.2 B S 13.4 B S 13.7 B

Riverford Road/SR 67 SB Ramps U' 1.3 0" ~.uY~ ;_60~EmrlW~ B S 12.5 B

Rlverford RdlWoodslde Ave North U 4.9 E ~(jl1i.:~ c S 14.2 B • I

1. One-way or 1W0-waystop controlled Intersection. Unslgnaliled bQ.§
2. LOS given for minor street left-turn movement. 0.0 < 5.0 0.0 < A
3. All-way stop Intersection. 5.1 to 10.0 5.1 to B
4. Includes bulidoul of the Lakeside Community Plan. 10.1 to 20.0 15.1 to C
- Indicates mitigation not needed. 20.1 to 30.0 25.1 to 0
S = Signaliled Intersection 30.1 10 45.0 40.1 to E
U = Unslgnallzed Intersection > 45.0 > F
LOS = Level of Service
Average delay is given In seconds. Tab7.820
Significant impacts are bold faced.
N = Uncontrolled Intersection 1/12/99
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TABLES

STREET SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLD DESCRIPTIONS

LEVEL OF SERVICE· DESCRIPTION

A Describes primarily free-flow operations. Average operating speeds
at the free-flow speed generally prevail. Vehicles are almost
completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic
stream.

S Also represents reasonably free-flow, and speeds at the free-flow
speed are generally maintained. The ability to maneuver within the
traffic stream is only slightly restricted, and the general level of

. -. physical and osvcholoclcal comfort provided to drivers is still high..

C Provides for flow with speeds still at or near the free-flow speed of •
the roadway. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is
noticeably restricted at LOS C, and lane changes require more
vigilance on the part of the driver. The driver now experiences a
noticeable increase in tension because of the additional vigilance
required for safe operation:

D The level at which speeds begin to decline slightly with increasing
flows. In this range, density begins to deteriorate somewhat more
quickly with increasing flows. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic
stream is more noticeably .limited, and the driver experiences
reduced physical and osvcholoolcal comfort levels.

E Describes operation at capacity. Operations in this level are volatile,
because there are virtually no usable gaps in the traffic stream. At
capacity, the traffic stream has no ability to dissipate even the most
minor disruptions, and any incident can be expected to produce a
serious breakdown with extensive aueuina.

F Describes breakdowns in vehicular flow. Such conditions generally
exist within queues forming behind breakdown points such as traffic
incidents and recurring points of congestion. Whenever LOS F
conditions exist, there is a potential for them to extend upstream for
significant distances.

SOURCE: Highway Capacity Manual, 1994.

TabS.820
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TABLE 9

DAIL V STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

STREET SEGMENT CAPACITV EXISTING EXISTING + PROJECT EXISTING + PROJECT WITH VEAR 2015 VEAR 2015 WITH MITIGATION
MITIGATION

VOL VIC LOS VOL VIC LOS CAPACITV VOL VIC LOS CAPACITV VOL VIC LOS CAPACITV VOL VIC LOS
EI Nopal

7,500·elo Magnolia Avenue 6,900 0.43 C 9,200 0.58 D 20,000 11,000 0.37 B

Rlverford Road
nlo Woodside Avenue 16,200 10,570 0.65 E 34,200 20,020 0.58 B 34,200 26,500 0.77 C
nlo SR 67 SB Ramps 16,200 12,680 0.78 E 57,000 26,180 0.46 B 57,000 34,500 0.61 B
slo Riverside Drive 16,200 14,200 0.88 E 57,000 23,700 0.42 B 57,000 29,900 0.52 B

Riverside Drive
elo Riverlord Road 16,200 9,400 0.58 0 34,200 13,300 0.39 A 34,200 26,500 0.77 C

Lakeside Avenue
elo Riverside Dnva 16,200 11,500 0.71 E 34,200 14,300 0.42 B 34,200 19,660 0.57 B

Vslla Vista Rosd
nlo Riverside Drive 16,200 5,200 0.32 C 18,200 11,500 0.71 0

Channel Rosd
slo Lakaslde Avenue 16,200 11,500 0.71 E 34,200 15,800 0.46 B 34,200 24,200 0.71 C'
slo SR 67 16,200 9,300 0.57 0 34,200 11,700 0.34 A 34,200 8,100 0.24 A
slo Woodside Avenue 16,200 3,600 0.22 B 16,200 5,800 0.36 C

"

Maplevlew Slreet
:r.~1t!~ dltfillUl:elo Channel Road 16,200 8,300 0.51 0 10,300 0.64 0 :fm.H e"g 34,200 13,800 0.40 B

wlo Channel Road DOES NOT EXIST 34,200 9,000 0.26 A

Wlntar Gardens Blvd.
s/oSR 67 34,200 15,500 0.45 B 18,400 0.54 B 34,200 27,600 0.81 0
slo Woodside Avenua 34,200 21,200 0.62 B 24,000 0.70 C 34,200 29,900 0.87 0 .

Woodside Avellue
elo Channel Road 34,200 21,000 B 34,200 21,900 0.64 B
elo Winter Gardens Blvd. 34,200 22,100 34,200 28,800 0.84 0 .
wlo Winter Gardens Blvd. 16,200 10,500 34,200 14,800 0.43 B 34,200 26,500 0.77 C
wlo Rivertord Road 16,200 13530 34200 14330 O. B 34200 23000 0.67 C
1. Capaclly based on Counly 01 San Diego Standards (LOS E).
2. Cily 01 Santee LOS C capacUy (16,000 and 30,000 are approxlmata LOS E capacilies lor exlsllng and Vear 2015 condillons, respacllvely).
Signilicanllmpacts ara bold laced.
- Indicates mill gallon not needed,

"• See text lor explanation as to why a slgnilicanlimpact Is not calculaled.

Tab9.820
1/12/99•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
TABLE 10

FREEWAY OPERATIONS
PM PEAK HOUR

FREEWAY SEGMENT DIR EXISTING' EXISTING + EXISTING + PROJECT YEAR 2015a YEAR 2015a
PROJECT1 SIX LANE FOUR LANE SIX LANE
FOUR LANE SR67 SR67 SR67

SR67
DENSITY' LOS DENSITY' LOS DENSITY' LOS DENSITY' LOS DENSITY' LOS

SR67
Woodside Avenue to Riverford Road NB 31.01 D 36.95 E 21.82 C - F 33.45 E

SB 26.90 D 37.61 E 22.02 C - F 28.61 D

Riverford Rd to Winter Gardens Blvd NB 22.63 C 25.74 D 16.95 C - F 25.98 .D

~
SB 20.35 C 23.21 C 15.45 B - F 23.03 C

NOTES:

Tab10.820
1/12/99

1. SR 67 IS assumed to be a four lane freeway.
2. Density = Passenger Cars per miles per lane.
3. Includes buildout of Lakeside Community Plan.
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The foliowing is a discussion of the street system operations for the existing, existing +
project and Year 2015 scenarios. Subsequent sections of this report discuss the
significance of impacts, based on County criteria.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Table 7 shows a summary of the existing intersection operations during the PM peak
hour. This table shows that each of the intersections is calculated to currently operate
at LOS D or better during the PM peak hour with the following exceptions:

• Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard (LOS E)
• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (LOS F)
• Riverford RoadlWoodside Avenue North (LOS E)

The LOS E at the Riverford RoadlWoodside Avenue North intersection and the
Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 intersection is for the minor street left-turn movement. All other
movements at these intersections are calculated to operate at LOS C or better..

Table 9 shows a summary of the eXisting street segment operations. This table shows
that the following street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E. All other street
segments are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better.

• Riverford Road between Woodside Avenue and Riverside Drive
• Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive
• Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue
• Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road

Table 10 shows that SR 67 is calculated to currently operate at LOS D during the PM
. peak hour between Woodside Avenue and .Riverford Road, and LOS C during the PM
peak hour between Riverford Road and Winter Gardens Boulevard.

EXISTING + PROJECT OPERATIONS

Table 7 shows that with the addition of project traffic to the existing street system,
operations at the following intersections fall from acceptable LOS D or better operations
to LOS E or LOS F.

• Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road (LOS F)
• Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road (LOS F)
• Mapleview Street/SR 67 (LOS E)
• Channel Road/Mapleview Street (LOS F)
• Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Ramp (LOS F)
• Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard (LOS F)
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• Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road (LOS F)
• Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps (LOS F)

Additionally, the project adds traffic to the following three intersections already operating
at poor (LOS E or LOS F) Levels of Service. .

• Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard
• Lakeside"Avenue/SR 67
• Riverford RoadIWoodside Avenue North

Table 9 shows that the addition of project traffic is calculated to worsen the LOS from
LOS D orbetter to LOS E or LOS F on the following streetsegments.

• Riverside Drive east of Riverford Road (LOS E)
• Channel Road south of SR 67 (LOS E)
• Woodside Avenue west of Winter Gardens Boulevard (LOS E)

Additionally, the project adds traffic to the following four street segments already
operating at poor (LOS E) Levels of Service.

• Riverford Road, Woodside Avenue to Riverside Drive
• Lakeside Avenue east of Riverside Drive
• Channel Road south of Lakeside Avenue
• Woodside Avenue west of Riverford Road

Table 10 shows that the addition of project traffic causes the segment of SR 67
between Woodside Avenue and Riverford Road to fall to LOS E during the PM peak
hour. LOS D or better operations are calculated on SR 67 between Riverford Road
and Winter Gardens Boulevard during the PM peak hour.

The significance of these impacts is discussed later in the report.

YEAR 2015 (BUILDOUT OF THE LAKESIDE COMMUNITY PLAN) OPERATIONS

Table 7 shows that based on the forecasted traffic volumes for 2015, all but the
following intersections operate at an acceptable LOS D or better. Mitigation is
recommended to improve the operations to an acceptable level. It was assumed that
the near term intersection improvements recommended in this report would be
implemented prior to the Year 2015.

• Riverside DriveNista Camino (LOS F)
• Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue (LOS F)

- 31 -
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• Lakeside Avenue/SR 67 (LOS F)
• Mapleview StreetiSR 67 (LOS F)

Table 9 shows that for the year 2015 scenario, all the street segments operate at LOS
D or better with the exception of Mapleview Street, which, classified as a collector,
operates at LOS E.

Table 10 shows that in the Year 2015 both segments of SR 67 to operate at LOS F
during the PM peak hour with the current four lane geometry.

With six lanes, SR 67 from Woodside Avenue to Riverford Road will operate at LOS E
(northbound direction) and LOS D (southbound direction) during the PM peak. hour.
LOS C operations are calculated on SR 67 between Riverford Road and Winter
Gardens Boulevard for the PM peak.hour, assuming this freeway is widened to six lanes
by 2015.

CAL TRANS INTERSECTING LANE VOLUME METHODOLOGY

For the purpose of this report, the state-owned SR 67 signalized ramps and
intersections in the study area were analyzed using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
methodology for signalized intersections. Caltrans recognizes the HCM methodology
but prefers the Intersecting Lane Volume (ILV) methodology for signalized intersections.
The ILV sums the critical intersecting lane volumes and compares this value to
thresholds capacity. This method is a good planning tool, but does not take into
account operational characteristics such as signal phasing, signal progression, heavy
vehicles, and roadway grades. Appendix E shows the signalized intersection
calculation sheets using the ILV method. Table 11 shows a summary of the existing
signalized intersection operations using the ILV method during the PM peak hour.

As shown in Table 11, the state-owned signalized intersections are calculated to
operate under or near capacity in the existing, existing + project and year 2015
conditions with the exception of SR 67/Lakeside Avenue, which is calculated to operate
at over-capacity in the year 2015.

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM COMPLIANCE

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was adopted on November 22, 1991,
and is intended to directly link land use, transportation and air quality through Level of
Service performance. Local agencies are required by statute of conform to the CMP.

The CMP requires an Enhanced CEQA Review for all large projects that are expected
to generate more than 2,400 ADT or more than 200 peak hour trips. Since the project is
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TABLE 11

ILVMETHOD
PM PEAK HOUR

,
c..>
c..>,

INTERSECTION EXISTING EXISTING + EXISTING + YEAR 20151
PROJECT PROJECT WITH

MITIGATION
ILV VALUE STATUS ILV VALUE STATUS ILV VALUE STATUS ILVVALUE STATUS

SR 67 NB RampslWoodside Avenue 592 UNDER 887 UNDER - - 800 UNDER

SR 67 SB Ramps/Riverford Road UNSIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED 1,096 UNDER 1,230 NEAR
I I

SR 67 NB RamplWinter Gardens Boulevard UNSIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED 784 UNDER 1,250 NEAR

SR 67/Mapleview Street 1,367 NEAR 1,255 NEAR - - INTERCHANGE NEEDED

SR 67/Lakeside Avenue UNSIGNtLlZED UNSIGNtLlZED 1,590 NEAR 1,736 OVER

NOTE: The ILV method only applies to sIgnalized Intersections.
ILV VALUE: Intersecting Lane Volumes per hour.
STATUS: ~ 1,2001LV/hr - UNDER CAPACITY

> 1,200 but ~ 1,500 ILV/hr - NEAR CAPACITY
> 1,500lLVlhr - OVER CAPACITY

1. Includes buildout of the Lakeside Community Plan.

Tab11.820
1/12/99
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calculated to generate over 200 peak hour trips, this level of review is required of this
proposed project.

In 1993, the Institute of Transportation Engineers California Border Section and the San
Diego Region Traffic Engineer's Council established a set of guidelines to be used in
the preparation of traffic impact studies that are subject to the Enhanced CEQA review
process. This published document, which is titled 1993 Guidelines for Congestion
Management Program Transportation Impact Reports for the San Diego Region,
requires that a project study area be established as follows:

• All streets and intersections on CMP roadways where the project will
add 50 or more peak hour trips in either direction.

• Mainline freeway locations where the project will add 150 or more peak
hour trips in either direction.

Per these guidelines, the SR 67 freeway was analyzed in this report, as required to
satisfy the CMP.

The project will not add 50 or more peak hour ..trips to any CMP arterials but will add
over 150 peak hour trips to SR 67. The CMP LOS standard is LOS E.

Table 10 shows that SR 67 meets CMP standards.

PLAN- TO-PLAN ANALYSIS

The existing General Plan consists of Industrial, Single Family Housing, Commercial,
Middle School, Fire Station and Elementary school land uses in the USDRIP project
area that generate 38,790 ADT. The proposed General Plan includes these same land
uses as well as a small portion of neighborhood commercial. The proposed General
Plan is calculated to generate 39,370 ADT. Table 12 shows the comparative land uses,
trip rates and ADT by land use. The proposed General Plan is calculated to generate
1.5% more traffic to the project area than the existing General Plan. The impacts and
corresponding mitigation would be identical.

Other changes to the existing General Plan include the deletion of Mapleview Street
from Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverlord Road, and the reclassification of Riverlord
Road to a Collector. Past models conducted by the County projected about 4000 ADT
on Mapleview Street west of Winter Gardens Boulevard. This small amount of
projected traffic indicates that the elimination of this future roadway would not constitute
a significant impact. Therefore, the project traffic distribution and Series 8 modeling
assumed the deletion of this portion of Mapleview Street from the County's Circulation
Element. The peak hour intersection analysis shows that Riverford Road can operate at
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TABLE 12

TRAFFIC VOLUME COMPARISON
EXISTING GENERAL PLAN & PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN

,
c.>
<on,

LAND USE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
AMOUNT RATE ADT AMOUNT RATE ADT

Industrial 240.0 AC 90/AC 21,600 250.0 AC 90/AC 22,500

Single Family 746 DU 10/DU 8,500 509 DU 10/DU 5,090

Commercial 17.0 AC 500/AC 7,460 17.5 AC 500/AC 8,750

Neighborhood Commercial O.OAC 1,200/AC . 0 1.5 AC 1,200/AC 1,800
..

Middle School 19.5 AC 40/AC 780 19.5 AC 40/AC 780

Fire Station 0.5AC 60/AC 30 0.5AC 60/AC 30

Elementary School 7.0AC 60/AC 420 7.0AC 60/AC 420

TOTAL . 38.790 39.370

Tab12.820
11/23/98
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acceptable LOS as a Collector. It should be noted that the forecasted ADT on Riverford
Road does in fact exceed its capacity.

Table 13 shows the three segments whose classifications are proposed to be changed.
This table shows that these segments operate at acceptable level of service with both
the existing and proposed circulation element classifications.

EXISTING COUNTY TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT MECHANISMS

The following is a list of the existing County traffic improvement mechanisms.

SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE

1) Applies to major subdivisions located within the unincorporated area of San
Diego County.

2) Establishes requirements for the dedication of right-of-way for future Circulation
Element and public roads which serve, traverse and/or abut any proposed
subdivision.

3) Establishes a minimum set of required improvements (including road
improvements) that must be provided with any proposed subdivision.

CENTERLINE ORDINANCE

1) Applies to building permits for construction of alteration of buildings on parcels of
land located in commercial, manufacturing and multiple residential zones.

2) Establishes a building line on each side of the centerline for Circulation Element
roads and public streets which adjoin or provide direct access to property located
in commercial, manufacturing and multiple residential zones.

3) Restricts buildings and/or structures from being constructed in the area between
the building line and the centerline of the Circulation Element Road or public
street.

4) Restricts buildings and/or structures from being constructed on a lot unless the
streets or highways which abut the lot are adequate with respect to the current
San Diego County Standards specified in 81.102.15 of the Subdivision
Ordinance.
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TABLE 13

FUTURE VOLUMES AND CAPACITIES
EXISTING AND PROPOSED CIRCULATION ELEMENT CLASSIFICATION

,
c..>.....,

SEGMENT EXISTING YEAR 2015 WITH EXISTING· YEAR 2015 WITH PROPOSED
CAPACITY CIRCULATION ELEMENT CIRCULATION ELEMENT

CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION
CAPACITY VOLUME VIC LOS CAPACITY VOLUME VIC LOS

Rlverford Road
SR 67 SB Ramps to Woodside Avenue 16,200 57,000 26,500 0.46 B 34,200 26,500 0.77 C

Maplevlew Street
Channel Road to SR 67 16,200 37,000 13,800 0.37 A 34,200 13,800 0.40 B

Channel Road
Mapleview Street to Woodside Avenue 16,200 37,000 13,800 0.37 A 34,200 .. 13,800 0.40 B

.. . .Note: Assumes segment volume does not change If capacity changes since volumes are well within the capacity of the
roadway.

Tab13.820
1/12/99
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BOARD POLICY J-34

1) Applies to major subdivisions, large scale projects and Major Use Permits.

2) Establishes method for determining off-site Circulation Element road
improvements.

3) Requires the developer to submit a traffic study which identifies the proposed
project's future impacts on Circulation Element roads in the vicinity of the
proposed project.

4) Based upon the identified traffic impacts and the percentage of future traffic
growth attributed to the proposed subdivision, project or major use permit the
Department of Public Works shall determine the amount of improvements
needed.

PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT (Section 4 Transportation Policy 1.1)

1) Applies to discretionary projects that must be found in conformance with the
Beneval Plan. .... .

2)
3)

Requires development proposals to determine both their short-term and long-
term impacts on the roadway system.
Requires as a condition of approval that improvements or other measures be
taken to mitigate traffic impacts to avoid reduction or a level of service "C" on on-
site Circulation Element Roads or level of service "0" for off-site Circulation
Element Roads.

4) If impacts can not be mitigated, the project will be denied unless a specific
statement of overriding findings is made pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1) List of scheduled county road improvement projects.

2) Funded by Gas Tax, TRANSNET revenue, federal and/or state resources and
developer deposits.

3) Two projects currently scheduled in USDRIP area: widening of Riverside Drive
between Channel Road and Riverford Road (project is currently on hold) and
Channel Road Bridge between Lakeside Avenue and Mapleview Street.

-38-
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SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS

The following is a discussion of the significance of direct project and cumulative traffic
impacts.

DIRECT PROJECT

Intersections

Based on the established significance criteria, the following intersections are calculated
to be significantly impacted by the project (see Table 7).

1) Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard
2) Lakeside AvenueNalle Vista Road
3) Lakeside Avenue/Channel Road
4) Lakeside Avenue/SR 67
5) Mapleview Street/SR 67
6) Channel Road/Mapleview Street
7) Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramps
8) Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard
9) Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road
10)Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps
11)Riverford RoadlWoodside Avenue North

Measures are required to mitigate these impacts to below a level of significance.

Street Segments

Based on the established significance criteria, the following street segments are
calculated to be significantly impacted by the project (see Table 9).

1) Riverford Road - Woodside Avenue to Riverside Drive
2) Riverside Drive - Riverford Road to Lakeside Avenue
3) Lakeside Avenue - Riverside Drive to Channel Road
4) Channel Road - Lakeside Avenue to Woodside Avenue
5) Woodside Avenue - Winter Gardens Boulevard to west of Riverford

Road

Mitigation measures are required to mitigate these impacts to below a level of
significance.

- 3 9-
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Freeways

Based on the established significance criteria, SR 67 between Woodside Avenue and
Riverford Road is calculated to be significantly impacted.

CUMULATIVE

Intersections

Based on the established significance criteria, signifiCant cumulative impacts are
calculated at the following intersections which are calculated to operate at LOS F in the
Year 2015. .

1) Riverside DriveNista Camino
2) Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue
3) Lakeside Avenue/SR 67
4) Mapleview StreetiSR 67

Street Segments

A significant cumulative impact is calculated on Mapleview Street.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The following measures are needed to mitigate the identified significant impacts to
below a level of significance. Some of these improvements are currently planned by the
County of San Diego and are noted by an asterisk (*). Exhibit 10 shows the mitigated
condition diagram for the existing + project condition.

DIRECT PROJECT

Intersections

1) Riverside Drive/Riverford Road/Mast Boulevard*
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

• Northbound: two lefts, two thru, and one right
• Southbound: one left, one thru, and one thru-right
• Eastbound: one left, two thru, and two right
• Westbound: two lefts, two thru, and one right

-40-

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

..... - .....

.. '·00·- ..
...~..~ ....
:. 5 ~~....
"') lI;.:

.. """" ", ..
0. 00°...:

.' .

LAKESIDE AVE

' ...... ..,

NOTE: - ADT's are shown mid block
- PM Peak hour volumes ore
shown at the intersections

~.7-2- Project Area ?
NO SCALE

LINSCOTT
LAWS. .
GREENSPAN

10
:.'; .

EXISTING + PROJECT WITH MmGATION
CONDmONS DIAGRAM

USDRIPENGINEERS - 41 -



-42-

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

LINSCOTT
LAW &
GREENSPAN

ENGINEERS

2) Lakeside AvenueNalie Vista Road
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

• Southbound: one left and one right
• Eastbound: one left and two thru
• Westbound: one right and two thru

3) Lakeside Avenue/Channel Hoad"
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

• Northbound (Channel Road): two thru and one right
• Southbound: one left and two thru
• Westbound: one left and one right

4) Lakeside Avenue/SR 67
Signalize the intersection.

5) Mapleview StreetiSR 67
Provide the following lane configurations:

• Northbound: one left, two thru, 1 right
• Southbound: one left, two thru, 1 right
• Eastbound: one left, 1 thru, 1 right
• Westbound: one left, 1 left-thru, 1right

6) Channel Road/Mapleview Street
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:

• Northbound: one thru and one thru-right
• Southbound: one left and two thru
• Westbound: one left and one right

7) Winter Gardens Boulevard/SR 67 Northbound Off-Ramp
Signalize the intersection

8) Woodside AvenuelWinter Gardens Boulevard
Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:

• Northbound: two lefts, one thru and one thru-right
• Southbound: two lefts, two thru and one right
• Eastbound: one left, two thru and one right
• Westbound: one left, two thru and one right

9) Woodside Avenue/Riverford Road
Modify approaches to accommodate the following lane configurations:

• Southbound: one left and one shared left-right
• Eastbound: two lefts and one thru
• Westbound: two thru and one right
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10) Riverford Road/SR 67 Southbound Ramps
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
• Northbound: one left and two thru
• Southbound: two thru and one right
• Westbound: one left-thru and one right

11) Riverford RoadIWoodside Avenue North
Signalize and provide the following lane configurations:
• Northbound: one left and two thru
• Southbound: one thru and one thru-right
• Eastbound: one left and one right

Street Segments

1) Improve Riverford Road to a four lane Collector Road from Woodside Avenue to
SR 67 southbound ramps and to Prime Arterial standards from the SR 67
southbound ramps to Riverside Drive/Mast Boulevard.

2) Improve Riverside Drive to a four lane Collector Road from Riverford Road to
Lakeside Avenue.

3) Improve Lakeside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Riverside Drive to
Channel Road.*

4) Improve Channel Road to a four lane Collector Road from Lakeside Avenue to
Woodside Avenue.*

5) Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Collector Road from Winter Gardens
Boulevard to Riverford Road.

Freeways

1) Widen SR 67 between Woodside Avenue and Riverford Road to six lanes.

CUMULATIVE

Intersections

1) Signalize the Riverside DriveNista Camino intersection.

2) Signalize the Riverside Drive/Lakeside Avenue intersection.

3) Add one through lane in each direction on SR 67 at Lakeside Avenue.

-43-
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4) Provide a full interchange on SR 67 at Mapleview Street.

Street Segments

1) Improve Mapleview Street to Four-Lane Collector Standards.
Incorporation of these measures would mitigate all impacts to below a level of
significance. As shown in Tables 7 and 9, all intersections and street segments are
calculated to operate at LOS D or better with mitigation.

CONCLUSIONS

The addition of project traffic to the existing street system causes most intersections
and street segments to fall to below LOS D. Measures were recommended to
mitigation impacts to below a level of significance.

As shown in Tables 7 and 9, all. intersections and street segments are calculated to
operate at LOS D or better with mitigation. Riverford Road would operate adequately
as a Major Road based on the detailed intersection analysis.

820.rpt
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Manual Count Sheets
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Weather Clear & Dry
Counted by: Martin
Board II 01-0790
Locatiac. : Riverforcl & R.iverside Dr.

Riverford Road IRiverside Drive

IWestboundSauthbOl.md.

Volume 269 187
Per<:""t 5n 4H
Pk tOtal 456
Highest 17:00

Volume 66 54
Hi total 120
PHF .95

241 206

5" 46\-
447
17:15

64 61
125
.89

LinScott, Law & Greenspan

8989 Rio San Diego, Suite 135

Sat&. Diego, CA 9210B

(619) 299-3090 Fax (619) 299-7041

Vehicle group 1

283 358
4" 56\-
644
16:45

86 88
174
.93

. Vehicle group 1

Intersection Total
1,544

1,069
641

241
187

°
428 °

Riverford Road

1,074

283

283

L

Site Code : 09845005
Start Date: 07/15/98
File I.D. 9845005

Page : 3

°°
206

206

°
241

241

627
269

o
358

Riverside Drive

358 3

358 3



Weather clear & Dry

Counted by, Bill

Board # D1-0791
LocatiaD : Riversicle Dr. &. Palm Row

Volume 20 127
Perc:ent 13' en
Pk total 151
Highest 17:15
Volume 10 .5
Hi total 45
PHF .84

.00 18
9n 6t

31e
17:15

84 4
88

.90

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San-Diego, suite 135

San Diego, CA 92108
(619) 299-'090 Fax (619) 299-7041

Site Code : 09845006
Start Date: 07/16/98
File I.D. 9845006
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Vehicle group 1

205 447
31' 6st
65.
17:15

5' 132
185
.88

Palm Row

Page a
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Counted by: Julie

Board # D1-0792
Loc:aticm : RiversiCle Dr. &. Vista camino

Vista camino IRiversiCle Drive

IWestbo=dSoutllbound

Volume B 43
Percent 15' Bn
Pk total. 53
Highest 17:00

Volume 4 14
Hi total 1B
PHF .74

303 2
9n n
305
17:45

B3 0
B3

.92

Linscott, Law & Greensp;m

8989 Rio San Diego, SUite 135
San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 299-3090 Pax (619) 299-7041

Site Code : 09845007
Start Date: 07/16/98
Pile I.D. 9845007

Page , 3

Vehicle group 1

IRiversiae Drive

64 394
1n Bn
45B
17:15

22 109
131
.B7



Weather : Clear & Dry

Counted by: Chris

Board # : Dl-0760
Location : Riversid.e Dr. & Lakeside Av.

Linscott. Law & Greensp=m
8989 Rio S4U1Diego. Suite 135

San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 299-3090 Pax (619) 299-7041

Site Code : 09845008
Start Date: 07/16/98
Pile I.D. 9845008
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Page 3

Southbound

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Vehicle group 1

!Rivesicle Drive ILakeside Avenue

INorthbound 'Eastbound

I ,
Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds I Left Thru Right Peds I Left Thru Right Peds Total

Date 07/16/98 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _
Peak Hour Analysis By Entire zntersectiac. for the Period.: 16:00 to 18:00 em. 07/16/98

Peak start 17:00 I 17:00
a I

0' I
I
I

a ,
,
I

Valle Vista Road

Volume 70 51 3
Percent 5n 4n n
PktotaJ. 124
Highest 17:15
Volume 24 15 1
Hi ..total 40
PHF .78

Lakeside Avenue

o

o

ILakeside Avenue
'Westbound

237 110 108
52' 2U 2U
455
17:30

68 39 33
140
.81

, 17:00 , 17:00 ,
a I 10 80 281 1 I 0 58 2 a ,

0' I n 2n 7n "' I 0' 97' n 0' ,, 372 , 60 ,
I 17:30 , 17:15 I

a I 1 23 79 a I a 16 o I
I 103 , -17 I
I .90 I .88 ,

0
0

108
108

110
110

237
237

70
409 58

281

Valle Vista Road

3

3

51

51

124

70 o
80

108

70 188

312

rr-l
L

. Vehicle group 1

Intersection Total
1,010

Lakeside Avenue
661

371

237 10 80 281 1
51

2
------ ------ ------ ------ ------

290 10 80 281 1

Riveside -Drive

864

10

l110 123
3

0
0 1 183

58 6J58

2 j2

0
0
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Weather : Clear & Dry
Counted by: L. Hodo
Board j : 01-0793
Location : Lakeside Drive & SR 67

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego, Suite 135

Sa'nDiego, CA 92108
(619) 299-3090 fax( 619) 299-7041

Cars / Trucks

Site Code : 98850200
start Date: 11/12/98
File I.D. : 98850200
Page : 3

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
:SR 67 [takeslde Drive
:Northbound 1Eastbound
I I
I I

Thru Right Peds: Lef,t Thru Peds: Left Right Peds: Total
Date 11/12/98 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------~---------------------------- _Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 16:00 to 18:00 on 11/12/98
Peak start 16:30 16:30 16:30
Volume 1322 163 0 17 1241 0 111
Percent m m 0% 1% 99% 0% m
Pk total 1485 ,1258 115
Highest 17:15 16:30, 17:15
Volume 360 44 0 4 336 0 33
Hi total 404 340 34
PHF.92 .92 .85

SR 67
Southbound

o . 163 . 1,322

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

~. .

4
3%

o
0%

o

SR 67

111
1,241

o

o 163 1,322 0 1,352
1,485

Lakeside Drive
17

o
163

180 l
1295

1:J
j

111
111

o

4
4

2,837

. Cars / Trucks

Intersection Total
2,858

¥ll!!l\5ifflfflWWE 5 e i'o
o o

1,322
4

1,326

2,584
I 1,258

17 . 1,241 B . 0

------ ------ ------ ------
17 1,241 0 0

SR f.,7



Weather Clear & .Dry

counted by: Denise

Board # Dl-0759
Location : Lakeside Av. & Channel Rd.

Volume 72 137
Percent 34t 65~
Pk total 211
Highest 17:15

Volume 22 36
Hi total 58
PHF .91

310 43
87~ 12~
357
16:45

90 14
104

.86

Linscott, Law & Greenspan

8989 Rio San Diego, "SU:i.te 135

San Diego, CA 92108

(61.) 2"-30'0 Fax (61.) 2"-7041
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Site Code : 09845002

Start Date: 07/15/98

File I.D. 9845002

Page : 3

Vehicle group 1

'0 320

22~ 77~
416
17:00

20 .,
115
.'0
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Weather : 'Clear & Dry
Counted'bY: C, Parish \ S, Mockler
Board i :01-240 \ 01-239
Location : Maplevie~ Street & SR-67

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego, Suite 135

San Diego, CA 92108
(619) 299-3090 fax( 619) 299~7041

Vehicle group 1

Site Code :98850101
Start Date: 11/12/98
File I.D. : 98850103

, Page : 3

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
:Mapleview Street ':SR-67 iMapleview Street
:Westbound iNorthbound : Eastbound
I I". I
I I I

Left Thru Right Peds:, Left Thru Right .Peds ] Left Thru Right Peds: Left Thru Right Peds: Total
Date 11/12/98 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _
Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 16:00 to 18:00 on 11/12/98
Peak start 17:00 : 17:00 : 17:00
Volume 268 816 195 4 325 78 172 2 i 7 942 779
Percent m 64~ 15% O~ 56~ In '30~ O~: O~ 54~ m
Pk total 1283 577 : 1731
Highest 17:00 17:00 : 17:45

, Volume 71 211 54 94 21 53 1 i 2 248 197
Hi total 337 169 :' 449
PHF .95 ,85 : .96

SR-67
Southbound

I SR-67

1,232

4' 195· 816· 268

4195 816 268
1,279

2,511
Mapleview Street

. Vehicle group 17

178 '280
195
118

118 1 544

117 2:J117

29 j29

2
2

Intersection Total
3,846

SR-1',7

3
O~

, 17:00
118
44t
266
17:30
32
71

.94

2

118
942
172

, r

L
1,739

117
44~

29
11%

2
1%

33 5 1

2
2

172
172

7.8
78

325
325

268
1,164 117

779



ICh=nel Road

INorthb=d

I
Left Th= Peds Left Right Peds I Th= Right Peels Total

Date 07/15/'8 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _
Peak. Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 16: 00 to 18: 00 o:c. 07/15/98

Weather- ~Clear & Dry
Counted by, Jolm

Board # D1-0767
Locaticm : Mapleview & ChaImel

Linscott, Law & Green.sp:u:1

8989 Rio San Diego, SUite 135

san Diego, CA 92108
(61.) 2"-30'0 Fax (61.) 2"-7041

Vehicle group 1.

Cham1el Road IMapleview

IWestboundSouthbound

peak start 17:00 I 17:00 I 17:00 I
Volume 114 352 1 I 175 77 2 I 285 .6 4 I
Percent 2U 75t ot I 6.t 30t it I 7U 25t it I
Pk total. 467 I 254 I 385 I
Highest 17:45 I 17,30 I 17:15 I
Volume 41 8S o I 44 22 o I 74 34 o I
Hi tot;a.l 126 I 66 I 108 I
PIIF .•3 I .•6 I .8' I

Channel Road

1 352 114

1 o 352 114

466
828

77

. Vehicle group 1

Intersection Total
1,099

908

o
285

77

362

Site Code : 09845001
Start Date: 07/15/98

File i.D. 9845001

•_.
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Page , 3

2
2

rj=2
l
L

77

o

175
462 175

210
114

o
96

Mapleview
381

175
352

o

527 o

Channel Road

285

285 4

96 4

96
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~UL-13-98 08:26 AM TRAFFIC_DATA_SERVICE_SW.

Channel Road

6 141 . 96 69 164
58
50

------ ------ ------ ------ ------
6 141 96 69 272

306
L.. 578

WQt~l' crear 1iJl&2 {oilY

IIoard • 011 sao
""""ted lOy' DL~

1'8%_, ZZI HI '5'
ft: tot-.l liZ
Hi~hoat 17~.~
V'>ltmt: 1~ H ~'I

Hi tc)t.,.] ••
)OW .R'

Woodside Ave.

134
323 598
141
IG4

164

5~7
567

117
il7

1
1

L1noentt, Law , 1;.... "'''1' ...
.98' a10 8& Diego, Bui~e 135

&on D'cqo, CA '210a
161" 2 .. ·30.0

CA1-a/Ped.u

H s" 13'
383

17;00

n ~n ,.I,..
0'"

l
. Cars/Peds

1.446

s:J
j ...----,

Intersection Total
1,741

Channel Road

1.031

619 390 8495 P.04

site COcl~ : J11IQJOl

Start uaLe: 08/03/'1
File I.D. '716020)
i'~e )

IlfWdu.1"'" Av¥.
I£Utbound

I
Ped:» I toeft. TbI"'U iCigbL p"w, T~...l

I ,'/;\1\1 I
o I ,.. ~.7 &17 1 I•• I Ut .n HI .t I
I 84' I
I 1'/; 1!r I

o I u lH J. n I
I 23. I
I ,'2 I

1
1

50
50

323
323

l
L

9

649
69

567
13



Weather : Clear & Dry
Counted by: G. Bonds
Board I : 01-0791
Location : Industry Road & SR-67

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego, Suite 135

San Diego, CA 92108
(619) 299-3090 fax{ 619) 299-7041

CARS \ TRUCKS

Site Code : 98850300
Start Date: 11/12/98
File 1.0. : 98850300
Page : 3

Industry Road
Southbound

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
:SR-67 :Industry Road :SR-67
:Westbound :Northbound IEastbound
I I· I
I , I

Left Thru Right Peds: Left .Thru Right Peds: Left Thru Right Peds: Left Thru Right Peds: TotalDate 11/12/98 ------------------------------------------------------------------- _
Peak.Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 16:00 to 18:00 on 11/12/98
Peak start 16:30 I 16:30 : 16:30
Volume 0 175 172 0 : 0 0 0 0 : 0 299 548
Percent O~ 50~ 50~ O~: O~ O~ O~ O~: O~ 35~ m
Pk total 347 : 0 : 847
Highest 17:00 : 16:00 : 17:00
Volume 0 56 61 0 : 0 0 0 0 : 0
Hi total 117 : ·0 : 264
PHF .74 : .0 : .80.

o . 172 .

Industry Road

87. 177

175 . o 1
299

o

o 172 175 0 300
347

647

1,022
I 847 IF e·

0 0 . 299 548 0
175

0
------ ------ ------ ------ ------

175 0 299 548 0

SR-67
0

l0 172
172

1
1 1173

0 'J0

0

J0

0
0

. CARS " TRUCKS

Intersection Total
1,195

o
O~

16:30
1

100~
. 1

17:00 .
1
.1

.25
o

o
O~

o
O~

o
O~

o o o

o

, r 0
0

ro 0
0

l 0
548 0

L 0
548 0

548
SR-67

o

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

g



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Weather : Clear ~ Dry
Counted by: F. Gilbert
Board I : 01-0790
Location :.Wintergarden Blvd. ~ SR-67

Linscott, Law ~ Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego, Suite i35

San Diego, CA 92108
(619) 299-3090 fax( 619) 299-7041

Vehicle group 1

Site Code : 98850400
Start Date: 11/12/98
File 1.0. : 98850400
Page : 3

---------.----_._--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Wintergarden Boulevard :Wintergarden Boulevard :SR-67 E\B Off Ramp
Southbound iNorthbound iEastbound

I I
I I

Thru .Right Peds l :Left Thru Peds : Left Right Peds Total
Date 11/12/98 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ _
Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 16:00 to 18:00 on 11/12/98
Peak start 16:30 16:30 16:30:
Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 114 130 1 :
Percent Ot 0% Ot 0% 0% 0% m 53% Ot :
Pk.total . 0 0 245 i
Highest 16:00 16:00 16:30:
Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 53 0 :
Hi total 0 0 73:
PHF.O .0 .84 :

130 0 0 0 0

Wintergarden Boulevard

o

o . o . 0 114
o
o

o 0 0 0 114

114SR-67 E\8 Off Ramp
o
o
o

. Vehicle group 1
o l1 244

j:J
r----,--

114
114

o Intersection Total
244

130
130

130
O.

1
1 o

o
130

o . o

I

o



JUL-1S-98 08:28 AM TRAFFIC_DATA_SERVICE_SW.

~.tlOD r .~icSo .. Win;.z,JIJ"den:s

""-t:bo:t& ; c:l~,... _.,.I 1;).1.1

......,.. ,Jl5GO/J1559

C»\mud By, f1U1! O'IS!

tift~~~tt.t4w ~O~~
.,,, aio S.. 01810. SU1te 135

:;C "".i.~\1. \;A :I~.lU'''

(6UI ~~~-~g~U

619 S90 8495 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

P.07

aiLe Code ; 171'0101
a~=~tl;

Fil" I.D.
P"'1~

0'/01/77
PUo]O]
)

"lu',ellJtln:I~5 Dlvd.
~t.bbo.,IWJ.C.\

IWOCAUlr:1e Ave. l.iuL.'W~l~~l~. IWOCdaide Ave. I
IWC3tJx:A.1l1a IM.-,,- I~~ I
I I I ,

P..t. I wCL non. Ri9ftt. hd. I ""'. ....... Kight. pedC' I ...,ft Tb", Xig'ht. ...... , rotall.aft. TttT'\l Jli9ht

uat" al/0.1,7 . ....-------.-------.------- •••. --.••• ------------ ••------------ •••• -- ••••• -.-••••• --- •.• _. . _

Wintergardens Blvd.
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Weather ~ Clear & Dry
Counted by: W. Delgadillo
Board I : J-1560
Location : SR-67\EB Riverford Off Ramp

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego, Suite 135

San 'Diego,CA 92108
(619) 299-3090 fax( 619) 299-7041

Vehicle group 1

Site Code : 98850600
Start Date: 11/11/98
File I.D. : 98850600
Page : 3

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------SR-67 E\B Off Ramp :Woodside Avenue :Woodside AVenue :
Southbound :Westbound [Eastbound : "

I I I "
I I ILeft Right Peds:, Ihru Right Peds: Left Thru Peds: TotalDate 11/11/98 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- ~ _

Peak Hour Analysis By 'Entire Intersection for the Period: 16:00 to 18:00 on 11/11/98
Peak start 16:30 16:30 : 16:30
Volume 651 112 0 208 0 " 0: 0 633 0
Percent 85% 15% 0% 100% 0% 0%: 0% 100% 0%

,Pk total 763 208 : 633
HIghest 17:15 17:15 : 17:00
Volume 184 29 0 67 0 0 : 0 185 0
Hi total 213 67 : 185
P~.. .n : .~

SR-67 E,B Off Ramp

651o . 112

------ ------ ------ ------ ------
o 112 0 651 0

763
763

oWoodside AVenue
0

208 320
112

0
0

633
633

. Vehicle group 1

l1 953

6~

j
Intersection Total

1,604

o

1,492

o
o
o

o
o

o

208
208

l
L

o

1,284
651
633

o

Woodside Avenue

o
=o



Weather ,Cle=& Dry

Counted by: Julie

Board # Dl-0763
Location. : Riverford &: Woodside Av. So.

Linscott, Law & Greenspan.

8989 Rio san Diego, Suite 135

San Diego, CA 92108
(61~) 2~~-30~0 Fax (61~) 2~~-7041

Vehicle group 1

Site code : 09845003
Start Date: 07/15/98
Pile :I.D. 9845003

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Page 3

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

Volume 272 50
Pe%c""t 84t 1St
Pk total 324
Highest 16:30
Volume 75 13
Hi total 88
PHF •~2

121 186
39t 60t
30~
17:00

35 53
8~

.87

2 50

2 50

Woodside Avenue South
o

121
50

171 I1 1,353

'jj

549
549

633
633

o

54~ 633
4n 54t

1183

17:00

151 187
338
.88

o

549
o

186
2

2735

186
186

121
121

1,212 o

905
272
633

o

Woodside Avenue South

1

Riverford Road

272

272

322

1

1,057

. Vehicle group 1

Intersection Total
1,811

c

r

r-:'l
L
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Weather : Clear & Dry"
Counted by: D. Gilbert
Board I : 01-0767
Location : Woodside Avenue & SR-67

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
8989 Rio San Diego, Suite 135

San Diego, CA 92108
(619) 299-3090 fax( 619) 299-7041

CARS \ TRUCKS

Site Code : 98850500
Start Date: 11/12/98
File 1.0. : 98850500
Page : 3

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SR-67 :Woodside Avenue :Woodside Avenue :
Southbound :Westbound [Eastbound ":

I I I ..
I I ILeft Right "Peds: Thru "Right Peds: Left "Thru Peds: Total

Date 11/12/98 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _
Peak Hour Analysis By Entire Intersection for the Period: 16:00 to 18:00 on 11/12/98
Peak start 16:30 16:30 : 16:30 :
Volume 0 0 0 370 4 0: 70 919 0 :
Percent 0% O~ 0% m 1% 0%: 7~ 93% 0% :
Pk total 0 374 ".: 989 :
Highest 16:00 17:15 : 17:15 :
Volume 0 0 0 119 0 0: 18 242 0 :
Hi total 0 119 : 260 :
PHF.O .79 : .95 :

SR-67

o . o o

------ ------ ------ ------ ------
o 0 0 0 74

o
74Woodside Avenue

0
370 370

0

70
70

919
919

. CARS \ TRUCKS

l1 1,359

9~

J

Intersection Total
1,363

o

70
o
4

0
0

4
4

370
370

o

919
o

919
o

l
L

1,293

Woodside Avenue

tiX "1Ao
o



I'eat.her Clear & Dry

:::ounted by: C. Parish

Board # D1-0766
[,oeatiem : SR-67 SIB Ramps & Riverforci

Linscott, Law & Greenspan

8989 Rio San Diego, SUite- 135

San Diego, CA 92108

(61.) 2"-30'0 Fax (61.) 2"-7041

Vehicle group 1

Site Code : 98450901

Start Date: 07/23/98

Pile .I.D.

Page

98450901

3

••••••••••••••••••.'••••••••••••••••••••••••

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Riverford Road ISR-67 Soutllboumloff Ramp IRiverford Road ISR-67SoutbbolmdCD. Ramp
soutllbound IWestbound INortbl><:1=d IEastbound

I I
Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds I Left Thru Right peds I Left Thru Right Peds Total

Date 07/23/'8 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Peak Hour Analysis By ED.tire intersection for the Periocl: 16:00 to 18:00 em 07/23/98

Peak start 16,45 I 16,45
o I

0' I
I
I

o I
I
I

Volume 0 284 ...
Per<:ent 0' 42\ 58\
pk total 683
Highest . 17:30

Volume 0 65 126
Hi tctal 191
PIIF .8'

o

38 0 60.., 0' 61\
'8

17:15

11 0 16
27

.91

I 16:45 I 16:45 I
o I 197 525 0 o I 0 0 0 0 I
n I 27\ 73' 0' 0' I 0' 0' 0' 0' I
I 722 I 0 I
I 17:00 I 16:00 I

o I 60 143 0 o I 0 0 0 o I
I 203 I 0 I
I .8' I .0 I

585o

Riverford Road

399

399

284

284

683

SR-67 Southbound on Ramp

0
0

r
60

60

~8

0
0

l 38
98 38

L 0
0 0

0

o o
525

60

o

1,268

. Vehicle group 1

Intersection Total
1,503

Riverford Road

197

l0 596
399

0
0 1 596

0 oj0

0 j0

0
0



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Weather Clear & Dry

Camted by, Chris
Board # D1-0766
Location : Riverford Rd. &. Wooc1side No.

Volume 420 33
Percent 93t 7t

Pk total. 453
Highest 16:00

Volume 128 8
Hi total 136
PHF .83

77 510
1" 87t
587
16:45

16 149
165
.89

o

o

1,073
Woodside Avenue North

77
o

33
110 l

1 45'3:J
j

110
110

o

232
232

33

33

Linscott, Law & Greensp;m

8989 Rio San Diego, SUite 135

San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 299-3090 Fax (619) 299-7041

Vehicle group 1

110 232
32t 68t
342
16,30

25 82
107
.80

Riverford Road

420

420

453

o

. Vehicle group 1

Intersection Total
1,382

o
o

Riverford Road

110
510

o

620

Site Code : 09845004
Start Date: 07/15/98
Pile I.D. 9845004

Page 3
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LINSCOTT
LAW &
GREENSPAN

ENGINEERS

APPENDIX A1

EI Nopal/Magnolia Avenue Data
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~~
i'5
~

~~~ '-.. 58I') _ 48

.) ~\.. ,132 6900

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
PM PEAK HOUR & ACT

NO SCALE

EXISTING CONDmONS

~~
i'5
~

,... '-..34
- -80
\.. ,86 2300

EL NOPAL 40 _ I'" EL NOPAL

~

PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUMES
PM PEAK HOUR & ACTREGIONAL TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION

EXISTING + PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUMES
PM PEAK HOUR & ACT

YEAR 2015 (BUILDOUT OF
LAKESIDE COMMUNITY PLAN)
PM PEAK HOUR & ACT

LINSCOTT
LAW&:
GREENSPAN

Appendix A1
EL NOPAL/MAGNOUA AVENUE DATA

ENGINEERS USDRIP
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LINSCOTT
LAW &
GREENSPAN

ENGINEERS

APPENDIX B

Signalized/Unsignalized Intersection Analyses



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

In the-1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Level of Service for signalized intersections is defined in
terms of delay. Delay is a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel
time. Specifically, Level of Service aiteria are stated in terms of the average stopped delay per vehicle
for a 15-minute analysis period. The criterias are given in the table below.

Delay is a complex measure, and is dependent on a number of variables, including the quality of
progression, the cycle length, the green ratio, and the vIc ratio 'for the lane group or approach in
question.

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

LEVEL OF SERVICE STOPPED DELAy
PER VEHICLE

(SEC)

A
B
C
D
E
F

.5:1 TO
15.1 TO
25.1 TO
40.1 TO

~5.0
.15.0
25~0
40.0
60.0
>60.0

Level of Service A describes operations with very low delay, Le., less than 5.0 seconds per vehicle. This
occurs when progression is extremely favorable, and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most
vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay.

Level of Service B describes operations with delay in the range of 5.1 to 15.0 seconds per vehicle. This
generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than for LOS A,
causing higher levels of average delay.

Level of Service C describes operations with delay in the range of 15.1 to 25.0 seconds per vehicle.
These higher delays may result from fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle
failures may begin to appear in the level. The number of vehicles stopping is significant at this level,
although many still pass through the intersections without stopping.

Level of Service D describes operations with delay in the range of 25.1 to 40.0 seconds per vehicle. At
Level D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from some
combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high vIc ratios. Many vehicles stop, and
the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable.

Level of Service E describes operations with delay in the range of 40.1 to 60.0 seconds per vehicle. This
is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high delay values generally indicate poor
progression, long cycle lengths, and high vIc ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences.

Level of Service F describes operations with delay in excess of 60.0 seconds per vehicle. This is
considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. This condition often occurs with over-saturation, l.e.,
when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the interSection. It may also occur at high vIc ratios below
1.00 with many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also be major
contributing causes to such delay levels.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board
Special Report 209, 1994. Edtted for clarity

LOSFUI.MAN(reports).6123/95



LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR UNSIGNALlZEO INTERSECTIONS

The computations described in the 1994 HCM resuJt in a solution for the capacity of each lane on the
minor approaches to a STOP or Y1ELD-controlled intersection. Level of Service for this. methodology are
stated in very general tenns, and are related to general delay ranges. The crJterias are given in the
following table, and are based on the average total delay for any particular minor movement

LEVEL OF SERVICe CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNAI IZeo INTERseCTIONS.

AVERAGE TOTAL DELAY
. SECNEH

LEVEL OF
SERVICE

A
B
C
.0
e
F

. EXPECTED DElAY TO MINOR STREET
TRAFFIC

~5
> 5 and~ 10
> 10and~20
>20and~30
> 30 and~45
>45

UWe or no delay
Short traffic delays
Average traffic delays
Long traffic delays
Very long traffic delays
severe congestion

Level of service F exists When there are insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a side street demand
to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This is generally evident from extremely long
delays experienced by side street traffic, and by queuing on the minor approaches. Level of Service F
may also appear in the form of side street vehicles selecting smaller than usual gaps. In such cases,
safety may be a problem, and some disruption to the major traffic stream may result. It is important to
note that LOS F may not always result in long queues, but may result in adjustments to a normal gap
acceptance behavior. .

Source: HIghway l:apacity Manual, TraJISpOllaIIcn Resean:h Board
SpeciaJ Report 209, 1994. Edited for clarity

LOSFUI.MAN(repcrts).6123195
;
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
ex PM

Scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Feo;
Tri.p Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
Conf iquration:

Tue Nov 24, 199807:51:15 P"qo I-I Tue aov 24, 1998 07:57:15ex PH Paoo 2'1

Scenario Report Impact Analysis Report
Level Of Serviceex PM

OX PH
ox PH
existinlj
Default Impact Fee
Default Trip Generation
Default Trip Distribution
Default Paths
Default Routes
Default Confiquration

Intersection Base Future Chanqe
Dol/ VI Dol/ vt In

LOS Vah C LOS Vuh C
SR 61 Northbound Offr4lllp!Woods • 12.2 0.412 • 12.20.412 ... 0.000 o/v

SR 61 Northbound OHramp/Winlo C 3.5 0.000 C 3.5 0.000 .. 0.000 vIC

SR 61 Northbound/Haplevlew see 0 31.9 O. B14 0 )1.9 0.814 ... 0.000 Diy

SR 61 Northbound/Lakoside Aven P ]79.3 0.000 P 379.3 0.000 ... 0.000 vic

Tedfix 7.1.0421 (e) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA TraUb 7.1.0421 Ic) 1998 Dowling ASsoc. Licensed to LW, SAN DIEGO. CA



ex PM Tuo Nov 24. 199801:51:15 Paqe ]·1 ex PM Tuo Nov 24. 199801:57:15 PaQe 4·1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994. IICMOperations Method IBase Volumo Alternatlvol................................................................................ Love1 Of Service Detailod Computation Report

1994 IICMceeeee rcoe Hothod
Base Volumo Alternative

Intersection III SR 61 Northbound Offramp/Woodsido Avenue................................................................................ ................................................................................
Cycle tsecj r 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.412
toea Time lsocl: 12 (Y+R" 4 soc) Averll.Qo Dolay (sec/veh): 12.2
OptImal Cycle:]6 I.ovel Of Service: B................................................................................

Intersection II] SR 67 Northbound Off ramp/Woods ide Avenue...........................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Dound Hast Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L· T • R LT· R L l' R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protocted Protocted Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Hin. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanos: 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 a
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Volume Modulo:
Base Vol: 0 0 0 651 0 112 0 5]1 0 a 171 0
Growth Adj: 1. 00 LaO 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 0 0 651 0 112 0 5]1 0 0 171 0
Usor Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 0.85 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
PIIF Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volumo: 0 0 0 123 0 106 0 590 0 0 190 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vall 0 0 0 12] 0 106 0 590 0 0 190 0
PCE Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLF Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.0] 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 05 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Final VoL: 0 a a 745 0 106 0 6]0 0 0 190 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/I.ane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustmentl 1.00 l.00 l.00 0.96 1.00 l.17 1.00 l.0] 1,00 1.00 1.0] l.00
LaRes: 0.000.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 l.00 0.002.00 0.00 0.00 -l.00 0.00
Pinal Sat.: 0 0 0 ]646 0 2229 0 3921 0 0 196] a
············1···············1,·············-·11···············11···············1
Capacity Ana1yeie Hoduhtl
Vol/Sat: 0.000.00 0.00 0.200.00 0.05 0.000.16 0,00 0,00 0.10 0.00
Cdt Hoves:
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.500.00 0.50 0.000.]8 0.00 0.000.38 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.10 0.000.41 0.00 0.000.25 0.00
············1···············11···············11·······_·······11···············1
Levol Of Service ModUle:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.1 0.0 10.1 0.011.1 0.0 0.016.0 0.0
IncremntDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.00
Delay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.4 0.0 8.6 0.014.1 0.0 0.01].6 0.0
User DelAdj: l.00 1,00 1,00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 l.00
AdjDel/Vohl 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.4 0.0 8.6 0.014.7 0.0 0.0 D.6 0.0
DcBiqnOueue: 0 0 0 22 0 3 0 22 0 0 7 0...............................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound Baat Bound West 80und
Hovement: LT' R L T R L T R L' T R

············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Lane Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R xxxx T xxxx xxxx T xxxx
'LnsInGrps: 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············,,···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 12 12 2J 12 D 12 12 1] 12
" Hev Vah: 0 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ ·2\ 0\ 0\
ParkinQ/llr: No No No No
ave Stp/Hrl a 0 0 0
Area Type: 0( 0( < < 0( 0( < 0( < < 0( < Other:> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :>
Cnft Ped/Un 0 0 0 0
BxcluslveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11········_······1
HCMone f (rt) and f Iltl Adj Case Modulo:
f (rtl Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxx-x xxxx xxxx xxxx
f(ltl CaDOI xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.]1 xxxx 1.0] xxxxx xxxx 1.03 xxxxx
Hev Veh Adj: xxx-x xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Grade Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.01 xxxx l.00 xxxxx xxxx l.00 xxxxx
ParkinQ Adj: xxx-x xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Dus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xx-xxx
LT Adj I xxxx XXXXxxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.17 1.00 1.0] 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00
Uar Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pn1 Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.11 1.00 1.0] 1.00 l.00 1.0] 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < 0( 0( 0( < < < < < < < 0( No :>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>:>
Siqnal Type: < < < 0( < 0( < 0( 0( 0( < 0( 0( Actuated :>:>:> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :>
DelAdjPctrl 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.000.85 0.00 0.000.8S 0.00.................................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.0427 (cl 1998 Oowlinq "S60C. Licensed to LW. SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 1.1.0n1 (c) 1998 DowlinQ Assoc. I.iconsQd to 1.1.0. SAN DIEGO. CII.
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r.eve t Of Service Computation Report
1994 IICH Unsignalized Method tneee Volume Alternative)

" "" "" IO"" "" " " IO .. " " "" " ••• " .. " "" .

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method (Base Volume Altol"nativel• " ** " .

Intersection 'S SR 61 Northbound/Mapleviow Street
IO 0 ..

Cycle lsoc): 180 Critical Vol. leap. (XI: 0.814
Loss Time (seel: 12 (Y+R" 4 sod AveraQ8 DolBy (s9c!vehl: 31.9
Optimal Cycle: 95 Level Of aervtce- 0................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L· T·· R L T R L· T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
t.anea r I 0 2 a I I 0 2 0 1 0 I 0 0 1 I I 0 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulol
Baso Vol: 1 942 119 268 816 145 118 111 29 ]25 18 112
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.001.00 1,00
Initial BSOI 1 942 119 268 816 145 119 111 29 ]25 18 112
User Adj I 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 1,00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
PIIP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volumo: 8 1041 736 298 901 137 131 130 21 361 81 162
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 8 1041 736 299 901 117 131 130 21 361 87 162
PeE Adj: 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00
Final Vol.: 8 1099 136 298 952 137 131 130 27 379 91 162
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Saturation Plow Modulo:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.89 1.01 1.10 1.11 1.01 0.85 0.91 1.08 1.]9 0.900.96 1.30
Lanes: 1.00 ~.OO 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 0.54 0.46 1.00 1.6] 0.]1 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 1685 4053 2100 2226 4053 1615 943 9]6 2638 2781 668 2476
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Modulol
Vol/Sat: 0.000.21 0.35 0.13 0.23 0.08 0.14 0:14 0.01 0.14 0.14 0.07
Cdt Movos:
Green/Cycle: 0.010.43 0.43 0.160.58 0.58 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17
volume/cap: 0.400.63 0.81 0.91 0.40 0.15 0.81 0.81 0.06 0.81 0.81 0.39
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 61.1 lO.4 H.l 55.115.5 13.0 54.654.6 41.5 54.954.9 50.1
IncremnlDel: 6.4 0.5 4.0 9.0 0.1 0.0 10.110.1 0.0 6.1 6.1 0.3
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.85 0:850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Veh: 63.426.4 H.l 55.913.2 11.0 56.556.5 40.4 52.152.1 43.4
User DelAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/Vehl 63.426.4 ]3.1 55.9 1l.2 11.0 56.556.5 40.4 52.152.1 43.4
DosiqnQueu8: 1 68 41 26 42 Ii 11 11 2 33 8 14................................................................................

Intersection 114 SR 61 Northbound Off ramp/Winter Gardons Blvd................................................................................
Averaqe Delay fsec/vehl: l.5 WOrst Case Level Of Service: C..................... , , .
Approach: North Bound South Bound Hast Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
cont eot r uncontrolled Uncontrolled Slop Siqn Stop Siqn
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
t.enee s 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
Dose Vol: 0 334 0 0 460 0 114 0 no 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 LOO
Initial Bae: 0 334 0 0 460 0 114 0 1]0 0 0 0
User Adil 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIIP Aelj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHf-' Volume: 0 371 0 0 511 0 127 0 144 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 0]7] 0 0 511 0 127 0 144 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Modulo:
Grade: 0\ 0\ +2\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj: 1.101.00 1.00 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.401.40 1.40 1.101.10 1.10
Cycl/Car PeE: xxx x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj vot .« 0 311 0 0 511 0 111 0 202 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
MoveUp Tlme:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx XI(XX XXXI(X XXI(XX XI(XX xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 XXI(XX xxxx XXXXX

············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx I(XXX XXXI(X XXXX xxxx xxxxx 882 xxxx 511 xxxx XI(XX xxxxx
Potent Cap. I xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 321 XXXI( 76] xxxx XXXX xxxxx
Adj Cap: XXXI( XI(XX xxxxx XXXX xxxx XXX xx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 XXX X xxxx xxxxx
Hoyo Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx ]2·' xxxx 763 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Slopped Dol :xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 18.0 xxxx 5.8 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Move: •••••• C· B •
Movemont: L1' . I,TR . RT LT· L1'R • RT LT' LTR RT LT - LTR • RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared I.OS: •
ApproachDol: 0.0 0.0 U.S 0.0
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Level Of Service Detailed Computation RepOrt
1994 HCHOporations Hethod

nese Volume Alternative

Level Of Service Computation RepOrt
1994 IICH Unsignalhed Method (Base Volume Alternative)

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• *101O.1O1O ••••••

Intersection 115 SR 67 Northbound/Mapleview Street
1O •• 1O ••• 101O.1O ••• 1O1O •••••••••••• 1O ••••••••••••••••• 1O ••• 1O •• 1O ••••• 101O •• 1O 1O ••••••••

Intersection 16 SR 67 Northbound/Lakeside Avenue
•••••••• 1O •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Approach: North Bound Soulh nound East Bound Wosl Bound
Movllmllnl: L T R LT· R L T R L· T R
----······--1···············11········-······11···············11···············1
lIeH Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 1 I 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 I 1 a a 1
Lano Group: L T R L T R LT LT R LT LT R
ItLnsInCrpsl 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH one Input Saturation Adj Modulol
Lana Width I 10 14 21 19 14 12 10 15 11 10 12 28
\ ttev Vohl 0 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ 0\ O\, 0\
Parking/llr: No No No No
Bus Stp/lIr: 0 0 0 0
Area Type: < Othor > > > >
Cnft POd/llr: 0 0 0 0
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Includo
\, AT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11··············-1
IICH ups f (rt) and f (It) Adj cesc Modulo:
f Irt) ceaer X)(XXxxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f Uti Case: 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx 4 4 xxxx 4 4 xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH nee Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Mj: 0.9] 1.07 1.]0 1.231.07 1.00 0.931.10 1.63 0.931.00 1.5)
Hev Veh Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Grade Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx XlOtX 1.00 xxxx lOtXX 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Dus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx XlOtX 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adjl 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: X)(XXxxx x 0.85 xxxx XXJCX0.8S xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.9S xxx x xxxxx 0,9S xxxx xxx xx 0.980.98 xxxxx 0.960.96 xxxxx
IICH Sat Ad::!: 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.17 1.01 0.8S 0.91 1.08 1.)9 0.900.96 1.]0
Usr Sal Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Sal Ad::!: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.891.07 1.10 1.17 1.07 0.85 0.911.08 1.39 0.900.96 1.)0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
SiQnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DolAdjFctr: 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.95................................................................................

AveraQe Delay tsec/vehl: 379.] Worst Case Level Of Service: P................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Dound
Movement: L' T • R L T R L T R L· T R
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Slop Siqn Stop Siqn
Riqhts: Include Include Includo Include
Lanes: I 0 I 0 0 a 0 I a 1 0 0 11 0 1 a 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11········-··---·1,···············,
Volume Modulel
aese Vol: 17 1241 a 0 1322 163 111 0 4 0 0 a
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 11 1241 0 0 1122 163 111 0 4 0 0 0
U80r Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHPAdj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PIIP Volume: 19 1]79 0 0 1469 181 1:1] 0 4 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol.: 19 1179 0 0 1469 tal 123 0 .4 0 0 0
············1···_···········1,···············11··-··_·········11···-·-------··-1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grado: 0\ 0\ 0\ O\,
\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xX)(X xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xX)(X xxxx xxxx
pce Adj: 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10
Cycl/Car PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE:I xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 21 Il79 0 0 1469 181 136 a 5 a 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
HovoUp Time: 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 )(Xxx 2.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gpl 5.0 xxxx xxxxx XXXXXXX)(XXXkXX 6.5 )(Xxx 5.5 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
·__·_·_·---·1···_······_····11···············11···_···········11···············1
Capacity Module: .•
Cnflict Vol: 1650 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xx 2867 xxxx 1469 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: 280 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 23 xxxx 250 xxxx xxxx xxX)(X
Ad::!Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.9] XJCxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx )(xxxx
Hove Cap. I 280 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXXXX 21 )(Xxx 250 xX)(X xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11············-··1
Level Of Servlce Modulo:
Stopped Del: 1].8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 8916 )(Xxx 14.7 xxxxx xxxx XJCxxx
LOSby Hove: C • • • C ••
Movement: LT . LTR • RT L'1' - LTR . RT LT· LTR • RT L'I'· LTR . aT
Shared Cap.: x)(xx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxX)( xxxxx xxxx 22 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 8607 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: • •• p...
ApproachDel: 0.2 0.0 8606.6 0.0
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Level Of Service computation Report
1994 IICH Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)................................................................................ Loval Of aervtce Detailed Computation Report

1994 IICM Operations Method
Base Volume Alternative

Intersection lH F.I Nopal/Maqnolia Street................................................................................ .................................................................................
Intersoction III HI Nopal/Maqnolia Street................................................................................Cycle (soc): 130 Critical Vol./Cap. (XI: 0.491

Loss Time tsect • 12 (Y+R. 4 sec) Averaqe Delay (sec/vehl: 21.]
Optimal Cycle: 41 t.cvet or Service: C................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement: L' T R LT' R L T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICMOps Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:.
Lanos: 1 0 I I 0 1 0 1 I 0 I 0 0 I 0 1 0 0 1 0
Lane Group: L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT
#LnslnGrps: 1 2 2 I 2 2 I 1 1 I 1 1
············1············· ··11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
" Hov Veh: 2 2 2 2
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Hr: No No No No
BUB Stp/llr: 0 0 0 0
Area Type: < < < < < Othor > >
Cnft Ped/llrt 0 0 0 0
ExclusivoRT: Include Include Include Include
\RTPrtct: 0 0 0 a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ope (Irt) and [(It) Adj cese Module:
f Crll ClIse: xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 xxxx
f (It I ceee r 1 xxxx xxx x 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICM Ops Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Hid Adj; 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
rtev Veh Adj: 0.980.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98
Grade Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00
Packinq Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx 0.9S 0.95 xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx 0.87 0.87 xxxx 0.92 0.92
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.9S xxxx xxxxx 0.9S xxxx xxxxx
HCM Sat Adj: 0.87 0.93 0.9] 0.87 0.97 0.97 0.87 0.85 0.85 0.870.90 0.90
Usc Sl.It Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sot Adj: 0.87 0.93 0.9] 0.87 0.97 0.97 0.87 0.85 0.85 0.87 0.90 0.90
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Dalay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No :> > > > :> > > :> :> :> :> > > > :> :>
SiQnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > :> :> > > > > > > > >
DelAdj?ctr: 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wast Bound
Movement: I. T - R L T R L T R LT· R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Includo Include Include
Min. Green: a 0 0 a 0 0
t.encs r 1 a 1 1 a I 0 1 I 0 1 0 a 1 0 1 0 0 1 a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: lJ] 494 278 54 354 18 15 16 118 132 48 58
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Init.lal Osc: III 494 278 54 354 18 15 16 118 132 48 58
User Adj: 1.00 l.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.001.00 0,85
PUP Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIF Volume: 148 549 263 60 393 17 11 18 111 147 53 55
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a a
Reduced Vol: 148 549 26] 60 39] 11 17 18 111 141 5] 55
PCE Adj; 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MI,F Adj: 1. 00 1. OS 1. 05 1. 00 1. 05 1. 05 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00
Flnal Vol.: 148 576 276 60 413 18 17 18 III 147 5] 55
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Hodule:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.81 0.9] 0.93 0.87 0.97 0.91 0.81 0.85 0.85 0.81 0.90 0.90
r.anea r 1.001.35 0.65 1.001.92 0.08 1.000.14 0.86 1.00 0.49 0.51
Final Sat.: 1652 2]9] 1147 1652 3534 154 1652 226 1]94 1652 841 873
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.09 0.24 0.24 0.040.12
Ceit Haves:
Green/Cycle: 0.24 0.49 0.49 0.070.]2 0.]2 0.050.16 0.16 0.180.30 0.]0
Volume/Cap: 0.37 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.31 0.31 0.21 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.21 0.21
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Leval Of Service Modulo:
Uniform Del: 30.916.9 16.9 44.025.9 25.9 45.237.7 31.7 ]6.326.2 26.2
IncremntOel: 0.] 0.2 0.2 2.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.2 1.2 1.0 0.0 0.0
Dolay Mj: O.BS 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Vah: 26.614.6 14.6 ]9.922.1 22.1 38.6 ]].2 ]].2 31.922.3 22.3
User DeiAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDol/Voh: 26.614.6 14.6 ]9.922.1 22.1 38.633.2 ll.2 31.922.] 22.3
DesiqnOueuo: 8 23 11 4 21 1 1 1 7 9 3 ]................................................................................

0.12 0.010.08 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.06

................................................................................
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OX t peoj PH

Scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
rmpect; Fee:
Trip Genaratlon:
Trip Distclbution:
Paths:
Roules:
ccnr tcuret Icru

'rue Nov 24, 1998 01:59:04 ox t pro:! PHPaqo I-I Tue Nov 24. 1998 07:59:04

Scenario Report
ex t pro:! PM

Impact Analysis Report
Level Of Service

ex pro:! PM.
ex peoj PM
existing
Default Impact Pee
Dafault Trip Gonoration
Default Trip Distribution
Default Paths
Dolau! t Routos
Default Confiquration

Intersection Base
Del/ vi

LOS Yah C
SA 67 Northbound Offnmp/Woodu B 13.4 0.598

It SA 67 Northbound Offramp/Winlc P 14.1 0.000

SR 67 Northbound/Hl!lplovlew Ste 44.6 0.946

SR 67 Northbound/Lakeside Aven F OVRFL0.000

Traffix 7.1.0421 lei 1998 Oowllnq Assoc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA

Paqo 2-1

Future Chanoe
Doll VI In

LOS Yah C
a 13.4 0.599 t 0.000 DIV

14 .1 0.000 • 0.000 VIC

B 44 .6 0.946 + 0.000 DIV

, OVRFL 0.000 • 0.000 VIC
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Level Of Service ComDutation Roport
1994 HeM uperet Ione Method (Base Volume Alternative)................................................................................ Level Of Service Dotailed Computation Report

1994 HCMOperations Method
aese Volume Alternative...................... , .

Intersoction 113 SR 67 Northbound Of(ramp/Woodsido Avenue................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L' 'I' • R L T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo:
Lanes: a 0 0 a 0 2 a 0 a 1 a a 2 0 0 a 0 1 0 0
Lane Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R xxx x 'I' xxxx xxxx T xxxx
'LnsInGrps: a 0 a 2 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM Ops Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 12 12 2] 12 13 12 12 13 12
\ Hev Veh: 0 0 0 0
Gndo: 0\ ·2\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/llrl No No No No
Bus Stp/llr: 0 a 0 0
Aroa TYPlU « « e « e « < Othor » » » » » » » »
Cnft Ped/llr: a a 0 a
Exc}usiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtctl 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps flrtl and f(Iti Adj ceec Modulol
f lrtl Case: xxxx xxx x xxx x xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
f fit I Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
HCMOpa Saturation Adj Modulo:
Ln Hid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.)1 xxxx 1.0) xxxxx xxxx 1.03 xxxxx
Hev Veh Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Grade Adj: xxxx xxxx Xxxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
ParkinQ Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxX)( xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxx xx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx XXK)( 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.11 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.0) 1.00
Uar Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 0.961.00 1.17 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.001.03 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: « < « « « < « « « < « « « « « No »» > » » » » » » » » » » » » »
Siqnal Type: « « « « « « < « < « « < « Actuated » » » » » » » » > » » » »
DelAdjPctr: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.00..................................................................................

Intersection U SR 61 Northbound Offramp/Woodsido Avenuo................................................................................
Cyclo (socl: 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (XI: 0.598
LOSD Time teecr • 11 IY.R" 4 soc) AveraQo Do1a.y (sec/voh): D.4
Optimal Cycle: 48 LeV91 Of Service: B................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L T R I.· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Protected Protected Protectod Protected
Ri(;lhts: Includo Include Inc1udo Include
Hin. Green: 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 0
LaMS: 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 a 0 1 a 0 1 a 0 a a 1 0 a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
DaS8 Vol: a 0 0 191 0 112 0 561 a 0 491 0
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial 080: 0 0 a 791 0 112 a 561 a 0 491 a
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
PHF Ad-j: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP Volume: 0 0 0 819 a 106 0 62] a a 546 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: a a 0 819 0 106 a 62] a 0 546 0
PCR Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
HLP Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0) 1.00 1.00 1.001.05 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Final Vol.: a 0 0 905 a 106 0 655 0 0 546 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.17 1.00 1.0) 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 0 0 a ]646 a 2229 0 3921 0 0 196) 0
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.05 0.000.17 0.00 0.000.28 0.00
Cdt Moves:
Greon/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.42 0.00 0.42 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.000.60 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level O£ Service Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.) 0.0 1).1 0.013.1 0.0 0.015.1 0.0
IncremntDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0
Oelay Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.000.95 0.00
Delay/Vah: 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.2 0.0 11.6 0.011.2 0.0 0.013.6 0.0
User DelAdj I 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
AdjOel/'lehl 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.2 0.0 11.6 0.0 11.2 0.0 0.0 13.6 0.0
DesignQueue: a 0 a ]I a ) a 20 0 0 18 0................................................................................

Tra£fix 1.1.0421 Ie) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CA 'l'raffix 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 DewllnQ Assoc. Licensed to LW. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 IICHUnslQnalized Method IBase Volume Alternative)

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCM Operations Method {Base VOlume Alternotivel................................................................................

Intersection IS 8R 61 Northbound/Haplevlew Streot................................................................................................................
Cycle lsecl: 180 Critical Vol./cap. (X): 0.946
LoS6 Time (soc): 12 (YtR. 4 ecct Avorago Delay loee/veh): 44.6
Optimal Cycle: 180 Level Of Service: B..........................................................................................................

Intersection 14 SR 67 Northbound OHump/Winter Gardens Blvd

Averaqe Delay (sec/vehJ: 14.7 Worst case Level Of servtcer........................................................................... , .
Approach: North Dound South Bound East Hound West Bound
Movoment: L T - R L T R L· T • R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Siqn Stop atcn
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 I 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
vcrcmc Module:
neao Vol: 0 454 0 0 620 0 164 0 110 0 0 0
Growth Adj= 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial aee: 0 454 0 0 620 a 164 0 130 0 0 0
User I\dj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
PUP Ad': 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
pm' votume r 0 504 0 0 699 0 182 0 144 0 ·0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol.: 0 504 0 0 689 0 182 0 144 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
G~de: ~ ~ +2\ ~
\ cvcrc/caee r Xl(XX xxxx XXXX XXXl( XXXX l(l(l(X )(Xl(l( XXXX
\ Truck/Comb: XXXX XXX X XXXX xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj= l.10 1.00 1.00 LID 1.00 1.00 1.401.40 1.40 1.101.10 1.10
Cycl/Car peE: Xl(XX xxxx xxxx XXl(X XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx XXXX xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj vol.: 0 504 0 0 689 a 255 0 202 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module=
MoveUp Time:xxxxx XXXX xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx

····1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Module:
Cnllict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1193 xxxx 689 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxx x xxxx xxxxx 216 xxxx 620 xxxx'xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Move C"p.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 216 xxxx 620 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11·····.·········1
Level Of service Module:
Slopped Del: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxx xx 88.9 xxxx 7.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Move: • • • P B
Movement: LT - LTR • RT LT' I.TR . RT LT' LTR RT LT' LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: x)o(x xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel :xxxxx xxxx xxxxx )(Xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Sha red LOS: • • • • •
ApproachOo1: 0.0 0.0 52.9 0.0

Approach = North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T • R L' T . R L T R L' T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
ccne roi r Protected Protected Split Phaso Spll t Ph"so
RiqhtSI Include Include rncruec Include
Min. Croon: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: I 0 2 0 I 1 0 2 0 I 0 1 0 0 I 1 I 0 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volumo Module:
aeae Vol: 91 942 779 268 816 165 168 247 199 325 148 172
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial 8so: 97 942 779 268 816 165 168 247 199 325 149 172
User'Ad:b 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PHP Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Vo1ume= 108 1041 736 298 901 156 187 274 188 361 164 162
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reducod Vol: 108 1041 736 298 907 156 187 274 188 361 164 162
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00
Final Vol. I 108 1099 736 298 952 156 187 274 188 379 173 162
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.11 1.07 0.85 0.91 1.08 1.39 0.91 0.97 1.30
Lanos: 1.002.00 1.00 1.002.00 1.00 0.45 0.55 1.00 1.400.60 1.00
Final Sat.: 1685 4053 2100 2226 4053 1615 775 11]5 26]8 1412 1101 2476
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Cap"city Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.060.17 0.35 0.13 0.23 0.10 0.24 0:24 0.07 0.160.16 0.07
Crit Hoves:
Green/Cyclo: 0.11 0.)7 0.37 0.14 0.40 0.40 0.260.26 0.26 0.17 0.17 0.17
Volume/Cap: 0.580.73 0.95 0.950.58 0.24 0.950.95 0.28 0.950.95 0.)9
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Love1 Of Sorvice Module:
Uniform Del: 57.9 37.2 41.7 58.2 31.9 27.0
IncremntDol= 3.3 1.3 14.8 26.6 0.4 0.0
Delay Adj= 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.95
De1ay/Veh: 52.6 ]2.9 50.3 76.1 27.5 23.0
User DolAdj= 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 52.6 32.9 50.3 76.1 27.5 2].0
DesiqnQueue: 10 75 52 27 61 10

50,0 50.0
20.2 20.2
0.85 0.85
62.762.1
1.00 1.00
62.762.7

15 22

40.9
0.1

0.85
34.8
1.00
34.8

"

56.4 56.4
17.9 17.9
0.85 0.85
65.9 65.9
1.00 1.00
65.9 65.9

]] 15

50.9
0.]

0.85
43.6
1.00
43.6

"
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Level of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method

Base Volume Alternativo

Le~ol Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeH Unsiqnalized Hothod (Baso Volume Alternativo)................................................................................

Intersection 16 SR 67 Northbound/Lakeside Avenue...........................................................................................Intorscction 1t5 8R 67 Northbound/Maploview Street................................................................................... Averaqo Delay lsoc/veh): 1457.8 Worst Case Level Of Service: P...................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T • R L T R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Siqn
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Lanes I 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volumo Hodulo:
aese Vol: 17 1291 0 0 1372 213 201 0 4 0 0 0
Growth Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Dee: 17 1291 0 0 1371 213 201 0 4 0 0 0
US8r Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PUP Mj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP Volume: 19 1414 0 0 1524 231 22J 0 4 0 0 0
Roduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol. I 19 1414 0 0 1524 237 22J 0 4 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············1'···············1
Adjusted Volume Hodulol
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
"Cycle/Cars I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXlO( XXXX XXXX xxxx
\ 'I'ruck/COIIIb: xxxx XXXX xxxx soooe xxxx xxxx XXXX XkXX
PCB Mjl 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10
Cycl/Car PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck!Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx XXXX XX)[X XX)(X )[XXX XXXX x)(xx
Adj Vol.: 21 1434 0 0 1524 231 246 0 5 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Modu181
MovoUp Time: 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx J.4 )(Xxx 2.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Cpr 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11·····::········11···············1
Capacity Modulel
Cn£lict VOl: 1161 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2978 xxxx 1524 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: 248 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 20 xxxx 2H xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.92 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Move Cap. I 248 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 18 xxxx 2H xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Del: 15.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xx)(X xxxxx 20571 xxxx 15.7 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Move: C •• • • C • • •
Movement I L'l' • L'l'R . RT LT· LTR • RT LT· LTR • RT LT· LTR • RT
Shared Cap. I xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 19 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDe1: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: • p...
ApproachDe11 0.2 0.0 xxxxxx 0.0

Approach: North Round South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movemont: I.· T R LT· R L T R L· T . R
············,···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH ope Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
t.enea. 1 0 2 0 I 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
t.ene Group: I, T R L T R LT LT R LT LT R
IILnelnGrpsl 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 1
········'···1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM Ops Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lane Width: 10 14 21 19 14 12 10 15 31 10 12 28
\ uev Vah: 0 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/llr; No t>k> No No
Bus Stp/Ilc: 0 0 0 0
Acea Type: < < < < < < < < Other ;,.;,.;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,.
Cnfl Ped/Hr: 0 0 0 a
ExclusiveRTI Include Include Include Include
\RTPrtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps ((rt) and flltl Adj Case Module: .
Lf r t I Case: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx.
f Utl Caso: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 4 4 xxxx 4 4 xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH uee Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.931.07 1.30 1.231.07 1.00 0.931.10 1.63 0.93 ·1.•00 1,53
Rev Veh Adj: 1, 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Grado Mj I 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 LaO 1, 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00
Parkinl,l Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Slp Adj: x)(xx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1. 00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1. 00
Area Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxx x xxxx 0.85-
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx XXXXK 0.980.98 xX)(XX 0.910.91 xxxxx
HCM Sat Adj: 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.17 1.07 0.85 0.91 1.08 1.]9 0.910.97 1.]0
Usr Sat Mi: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLF Sat AdJ: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.171.01 0.85 0.91 1,08 1.J9 0.910.97 1.]0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Dolay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.;;;,.;,.;,.;,.;,.
Signal Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,. ;,.
OelAdjFctr: 0.85 0.05 0.85 0.85 0.B5 0.05 0.050.85 0.05 0.050.85 0.85.................................................................................
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ex t proj PM

scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Fee:
Trip Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
ccnt tcureutcm

Wed Jan 13. 199911:41:45 Pago 1· t ex t proj PH Wed Jan 13. 199911:41:45

Scenario Repcr t;
ex t peoj PH

Impact Analysis Report
Level Of Service

ex + pro] PH
ex t peoi PM
existing
Defaull Impact see
Default Trip Generation
Default Trip Distribution
Default Patha
Default Routes
Default Confiqurallon

Intersnction Baso
Del/ vI

WS Veh C
C 24.5 0.6061 El Nopdl/Maqnolia Street
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Paqe 2-1

Future Chanqe
Dell VI in

LOS vee C
C 24.50.606 + 0.000 D/V
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method (Base Volumo Alternative)................................................................................ Level Of Service Detai led Computation Report

1994 HCMOperations Method
Base Volume Alternative................................................................................Intersection III El Nopal/Maqnolia Street................................................................................... Intersection Ifl El Nopal/Maqnolili at rcct,................................................................................Cycle (sec): 130 Critical vol./Cap. (XI: 0.606

Loss Time (soc): 12 (VIR" 4 secl Avoraqe Delay teec/vent r 24.5
Optimal Cycle: 51 r.cve i Of Service: C................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement: L' T • R L T R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMone Adjusted Lane Uti 1hation Modulo:
Lanes: I 0 I 1 a I 0 I I 0 1 a a a 1 0 a a
Lano Croup: L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT
IfLnsInGrps: I 2 2 1 2 2 I 1 1 I 1 I
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICMope Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12
\ HevVeh: 2 2 2 2
Grade: 0\ M, 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Hr: No No No No
Bus Stp/llr: I) a a 0
aree Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Other> > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hr: a a 0 0
!xclusiveRT: Include Includo Include Includo
\ RT Prtct: a a 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOpa flrt) and fUt) Adj ceee Module:
f Crt) Caso: xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 xxxx
f Uti Case: 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.93 l.00 l.00 0.93 l.00 l.00 0.9) 1.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00
Hov ven Adj: 0.980.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1,00 xxxx 1.00 1,00 xxxx 1,00 1,00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area Adj: 1,001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,001.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx 0.95 0.95 xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx 0.90 0.90 xxxx 0.94 0.94
I.T Ad.i: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HeM Sa': Adj: 0.870.9) 0.93 0.87 0.97 0.97 0.87 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.92 0.92
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LeO 1.00 1.00
MLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 0.87 0.93 0.93 0.81 0.97 0.97 0.81 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.92 0.92
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Siqnal Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjFctr: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85.................................................................................

12

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R LT· R L T R LT' R
············1···············11· ······11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protocted Protected
Riqhtn: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 a a a a 0 0
Lanes: I 0 1 1 0 1 a 1 1 0 1 a a I 0 a a 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11· ·······1
Volume Module:
nasa Vol: 133 494 321 71 354 18 15 56 118 218 128 92
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial BM: 113 494 321 71 354 18 15 S6 118 218 128 92
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0,85
PHF Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PItP Volume: 148 549 ]03 79 393 17 17 62 111 242 142 87
Reduct Vol: 0 0 a a 0 0 a a 0 0 a a
Reduced Vol: 148 549 30] 79 39] 17 17 62 111 242 142 87
PCE Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLF Adj: 1,001,05 1.05 1.001.05 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final vcr.« 148 516 H8 79 41J 18 17 62 111 242 142 87
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.87 0.93 0.93 0.87 0.97 0.97 0.87 0.88 0.88 0.870.92 0.92
Lanes: 1,00 1.29 0.71 1,00 1.92 0.08 1,00 0.36 0.64 1.00 0.62 0.38
Final Sat.: 1652 2280 1259 1652 35)4 154 1652 601 1076 1652 1086 665
············1···············11···············11 ········11···············1
Capaci ty Analysis Module:
vol/Sat: 0.090.25 0.25 0.050.12 0.12 0.010.10 0.10 0.150.13 0.13
Cdt Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.22 0.42 0.42 0.08 0.28 0.28 0.03 0.17 0.17 0.24 0.38 0.38
Volume/Cap: 0.42 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.42 0.42 0.34 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.34 0.]4
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lovel Of Service Module:
Uniform Dol: lJ.4 22.5 22.5 44.0 29.0 29.0 47.0 37.9 ]7.9 33.321.7 21.7
IncrcmntDcl: 0.5 0.5 0.5 5.4 0.2 0.2 1.6 2.6 2.6 1,9 0.1 0.1
Delay Mj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Vch: 28.9 19.6 19.6 42.8 24.8 24.8 41.5 34.8 34.8 30.2 18.6 18.6
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 28.919.6 19.6 42.824.8 24.8 41.534.8 34.8 30.218.6 18.6
DcsiQnQuouc: 9 26 14 5 22 1 1 4 7 14 7 4.................................................................................
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Scenario:

OX -t pre] w/mitlqll.tion PH Mon Nov 23. 1998 16:33:11

Impact Analysis Report
t.ever Of Service

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Fee:
Trip Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
ncurce •
Conl iqurat ion I

Paqe 1-1 ex + proj w/mltiqlltion PM Hon Nov 23. 1998 16:)]111 PlI.qo 2-1

Scenario Report
ex .. proj "'1m! tigation PH

ex + proj w/mitiqation PM
ox -+- proj w/mitiq8tion PM
w/mitiOlltion
Default Impact Fee
Default Trip Generation
net eut t. Trip Distribution
Dofault. Paths
Default aourea
Dofault. Confi9urat1on

Intersection 94S0 Futuro Chanqe
Dol/ v/ Dell v/ in

WS ven C LOS Voh C
SR 67 Northbound Offramp!Woods 0.0 0.000 0.00.000 .. 0.000 D/V

SR 61 Northbound Offramp/W!nto 0.0 0.000 0.0 0.000 .. 0.000 viC

SR 67 Northbound/Mapleview Slr 0 33.8 0.743 0 33.8 D.H] .. 0.000 D/V

6 SR 67 Northbound/Lakesido Avon 0.0 0.000 0.0 0.000 + 0.000 vrc
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

* * * *. * * * *. * * * * * * * * * ••••• * * •• *.* •• * * ••• * ••• * ••• * * * •• * •••• * * •••••• * •••••••• * ••••••

Level Of SOl'vice Detailed Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Hethod

Bllso Volume Alternative
Intersection U SR 61 Northbound Off ramp/Woodside Avenue
•• * *. * * * ••• * ••• * •••• *.* ••• * ••••••••• * *. * ••• *.* ••• * * ••••••••••••• *. * •••••••••••••

••• *** ••• * •• * ••••••••••••••• *.* ••••••••••• * •••••• * •• * ••••• * •••••••••••• * ••••• * ••

Cycle teecj r 100 Critical VoL/Cap. IXI: 0.000
Loss Time tsect s 0 IYt-R" .. soc} Avoraqo Dolay (sec/vahl: 0.0
Optimal Cycle: 0 Lovel Of servtces
.**** •••• ***** ••• ** ••••••• * ••••• *.*** •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Intersection It) SR 67 Northbound Off ramp/Woodside Avenue
••• * * * •• * * * •••• * •••••• * ••• *. * •••••••••• * * ••••••• * * •••••••••••••• * •• ' ••••• a a •• a ••

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L· T R L· T R LT· R
············,···············,,···············11···············1,···············,
coot rot s Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rlqhts: Include Include Include Include
Hin. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············,···············,,···············1,···············11···············1
Volume Hodulo:
aaee Vol: 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 a a 0
Growth Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Initial nse r 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
User Adj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
PHP Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00·0.00 0.00
PIIF Volumo: 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 0 a a 0
Reducl Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0

_ PCB Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
HLP Adj: 0.000.00 0.00 O.OOO.CO 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vinlll Vol.: 0 a 0 a 0 0 a a a a a 0
············1···············,1···············1,···············1,················1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sal/Lane: 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 a e 0 a
Adjustmentl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Lao 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pinal Sal.: 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0············1···············,,···············,,······· " ,
Capacity Analysis Modulel
Vol/Sat: C.OO 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.'00 0.00
Crit Haves:
Green/Cyclo: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
······ .. ····,···············1,···············,1···············11····;··········1
Level Of Sorvice Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0·0.0 0.0
IncrcmntDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dolay Adj: 1.00 LCD 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Delay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Usor OolAdj: 1.00 1.00 LCD 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/Voh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DcsiQnOuouol 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0
* * * * * * * * *.* •••••••• * •••••••••••••••••••• * •••••• * ••••••••••••••••• a * ••• * * * ••••• *.

Approach: North Bound South Bound Hilst Bound Wost Bound
MoVemGntl L· T '. R L' T • R L· '1' R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
t.enea r 0 0 11 0 0 0 a 11 0 0 0 a 11 a a 0 0 II 0 0
Lano Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
IILnaInGrpsl a a 0 0 a 0 0 0 a a a a
············,···············1,···············,,···············11·········· .. ···1
HCH Ops Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
, uev Veh: 0 0 0 a
Gra~: 0\ M M 0\
Parkino/Hr I No No No No
Bus Stp/Hrl 0 a 0 0
Aroa Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Other:> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> >
Cnft Pod/Hrr 0 0 0 0
ExelusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct I 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············1,··· .. ··········1
HCMOpa f (rt) and f(1t) I!.dj Case Modulo:
f {rtl Casol 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 0
f(ltl Casol 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a a 0 a a
············,···············,1···············,,···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj ModUlo:
Ln Wid Mj r 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
uev Veh Mj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
Grado Adjl 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Parklnq Mi: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
BUDSlp Adjl 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
Area Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
RT Mjl 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
LT Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 i:OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HCMSat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
USI' Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············,,···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinatod: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < 0: No :> > > > > :> :> :> :> > :> :> > > :> >
SiQnal Type I < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated :> > :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :> >
DelAdjPctr: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
* * * ••••• * ••• * ••••• a •• a. *. a ••••••••••••••••• a ••••• a ••••••••••••••••••• a •••• a •••••

Traffix 7.1.0427 lcl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. LicensGd to LLG, SAN 01200, CA 'I'raffix 7.1.0427 (el 199B DowlinQ Assoc. LleenoGd to LI.G. SAN DI2GO, CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeMUnsiqnalized Method IBaso Volume Alternative)

'" '" '" • '" '" iO •••••••••••••••••••••••• it •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method (Base Volume Alternative). .

Intersection 14 SR 67 Northbound Off ramp/Winter Gardens Blvd
.......... IO ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• * •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Intersection 115SR 67 Northbound!Mapleviow Street
..••••••••••• t •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

xverece Delay teec/vent r 0.0 Worst Case Level Of Service:................................................................................ Cycle (soc): 190 Critical Vol./Cap. IXI: 0.743
Loss Time fsocll 12 (Y.R. 4 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): 33.8
Optimal Cycle: 74 Level Of Service: D................................................................................................Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement: L· T R L .T R LT· R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Control: Stop atcn Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanos: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············,,···············11···············1
Volume Module:
naac Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
Initial Bso: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O. a 0
User Adj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
PHF Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
PUF votume r 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0
Final Vol,: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············,···············1,···············1,···············1,···············1
Adjusted Volumo Modulo:
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx
PeE Adj: 0.00 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
Cycl/Car PeEl xxxx XXXX XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
MoveUp Timo: 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Critical Gp: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Module:
Cnf 1ict Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Potent Cap.: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
,\dj Cap: l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00
Hove Cap.: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
············1···············1,···············1,···············11···············1
r.evet Of Service Module:
Stopped Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LOS by Move:
Movement:
Shared Cap.:
Shrd StpDel:
Sharod LOS:
ApprotlchDol:

LT • LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

LT • I.TR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

LT . LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

LT . LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L' T - R L· T • R L· T R L· T R
············1···············1,···············1,···············1,···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Ovl Include Includo Include
Min. ureem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanos: 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Volume Module:
Baso V011 97 942 779 268 016 165 168 241 199 ]25 148 172
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Baol 97 942 719 268 816 165 168 247 199 325 148 172
User Mj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
PUP Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900,90 0.90
PIIF Volume: 108 1047 736 298 907 156 187 274 188 361 164 162
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 108 IOn 736 298 907 156 187 274 188 361 164 162
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00· 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 l.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.05 1.05 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 108 1099 736 298 952 156 187 274 188 )79 173 162
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············,
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.11 1.07 0.85 a.ss 1.10 1.39 0.91 0.91 1.]0
LanGs: 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.40 0.60 1.00
Pinal Sat. I 1685 4053 2100 2226 405] 1615 1685 2090 2638 2412 1101 2416
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.060.27 0.]5 0.13 0.23 0.10 0.11 0:13 0.07 0.160.16 0.07
edt Hoves:
Green/Cycle: 0.12 0.]7 0.58 0.180.43 0.43 0.160.18 0.18 0.210.23 0.23
volume/Cap: 0.550.74 0,61 0.740.55 0.23 0.690.74 0.40 0.740.69 0.29
············1···············1,···············1,···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Dell 57.037.8 18.9 53.129.2 24.7 54.253.4 49.9 50.448.4 43.7
rncreanener s 2.4 l.4 0.6 5.0 0.3 0.0 5,0 5.4 0.3 2.9 1.8 0.1
Deloy Adjl 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.8S
Delay/Veh: 50.9 )).6 16.7 50.125.1 21.1 51.050.8 42.8 45.743.0 ]7,2
User OolAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 50.9 )).6 16.7 50,125.1 21.1 51.050.8 42.8 45.743.0 37.2
DeaiqnQueueI 10 76 35 25 58 9 16 2] 16 II 14 13....................................................................................................................0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Trafflx 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA Traffix 7.1.0427 lc) 1998 DowlinQ Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of aarvt ce net.e t t ed Computation Report
1994 ItCMOperationo Method

eese Volume Alternative

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCM Unslqnalized Method (Baso Volume Alternatlvo)................................................................................

Intersection IS SR 61 Northbound/Maplevlew Street................................................................................ Intersection .6 SR 67 Northbound/Lakeside Avenue................................................................................
Approach I North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T R L· T • R L - T • R L T R
············,···············1,···············11···············11···············1
IICMope Adjustod Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 0 2 a I 1 0 :.1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 a 1
Lane Group: L T R L '1' R L T R LT LT R
IILnsInGrpSI 1 2 I 1 :.1 I 1 1 1 2 2 1
············,···············1,···············11···············1,···············,
HCMopa Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lano Width: 10 H 21 19 14 12 10 IS 11 10 12 28
\ Hoy Vahl a 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
l'arkinq/llr: No No No No
Due Stp/ller 0 0 0 0
Aroll Type: < < < < < < < < < Other > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Pod/llr: 0 0 0 0
BxcluslveRT: Include Include Include tncruee
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············1,···············1,···············1,···············,
IICH Ops f tetl and (Ill) Adj ceee ModulOI
(lrtl CaBO: XXXXxxxx 2 xxxx xxxx :.1 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
((It I CaBe: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxx x 1 xxxx xxxx 4 • xxxx
············\···············11···············11···············1,···············1
IICH ops Saturation Adj ModulEu
[.n Hid Mj: 0.9] 1.07 1.]0 1.2] 1.07 1.00 0.9) 1.10 l.U 0.9] 1.00 l,S]
Hev Veh Adj, 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1,001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Grade Mjl 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 IAIO 1.00
Parkin; Adjl xxxx XXXX 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 XXXXxxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj I XXXXxxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Arca Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adjl xxxx xxxx 0.8S xxxx xxxx 0.8S xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxX)( xxxx 0.8S
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.9S xxxx xxxxx 0.97 0.97 xxxxx
HCH Sat Mjl 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.11 1.01 0.8S 0.891,10 1.39 0.910.97 1.)0
Usr Sat. Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Mjl 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.17 1.07 0.85 0.891.10 1.]9 0.910.97 1.30
············1···············11···············1\···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated I < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DolAdjFctr: 0.850.85 0.B5 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.B5 0.85 0.850.85 0.85................................................................................

Average Dolay (sec/veh): 0.0 Wont Case Level Of Service I................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound Baat Bound Weat Bound
Movement: L· T • R L· T - R L· T R' LT· R
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Control I Stop SI;n Stop Sign Uncon~rolled Uncontrolled
Riqhtsl Include Include Include Include
LanCSI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulel
Baao Vol I 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
Initial aeer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
user Adjl 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
PUP Adjl 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PUP Volume: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Roduct Vol, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol. I a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Modulo:
Cradel 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/CarOl XXXX xXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx. xXXX xx.xx xxx.x
, Truck/Comb I xxxx XXX)( XXXX xxxx xxxx. xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCS: Adj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00
Cycl/Car PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/ClIiJ PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
Adj Val.: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
HoveUp Timel l.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Critical Cp: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Capacity Module: .•
CnElict Vol1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Potent Cap. I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adj Capi 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Hove Cap.: 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············1
Levol Of Service Modulel
Stopped Dell 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LOS by Movo:
Movement:
Sha red Cap. I
Shrd 9tpDal,
Shared LOSI
ApproachDol r

LT • LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

LT • LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

LT • LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

LT • LTR
o 0

1.0 1.0

RT
o

1.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Traffix 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LW. SAN DIEGO. CA Trafflx 7.1.0421 (cl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLO. SAN DIEGO, CA
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2015 PH

Scenario:

Command:
Volumo:
Geometry:
Impact Pee s
Trip Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
Conf i\Juration:

Mon Nov 23. 1998 08;34:45 Page I-I

Scenario Report
2015 PM

2015 PH
2015
existing
Default Impact see
Default TriP Goneration
Default Trip Distribution
Dofault Paths
Default Routes
Dehul t Conf Ieuree Ion

Impact Analysis Report
Level Of Service

2015 PM Hon Nov 23, 1998 08:34:45 Pag'o 2'1............................................................. - .

Future ChonQo
Doll vr In

LOS Vuh C
B 13.1 0.557 + 0.000 DIV

p 1'9 :iI l 5'1 o 888 B/

B 12.6 0.872 + 0.000 DIy

P OVRPL 1.985 + 0.000 D!V

Intersection Baso
Doll vI

LOS Yah C
B 11.70.557" J SR 67 Northbound Off ramp/Woods

~~ .-...... Jl.L--'5 ..... s ......!"......Il ..... "..... ' ..... dd,/l(H... "'p,J,Jlley"'!Li....... .aSLtrL...lP~16.68a...:2W!...s.5JLJ'-... ~ ......... ~ .... '-~ .......... /¥-
$~Ub

Tcaffix 7.1.0421 (e) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SANDIEGO, ell.
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Level Of seevtce Computation Report
1994 HCHOperations Method (Base Volume Alternativol................................................................................ Level Of Service Detailed Computation RepOrt

1994 HCMOperations Method
Base Volumo AlternaH ve

Intersection 10 SR 61 Northbound Off ramp/Woodside Avenuo................................................................................. ................................................................................
Cycle teecj I 100 Critical VoL/Cap. {Xb 0.551
1.08S Time teecr r 12 (Y.R:s 4 sec) Aveu90 Delay (sec/veh) I 13.1
Optimal Cycle: 45 Lovel Of Service: 8.................................................................................

Intersection .3 SR 61 Northbound OUullIp/W'oodsido Avenue................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R LT· R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Ril;Jhto: Include Include Include Include
Mln. Greon: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 I 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 0 0 0 890 0 160 0 110 0 0 360 0
Growth Mj: 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00
Initial [lSO: 0 a 0 890 0 160 0 110 0 0 360 0
User Adjl 1,001.00 1,00 1.001.00 0.85 1,001.00 1.00 1.001,00 1.00
PUP Mj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 0 0 0 989 0 151 0 789 0 0 400 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 0 0 989 0 151 0 789 0 0 400 0
PCE Mj: 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLPAdj: 1.00 LaO 1.00 i.oa 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.: a 0 0 1019 0 151 0 928 a 0 400 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
II.djuotmcnt: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.17 1.00 1.0] 1.00 1.00 1.0] 1.00
I.anes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.000.00 1.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 0 0 0 3646 0 2229 0 3927 0 0 196] 0
············1···············11···············11···············11······,········1
Capacity Analyeis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00
Crit Moves:
Groen/Cycle: 0.000.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.000.38 0.00 0.000.38 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.560.00 0.14 0.000.56 0.00 0.000.54 0.00
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
I,evol Of Service Modulo:
Uniform Dol: 0.0 0.0 0.0 1].1 0.0 10.1 0.018.6 0.0 0.019.4 0.0
IncremntDol: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.40 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.000.85 0.00 0.00.0.85 0.00
Delay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 0.0 9.6 0.016.2 0.0 0.0'16.3 0.0
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1I.djOol/Voh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 0.0 8.6 0.0 16.2 0.0 0.0 16.3 0.0
DesiQnQuouo: 0 0 0 30 0 4 0 3D 0 0 IS 0.................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound Wost Bound
Movemont: L· T • R LT· R L· T R L·" R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOpa Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulel
Lanosl 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Lane Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R xxxx T xxxx xxxx T xxxx
ILnslnCrps: 0 0 . 0 2 0 I 0 2 0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lano Width: 12 12. 12 12 12 2] 12 13 12 12 13 12
, Hev Veh: O· 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ ·2\ 0\ 0\
ParkinQ/Hr: No No No No
Bue Stp/Hr: 0 0 0 0
Area Type: < < < < < < < < < Other > > > > > > )0 )0 > )0 )0

Cnft Ped/llr: 0 0 0 0
BxcluelvoRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
HeMOpe ffrtl and fUtl Adj Case Module:
f(rtl Case I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
f Uti Caso: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICMOpe Saturation Adj Modulel
Ln wid II.dj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.)7 xxxx 1. 0] xxxxx xxxx 1.03 xxxxx
lIov Yah Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Grade Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Parkinq Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1. 00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Bus Stp Adj 1 xxxx XXXX xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1,00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx .x:cxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMBat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.17 1.00 1.0] 1.00 1.00 1.0] 1.00
Usr Bat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fnl Bat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.11 1.00 1.0] 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjuatment Pactor Modulo:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No )0 > )0 > > > > > > > > > )0 > :> :>
Si9nal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated :>:>:> :> > )0 > > > > :> :> :>
DolMjFctrl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.B5 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.00.................................................................................

TraUb 7.1.0427 (c) 199B Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SANDIBGO, CA Traffix 7.1.0427 lei 1998 DoIoIl1nqAssoc. Licensed to LLG. BANDIEGO, CA
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r.evet Of servtcc COllIputatlon Report
1994 lIeH Operations Method IBlIse Volume Alternativo)................ .. " ..

Intorsect! n .5 SR 61 Northbound/MlIoploview Street
........................ lOt ..

Cycle teect s 180' Critical VOl./ClIP, IX)
1.058 Time (so 12 (Y-tR '" 4 sec) Avenu~e Delay (seely I:
Optimal Cycle: 180 Level Of aervtce r........................................................
Approach: South Bound West Bound
Movoment: L T R L T - R L R L' T • R

············1······ ·······.11 ···.·····11······ ········11···············1
Control: Prot ted Protected Spi Phase Split Phase
Ri9hts: nvr Include Includo Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
r.anes • 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
············1············· ·11···············11 ··············11···············1
Volume Module:
aaec Vol: 580 2280 210 250 70 190 190 350
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1, 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00
Initial 8so: 580 2280 210 250 70 780' 180 350
User Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PIIF Adi: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volume: 644 25]] 2]] 218 66 861 200 ]]1
Roduct Vol: 0 0 a a a 0 0 0
Reducod Vol: 644 25]) 2]) 278 66 867 200 ]]1
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.001.00 1.00 1.051.05 1.00
Final Vol.: 644 2660 1795 60 2298 6 2]] 279 66 910 210 ]31

············1···············11·· 11···············11········ .. ·····1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.89 1.07 1.39 0.90 0.96 1.30
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.650.]5 1.00
pinal Sat.: 1685 4053 2 0 2226 4053 1615 168 2090 26]8 2801 646 2476
············1··········· ···11···············11····· ·········11···············1
Capacity Analysis Modu
Vol/Sat: 0.l80.6 0.270.51 0.15 0.320.32 0.1]
Crit Hovos:
Green/Cycle: 0.25 0.66 0.180.]1 0.31 0.09 0.210.21 0.21
Volume/Cap: 1.51 .48 1.29 1.48 1.51 0.39 1.51 1.46 .27 1.51 1.51 0.62
············1··· ···········11···············11············ ··11···············1
Level Of Servi Module:
Uniform Del: .1 38.0 23.] 55.942.8 31.] 62.162.1 48.7
Incrcmntllcl' 27.5 ]6417].7 ]80.] 41] 0.2460.] 371 1.6
Dolay Mj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Ve 471.0 39619].5427.8 449 26.85Il.l 4)0 4].0
User 00 dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel eh: 471.0 ]9619].5427.8 449 26.8513.1 4)0 43.0
Desiq eue: 5) 181 81 54 171 15 22 26 27........ .. ..

Tra[fix 7.1.0427 lc) 1998 Dowlin" Assoc. Liconsed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations MethOd

Base Volume Alternative

" SR 67 Northbound/Map1eview Street............................ . ..
Approach: South Bound
Movement: L· 'I' • R L· 'I' R L· T
············1······· ·······11···············11············
HeM Ops Adjusted Lane tilh:ation Module:
Lanes: 1 0 2 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 1
Lane Group: L T R L T R L'I' LT R
IILnsInGrps: 1 2 1 1 2 1 I 1 1 2 2 1
•••••••••.•. J .•.••••••••••• 1···············11····· ·········11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj odule:
Lane Width: 10 14 :n 19
\ nev Veh: 0
Gr'ade: 0\
Pnkinq/Hr: No
Bus Stp/Hn 0
Area Type:
Cnft Ped/Hn 0
ExcluoiveRT: Include
, RT Prtct: 0
············1···············11····
HeH Ops f (r't) and f Uti Adj Caso odulel
f (rtl Case: xxxx xxxx :I x x xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f (1 t) Case: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 4 4 xxxx
············1··········,···· ···············11· ·············11···············1
HCMoce Saturation Adj Mod 0:
Ln wid Adj: 0.93 1.07 0 1.23 1.07 1.00
Hov Voh Adj: 1,00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parkin" Adj 1 xxxx x 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
BUB Stp Adj: XllXX 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj: 1.0 1..00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00
RT Adj: 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxx x xxxx
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 Xxxx
HeH Sat Mjl 1.17 1.07 0.85 0.89 1.10
Usr Sat Ad 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00
HLP Sat A 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Pnl Sat dj: 0.89 1.07 1.10 1.17 1.07 0.85 0.89 1.10 1.39 O. 0,0.96 1.30
...... ·····1···············11···············11···············11··· ···········1
Delay. Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coor inated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No »::>::>::>::>::>::>::>)>)>::>::> ;It{:'' > >
Siq al Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > ::> > ::> ::>::> !:::> > ::>
Del djFctr: 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85................................................................................................

15
o

0\
No

o

11 10 "o
0\
No

o,,,

2.

>::>::»» ,,
o 0

Include Include
o 0

·11···············11···············1

0.93 1.00
1. 00 1. 00
1. 00 1. 00
xxxx xxxx
xxxx xxxx
1.00 1.00

1.53
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.85

xxxxx

Traffix 1.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlin9 Assoc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of servrce Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method taeee Volume Alternativel................................................................................. Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report

1994 nCM Operations Method
aeee voruec Alternative..................................................................................Intorsection 117 SR 67 NO/Winter Gardens Boulevard (Miti911tionl................................................................................ Intersection 17 SR 61 NO/Winter Gardens Boulevard IMitiqationl................................................................................Cyclo (soc): 80 Critical Vol,/Cap. (Xl: 0.872

Loss Time teecj r 12 IYtR '" 4 secj Avecaqe Dolay (scc/veh): 12.6
Optimo1 Cycle: 88 Level Of Service: B................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound

Movement: L· T • R L·"· R L· or R L' T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1

. HCMOps AdjUBtod Lane Utilizot!on Module:
Lones: 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group I xxxx T xxx x xxxx T xxxx L xxxx R xxxx xxxx xxxx
IILnsInGrps: 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
" Hov ven. 2 2 2 0
GradOI +2\ ·2\ t2\ 0\
Parkinq/Hr: No No No No
8uS Stp/llr: 0 0 0 0
Area Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < Other> > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hrl 0 0 0 0
Hxclus!veRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps f (rt) and f Uti Adj Caso Module!
f lrt) ceee. xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx
(It) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops !laturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Ad1: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Hev Veh Adjl xxxx 0.98 xxxxx xxxx 0.98 xxxXJC 0.98 xxxx 0.98 xxxx xxx x xxxxx
Grado Adj: xxxx 0.99 xxxxx xxxx 1.01 xxxxx 0.99 xxxx 0.99 xxxx xXXJCxxxxx
ParkinQ Adj: xxxx 1.00 xJ!:xxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Bus Stp Adjl xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Area Adj: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx 1•00 xxxx 1 . 00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 'Xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adj: 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.82 1.00 1.00 1.00
Usr Sat Adj I 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
HLP Sat Adj: 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 1.00 0.97 ~'OO 1.000.99 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.82 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Modulo:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Signal Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjPctr: 0.000.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.000.00 0.00................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wast Bound
Movement: L· T R L T R L· T R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
ccnt.ror , Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Min. Groon: a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
t.enee I 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 I 0 0 0 1 0 '0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 0 8S0 0 0 970 0 210 0 280 0 0 0
Growth Mi: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1,00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bso: 0 8S0 0 0 970 0 210 a 280 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
PH!" Mj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP Volumo: 0 944 0 0 1078 0 2]) 0 264 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced VOir 0 944 0 0 1078 0 2]) 0 264 0 0 0
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MI.F Mj: 1.001.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 0 992 a 0 1078 0 2)) 0 264 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11················1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.82 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanos: 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.000.00 0.00
Final Sal.: 0 3688 0 0 1881 0 1752 0 1568 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysill Modulo I
Vol/Sat: 0.000.27 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.17 0.000.00 0.00
Cdt Movos:
Green/Cyclol 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.000.00 0.00
vo1ume/cDp: 0.00 0 . .41 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.00 0.69 0.00 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Unlform Dol: 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 8.4 0.0 22.8 0.0 2].8 0.0 0.0 0.0
IncremntDeI: 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 S.l 0.0 4.0 0.0 16.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dolay Mjl 0.000.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00
Delay/Vohr 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.012.2 0.0 23.4 0.0 ]6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
User DelAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 12.2 0.0 23.4 0.0 36,'3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Desi9nQueuo: 0 16 0 0 19 0 9 0 10 0 0 0...................................................................................

Trlllffix 7.1.0417 lc) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA TraU!x 7.1.04:17 lcl 1998 OowlinQ Assoc. [,icensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeMooeret tons Method tuese Volume Alternative)

** * .

Level Of Servico Detailed Computation Report
t 994 HeMOperations Hethod

Base Volume Altornative
Intorsection 118 SR 67 NB/Lakeside Avenue IHItiqationl................................................................................................... " .. ........................................................................... " .
Cycle (soc): 180 cr rt tce t Vol./Cap. (XI: 1.985
Loss Timo taect r 12 (Y-t-R "" 4 sec) Average Delay tsec/venj r 1272.1
Optimal Cycle: 100 uevet Of Service: F................................................................................................................................

Intersection 118 SR 61 NB/Lakeside Avenue IMItiqation)................................................................ "'''' .. ''' ."'''' .. "' "'''' ..
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Includo Includo
Hin. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 I 0 0 0 0 1 0 I 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
Base vol: 60 2110 0 0 2700 470 320 0 60 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial ases 60 2770 0 0 2100 470 320 0 60 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PHP Volume: 67 3078 a 0 3000 4<44 356 0 57 O· 0 0
Reduct Vol: a 0 a a a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 67 3078 0 0 3000 444 356 0 51 0 0 0
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MI.P Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
pinal Vol.: 6" 3018 0 0 3000 444 ]56 a 57 0 0 a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saluration Plow Module:
Sal/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.83 0.93 1.00 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.000.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 1652 186] a a 186] 1583 1110 a 1583 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capaci ty Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 1.65 0.00 0.00 1.61 0.28 0.200.00 0.04 0.000.00 0.00
Cdt Hovos:
Green/Cycle: 0.02 0.83 0.00 0.000.81 0.81 0.100.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Volume/Cap: 1.98 1.99 0.00 0.00 1.98 0.]5 1.980.00 0.]6 0.00 0.00 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 67.011.5 0.0 0.012.9 3.4 61.5 0.0 57.] 0.0 0.0 0.0
IncrcmntDol: 1612 1353 0.0 0.0 1349 0.1 1400 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.850.00 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00
Delay/veh, 1669 136) 0.0 0.0 1360 2.9 1453 0.0 49.3 0.0·0.0 0.0
User DeiAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDcl/Veh: 1669 IJ6J 0.0 0.0 1360 2.9 1453 0.0 49.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
nesiqnOueue: 7 90 0 0 97 9 34 0 5 0 0 0................................................... "' "' "' .

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T • R LT· R L - T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
1ICMope Adjustod Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 a 1 1 0 0 a 1 0 0 0 0 a
Lane Groupl L T xxxx: xxxx T R I. xxxx R xxxx xxxx xxxx
ILnsInGrps: 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMCps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12: 12 12 12 12: 12 12: 12 12 12 12
\ Hev ven. 2 2 2 a
Gradel 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Hrl No No No No
Bus Stp/Hrl 0 0 0 0
Area Typel < < < < < Other > " " > > "
Cnft Pcd/Hn 0 0 a a
ExclusivCRTI Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct I 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM ope f(rtl and fUtl- Adj Case Module:
f Irtl caae r xxxx xxxx xxx x: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx
f III I ceee I 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.93 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xx:xx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
nev Vah Adj: 0.980.98 xxxxx xxxx 0.98 0.98 0.98 xxxx 0.98 xxxx xxx x xxxxx
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Parking Adj: xxxx 1.00 ·xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 XXXX XXIIII xxx xx
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 IIXXX XIIXX 1.00 IIXXX IIxKx xxxxx
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 ·xxxxK xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
RT Adj, xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx.'!-Xxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx Xx.xxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HeM Sat Adj: 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.83 0.93 1.00 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.OO 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 0.870.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.8l 0.93 1.00 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < c. < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
8i9nolll Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > " > > " > >
DolAdjPctr: 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.000.00 0.00......"'''''''''' ''' "' "' "' "' "'''' '''.

Traffix 1.1.0421 Ie) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 1.1. 0421 lcl 1998 Dow'linq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA



vce r 2015

Scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Goomotcy:
Impact Faa:
Tell'" Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
Conl tcurer.tom

Tue Jan 12, 1999 13:27:42 sace 1·1 year 2015 Tuo Jan 12, 1999 13:27:42

Scenario Ropor t, Impact Analysis Report
Lovel ol Serviceyear 2015

year 2015
year 2015
ex ie t Inq
Def eu t t, Impact Foe
Dofault Trip Generation
Defaul t Trip Distribution
Default Paths
Default Routes
Default Confiquratlon

Intersection sese
Doll VI

LOS Veh C
C 23.60.5191 E1 Nopa1/Maqnolia Stroet

TroCfix 7.1.0427 (c l 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA

Future
Dell vi

LOS Veh C
C 23.60.519

Paqc 2-1

Chanqo
in

0.000 D/V

Tuffix 1.1.0421 tct 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA
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year 20IS 'rue Jan 12, 1999 13:21:42 Page )-1 year 2015 tee Jan 12, 1999 13:27:42 Paqe 4-1

t.ovct Of Service Computation Report
19::0.. IICM Operations Mathod (Raso Volume Alternative)

" ••••••••• " '" •••••• I •••••••••• '" ••••••••• """""""" ••• """"""""" •• """"""""""""" •• """"

Lovel Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Mothod

Base Volumo Alternativo
""""""""" .. ,,"." "" " """"" "" .. """"" ..""" "" .." ..""""" .."rnrersect tcn 'II £1 NopaljMa9nolia Street

."" •• """""""""""" •• """""""""""" .. """"" .. " .. """""""""""""""""" ••• "" IO""" .. " •• """""""""
Cycle (sec):
r.ona Time t sec l r
Optimal Cycle:

130 Critical Vol./Cap, (X):
12 CY-t-R= 4 sec) Averago Dolay tsec/vcm •
43 Level or Service:

0.519
23.6

c

Intorsection 11 El Nopal/Magnolia Streot................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R LT· R L T R L T R

···r···············II···············II···············1I··· ··1
Protected Protected Protected Protected

Include Include Include Include
o 0 0 0 0 0

011010110 10010 10010
··········11···············11···············11···············1

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Round
Movement: L· T • R LT' R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICMcce Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 a 1 1 0 1 a 1 1 a 1 a a 0 1 0 a a
Lane Group: L RT RT L RT RT t, RT RT L RT RT
IILnslnGrps: 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
··:·········1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10
\ aev Vah: 2
Grade: 0\
Parking/llr: No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0
Area Typo:
Cnft Ped/llr: 0 0 0 0
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include rnc iude
, RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMops f (rt) and r Iltl Adj Case Module:
f (rt) Case: xxxx 5 5 X)(XX 5 5 xxxx 5 xxxx
f lltl Case: 1 xxxx XXXlt 1 xxxx xxxx 1 XXXlt xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Op:l Saturation Adj Modulo:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.931.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00 0.~3 1.00 1.00
Hev Veh Adj: 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98
Grade Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 XXXl<1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx 0.96 0.96 xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx 0.93 0.93 xxxx 0.93 0.93
L'l' Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx XlCXXX
HCMSat Adj: 0.87 0.94 0.94 0.870.97 0.97 0.870.91 0.91 0.810.91 0.91
Usr Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLF Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 0.870.94 0.94 0.810.91 0.91 0.870.91 0.91 0.870.91 0.91
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustmont Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjFctr: 0.85 0.85 0.95 0.950.95 0.95 0.850.85 0.95 0.85 0.95 0.85
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,o •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

12
2

O.
No

o

12 '0 12
2

O.
No

o

Control:
Riqhls:
Min. Green:
r.anoar 1

·1···
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 150 488 230 92 265 23 15 59 58 161 144 153
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 I. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial nnor 150 488 230 92 265 23 15 59 58 161 144 153
User Mj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
PIIP Mj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 167 542 211 102 294 22 17 66 55 179 160 145
Reduct vol: 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced vct : 167 542 211 102 294 22 17 66 55 179 160 145
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HI,F Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.001.05 1.05 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 167 569 228 102 309 23 17 66 55 179 160 145
············r···············II···············II···············11···············1
Saturation PloW' Module:
Sill/Lano: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustmenl: 0.8'1 0.94 0.94 0.8'1 0.97 0.97 0.81 0.91 0.91 0.87 0.91 0.91
r.eneer 1.00 1.43 0.57 1,00 1.86 0.14 1.000.55 0.45 1,000.52 0.48
Final Sat.· 1652 2553 1023 1652 3433 256 1652 945 787 1652 909 824

1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sal: 0.100.22 0.22 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.01 0.07 0.07 0.11 0.18 0.18
Crit Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.29 o.n 0.43 0.120.26 0,26 0.020.14 0.14 0.220.34 0.34
Volume/Cap: 0.35 0.52 0.52 0.520.35 0.35 0.52 0.50 0.50 0.500.52 0.52
.......... ·1 II. ...·11· II I

Lovel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 27.720.7 20.1 40.929.9 29.9 48.039.2 39.2 33.826.2 26.2
IncremntDel: 0.2 0.3 0.3 2.0 0.1 0.1 10.0 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.1
Delay Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Veh: 237 17.8 17.8 36.725.5 25.5 50.834.7 34.7 29.122.9 22.9
User OeiAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 23.717.8 17.8 36.725.5 25.5 50.834.7 34.7 29.722.9 22.9
DeRiqnQueuc: 9 25 10 7 11 J 1 4 3 10 8 7................................................................................

12 '0 12
2

O.
No

o

12

< Other

TraHix 7.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dow'ting Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA TraHix 7.1.0427 (cl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIBGO. CA



2015 w/mJtiqation PM

acene r Io •

Command:
Volumo:
Geometry:
Impact Foo:
Trip Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
Conf!gurationl

Non Nov 23. 1999 09:29:51 Page 1·1 2015 w/mitiqation PH Mon Nov 23. 1998 08:29:51

Scenario Report
2015 w/mitiqation PM

Impact Analysis Report
Levol Of service

2015 w/mitiqation PH
2015 w/mitiqation PM
w/mitiqation
Default Impact Fee
Default Trip Generation
Default Trip Distribution
Default Path"
De£aul t Routes
Dofault Configuration

Intersection Base
Dol/ VI

I.OS Veh C
• 8 SR 67 HB/Lakeside Avenue (MIti D 39.8 1.054

Tuf£ix 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, BAN DIEGO. CA

Paqe 2·1

Future Chanqe
Dol/ VI in

LOS Veh C
n 39.81.054 + 0.000 D/Y

Traffix 7.1.0427 fc) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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2015 w/mitlqation PM Hon Nov 23, 1998 08:29151 Paqo ),1 2015 w!mitiqation PH Mon Nov 2). 199808,29151 Paqo "-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

.... " .. 10 '" .

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 IICH Operations Method

Base Volume Alternative
Intersection ae 9R 67 NB/Lakeside Avenue (Hltiqation)
.......................................... t 10 to. ..

............... o. t '"••••••••

Cycle lsoc): 180 Critical Vol./Cap. txtl 1.054
Loss Time teect r 12 (Y+R" .. eect AvouQo Delay Csoc/vehl: ]9.8
Optimal Cycle: 180 Level Of Service: D................................................................................

Intersection #8 9R 67 NO/Lakeside Avenue (HItiQation)................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: LT· R L T R LT· R L·· T R
············,··············.11.·· ..... ·······,,···············1'···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: a 0 a 0 0 0 0
t.anea . I 0 2 0 0 a a 2 a 1 1 a a a 1 a 0 a a 0
············,···············1,···············1,···············11···············1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 60 2770 0 0 2700 470 l20 0 60 0 a a
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial uec r 60 2770 0 0 2700 470 l20 a 60 a a 0
USer Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIIP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 67 l078 0 0 lOOO 444 l56 0 57 0 a a
Reduct Vol: a a a 0 0 a a 0 0 a a a
Reduced Vol: 61 l018 0 0 lOOO 444 356 a 51 a a a
PCI'.:Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLl' Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final ver.: 61 3232 0 a 3150 444 356 0 51 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11········,······1
Saturation Plow ModUle:
Sat/I,lIne: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.871.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.18 1.24 1.00 1.11 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.002.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 1652 3974 a 0 3914 1418 2]59 a 2217 a 0 0

····1···············1,···············11···············,,···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.79 O.lO 0.15 0.00 O.Ol 0.000.00 0.00
Crit Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.04 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 0:00 0.00
Volume/Cap: 1.05 1.0] 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.40 1.05 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
I.evel Of Service Modulo:
Uniform Del: 65.8 14.] 0.0 0.011.0 6.0 58.6 0.0 51.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
IncremntDoll110.1 19.7 0.0 0.028.3 0.1 54.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 '0.0 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.000.00 0.00
Delay/Veh: 166.031.9 0.0 0.042.7 5.3104.5 0.0 43.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
User DeiAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDol/Vch: 166.031.9 0.0 0.0 42.1 5.3104.5 0.0 43.8 0.0.0.0 0.0
DcsignOueue: 7 81 0 a 100 11: l2 0 5 a 0 a................................................................................

Approach: Noeth Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L· T • R L· T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············1,········ .. ·····11············· .. 1,··.. ···········,
HCMOps Adjusted Lano Utilization Modulo:
Lanos: 1 0 2 a 0 0 a 2 a 1 1 0 0 a 1 a 0 a 0 a
tene Group: L T xx)tX xxxx T. R L XX)(x R xxxx xxxx xxxx
#LnslnGrps: I 2 a a 2 I I a 1 0 0 a
············1···· .. ·········11···············1,· ...... ········1,·········· .... ·1
HCMOps Input saturet.tcn Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 14 12 12 14 10 22 11: 24 12 12 12
\ lIev ven- 2 2 2 2
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkino/Hr: No No No No
Bus atp/He: a 0 a 0
Aroa TypO I e Other
Cnft Pod/Hr: a 0 0 a
ExclusiveRT: Includo Include Includo Include
\; RT Prtct: a 0 a 0
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
HeH oce f (rtl and f Clt) Adj Case Modulel
f (ct' ceeer xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX XXKJC 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx
f lIt' Case: 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············"···· .. ·········11···············1,···············1
HCH Cps Saturation Adj Modulo:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.93 1.07 xxxxx xxxx 1.07 0.93 1.J] xxxx 1.40 xxxx xxxx xxx xx
Hev veh Adj: 0.980.98 xxxxx xxxx 0.98 0.98 0.98 xxxx 0.98 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Parkino Adj: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xx)tX xxxx 1. 00 xxxx xxxx 1. 00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
RT Adj I xxxx XXXX xxxxx xxxx XXXX 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Mj: 0.87 1.05 1.00·1.001.05 0.78 1.24 1.00 1.11 1.001.00 l.00
Uar Sat Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00
HLP Sat Mj: 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.87 1.05 1.00 1.001.05 0.18 1.24 1.00 1.17 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Dolay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,.,.,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,.
DolAdjPctr: 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.0427 (cJ 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 1.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dowlin9 Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, ell



EXISTING PH

sccee r tc i

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Feo:
Trip Genoratlon:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
noutca •
Configuration:

Mon NoY 23, 199001:34:06 Pago 1·1 EXISTING PH Han Nov 23, 1990 01: 34: 06 Paqo 2·1

Scenario Report
EXISTING PM

................................................................................
Impact Analyslo Report

t.evet Of seevtce

rnrereect.tcn aeee Puturo ChBnli/O
Dell V/ Dell V/ In

LOS Veh C LOS Vah C
RIVERSIDE DRIVB/RIVERPORD ROAD • 38.9 1.280 • 38.9 1.280 .. 0.000 VIc

RIVERSIDE DRIVEl PAl... ROW DRIVE B ••• 0.4)g B ••• 0 ... 39 0.000 Dlv

RIVERSIDE DRIVB/VISTA .CAMINO C B .s 0.000 C B .s 0.000 .. 0.000 VIC

RIVERSIDE DRIVEl LAKESIDE AVENU B 0.' 0.000 B 0.' 0.000 .. 0.000 VIC

LAKESIDE AVENUB/VALLB VISTA RD C 1.7 0.000 C 1.7 0.000 .. 0.000 VIC

LAkESIDE AVENUE/CHANNEI, ROAD C 5.30.00a C 5.30.0an .. 0.000 VIC

CIIANNEL ROAO/w,PLBVIEW STREET C 11.0 0.863 C 11.00.863 .. 0.000 vrc

8 WOODSIDE AVENUE/CHANNEL ROAD C 15.8 0.535 C 15.8 0.535 .. 0.000 DIV

9 WOODSIDE AVENUE/wINTER GARDENS D 30.5 0.069 D 30.5 0.869 .. 0.000 DIy

10 WOODSIDEAVENUE/RIVERFORD ROAD B 13.8 0.613 B 13.80.673 .. 0.000 DIV

II RIYERPORD ROADI51 ~B RAMPS D 1.3 0.000 D 1.3 0.000 • 0.000 VIC

12 RtvERPORD ROAD/wooDSIDE ROAD N B ••• 0.000 B ••• 0.000 + 0.000 vIC

EXISTING PH
EXISTING PH
EXISTING PH
Default Impact Fee
Default Trip Generation
Default Trip Distribution
Default Paths
Default Routos
Default Configuration

Trafflx 1.1.0421 eel 1990 DowlinQ Assoc. Licenaod to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 1.1.0421 fc) 1998 oc""linq ASBOC. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CA
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EXISTING PH Hon Nov 23. 1998 07: l4: 06 PallO 3·1 BXISTING PH Hon Nov 23, 1998 01:34:06

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeM" ,Way Stop Method tueee Volume Alternative)

"'"'"',."',. '""' •• "' ••••• ,. •• ,."' ••• "' ,o,o"'"'"'"'o, .. o,"' •••••••••• "',. o,"' ••• ,."'"'"'"'"'."'o,,o
Intersection 11 RIVERSIDE DRIVE/RIVERFORD ROAD

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternativel

"',."',o"'"' •• o,,.."',."'.*o,"'o,"' ••• "'"'"' •• "' •• ,."'"',. ... "'"',."' ••• "'"'o, •••• "' ••••• o, ••• "'"' •• ,. •••••• "' •••••••

Intersection 1i12 RIVERSIDB DRIVE/PALM ROW DRIVE
o,o,"'"'o,o,,."' •• ,."'"'"' t"' •• "'•••• o, "',.."' ••• to,."'"' ••••••• ,. ••••••••• "',o"'"'"'"'.*,. ••••• o, ••• "'

Cycle tsect • 40 Critical Vol./Cap, eX) I 0.439
LoS8 Time (secl: 9 IY-tR. .. sec) Averllqe Delay lsoc/vehll 6.4
Optimal Cycle: 30 Level Of serv tce r B................................................................................

Cycle teect • 1 Critical VoL/Cap. IXI: 1.290
1.08s Time lsocl: ] (Y'+R a 4 sec) aveeece Delay (sec/vehl: 38.9
Optimal Cycle: 0 Level Of Service: H.............. .
Approach: North Bound South Bound Eaat Bound Weat Bound
Movemont: I. T R r.· T R L - T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Stop 9i9n Stop Siqn Stop Si9n Stop Siqn
Ri9hls: Include Include Include Include
t.anes : 0 0 1 0 I I 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 I
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1999 « PH PEAK
Base Vol: 0 283 358 269 187 0 0 0 0 241,' 0 206
Growth Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bael 0 283 358 269 187 0 0 a 0 241 0 206
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1, 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIIF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 0 314 398 299 209 0 0 0 0 269 0 229
Reduct VOl: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 314 398 299 209 0 0 0 0 269 0 229
PeE Adjl 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00.1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 0 314 398 299 209 0 0 0 0 268 0 229
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 311 311 311 437 437 4]1 0 0 0 357. 351 351
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00.1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 0 311 311 431 431 0 0 0 0 357 0 351
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.001.01 1.28 0.680.48 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.750.00 0.64
Crit Haves:
ApproachV/S: 1.14 0.58 xxxxx 0.70
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
r.cvet Of Service Module:
Delay/Veh: 0.046.4 129.4 13.5 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.3 0.0 11,t
nelay Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.046.4 129.4 13.5 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.3 0.0 11.f.
LOS by Movo: F F C B C C
AllproachDel: 17.5 9.1 xxxxxx 14.1
LOS by Appr: F B F C................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement I LT· R L T R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
RiQhts: Include Include Include Include
Hin. Greon: 0 0 0 7 0 1 1 7
Lanes: a 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 I I 0 1 0 a 0 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulo: » Count Date: 16 Jul 1998 «
Base Vol: a a 0 20 0 127 205 H7 0 0 100 18
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bae: 0 0 0 20 0 127 205 H7 0 0 100 18
User Mjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
PIlP Adj: 0.90 0.90, 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIlP Volume: 0 0 0 22 0 120 228 491 O· 0 333 17
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 0 0 22 0 120 229 497 0 0 3J3 17
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00' 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pinal Vol. I 0 0 0 22 0 120 228 497 0 0 33J 17
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Modulo:
Sat/Lane I 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.00 0.81 0.84 0.94 1,00 1.000.95 0.80
Lanes: 0.000.00 0.00 1.000.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Final Sat. I 0 0 0 1604 0 1538 1604 1795 0 0 1810 1526
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat I 0.000.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 O.OB 0.14 6:28 0.00 0.000.18 0.01
Crit Moves I
Green/Cyclel 0.000.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.260.60 0.00 0.000.3t 0.14
Volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.080.00 0.t5 0.54 0.46 0.00 0.000.54 0.03
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 11.2 9.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 8.1 6.1
IncremntOel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0
Delay Adjl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.B5 0.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.B5
Delay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0 10.3 9.3 3.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 5.1
User DelAdjl 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDol!Vehl 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0 10.1 9.1 ],1 0.0 0.0 1.1 5.1
DesiqnOueue: 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 5 0 0 5 0................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.0427 fc) 1998 oowlinQ "SBOC. Licensod to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CA 'I'raffix 7.1.0t21 Ic} 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 IICN Oporat ions Method

Due Volume Alternative

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMUnolqnaHzod Method (Base Volume Alternativel................................................................................

Intorsection 112 RIVERSIDEDRIVE/PALMROW DRIVB
•••••••••••••• ""'" I'"""""", ••• I ••• I ••••••••••••• I ••••••••••• , ••••••••••

Approach: North Dound South Bound !'last Bound Wost Bound
Movement: I. T R L or R L· T R L T R
············\···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICHOps Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 0 0 0 a 0 I 0 0 0 1 1 0 I 0 a 0 0 1 0 1
Lone Group: XIOCX XXXX XXXX I. xxxx R L T xxxx or R
IILnsInGrps: 0 0 0 1 0 I 1 1 a 0 I 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lnne Width; 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ ucv Veh: 0 5 5 5
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
ParkinQ/llr: No No No No
8us Slp/Ur: 0 0 :z 2
Area Typo; < Other>
Cnft Ped/llrl 0 10 10 10
BxclusivcR1': Include Include Include Includo
\ RT lOrtct: 0 0 a 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps f frtl and f (It) Ad:! Case Modulol
f(rtl Casol xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
f(ltl Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx I xxxx xKXX XKKXXKKX xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
I,n wid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00 0.93 1.00 xxxxx xxxx l.00 1.00
!fev Veh Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx 0.95 0.950.95 xxxxx xxxx 0.95 0.95
Grade Ad:!: xxxx xux xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1. 00 1.00 1.00 XXXXXXKXX1.00 1.00
Parking' Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxx x xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 0.99 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.99
Aroa Adjl xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1. 00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adjl xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HeM Sat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.00 0.81 0.940.94 1.00 1.000.95 0.00
Usr Sat Adjl 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
I-'nl Sat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.00 0.81 0.84 0.94 1.00 1.000.95 0.80
.· ·1· ·· ··11.. ·.·····.·····11··.· ········11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > :> > > > > > > >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DolAdjFctr: 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.850.8S 0.00 0.000.85 0.85
.................... """"""""" t •• t ... It ••••• t I .... I •••••••••••••• I ••••••••••

Intersection n RIVERSIDEDRIVE/VISTACAMINO................................................................................
Averaoe Delay (sec/veh) I 0.6 Worst caee Lovel Of Sorvice: C
•••••••••••••• I •••••••••••••••••• I t ••••••••••••••••• I ••••••••

Approach: North Bound South Bound E88t Bound West Bound
Movement: L· or • R LT· R L· T R LT· R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Stop Sion Stop Sion Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Riqhtsl Include Includo Include Include
Lanos: 0 0 a 0 a 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 0
············1···············11···············11········"·'···11···'··"·"'···1
votuee Module: » Count Date: 16 Jul 199B «
Baso Vol I 0 0 0 8 0 43 64 394 0 0 ]0] 2
Growth Ad:!: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 0 0 8 0 41 641 394 0 0 30J 2
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIIP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PIIP VOIUmGI 0 0 0 9 0 48 11 438 0 0 337 2
Reduct Vol I 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol.: 0 0 0 9 0 48 11 438 a 0 337 2
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted vctuee Module:
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cars I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ 'l'ruck/Combl xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adjl 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00
CycliCal' PCEI xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxx:x xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCBI xxxx XXXX: xxxx xxx:x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol,: 0 0 0 10 0 5] 78 438 0 0])1 2
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Cap Modulo:
Moveup Timetxxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxx:x xxxx: xxx:xx
Critical Gp:x:xxxx xxxx xx:xxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Modulo: .•
Cnflict Vall xxxx xxxx xxxxx 847 xxxx 338 339 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx: xxxxx ]42 xxxx 934 1192 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Capl xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Movo Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx ]20 xxxx 934 1182 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Del: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 11.6 xxxx 4.1 ).2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Hove: • • I C A A. I

MovementI LT • LTR . RT LT· LTR RT L'I'· LTR . RT L'l"· LTR . R'l'
Sharod Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shed StpDol: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxJCXXxxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOSI " •••••• •
ApproachDel: 0.0 5.2 0.5 0.0

Trafflx ".1.0427 (cl 1998 Dowllnq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SANDIEGO. CA Trafflx 1.1.0427 fc) 1999 Dowlinq Assoc. Liconsod to LLG, SANDIEGO, CA

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
EXISTING PH Mon Nov 23, 1998 01134:06 Paqe 1·1 EXISTING PH Mon Nov 23, 1998 01:)4:06 Paqo 8-1

Level of Service Computation Report
1994 HeM UneiC)nalized Mothod taeec voruee Alternativol..............................................................................................................................

Intersection 114 RIVERSIDE DRIVE/LAKESIDE AVENUE

Levol Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeHUnsi9ntllized Method (Base Volume Alternative). .

Intersection 15 LAKESIDE "VENUH/VALLE VISTA ROAD
............................................................... o. IO ..

.............. " * ,.,. ,.•• ,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.
Avoraqo Delay Isoc/voh); 0.9 Worst Case Level Of Service I D........ ,. ,.,.,. ,..,.,. ,..,. ,.,.,.,.,. ,..,..,. ,.,.,.,.,.,.,..,. .,..,.,. ,.,.,.,.,.,. ..,. .. Averaqo Oolay (sec/vah): 1. 7 Worst ceee Level Of Service; C

..,. ,. ••••••• ,.,.,..,.,.,.,. ••• ,.,. ••• ,. ••••• ,.,.,.,. .,..,.,. ••••• ,. "" •• ,.1> •• 1>,.1> .,..,. ,.,. ••••• ,. •• 1>,. •••••

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L - T R L T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
ccnt ror r Slop stcn Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Riqhts: Includo Include Include Channel
Lanes; 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············1
Volume Hodulo; » Count Date; 16 Jul 1998 « PH PEAK
Base Vol: 0 0 0 5B 0 2 10 303 0 0 299 113
Growth Adj; 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial 8so: 0 a 0 S8 0 2 10 303 a 0 288 113
User Mj; 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIIP'Mi: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volume: 0 0 0 64 0 2 11 337 0 0 320 126
Reduct vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 0 0 0 64 0 2 II 337 0 0 320 126
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grado; 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Carlll xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb; xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XxxX XXXX XXXK
PCB Mj: 1.101.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 LID 1.00 1.00
Cycl/Car peE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.; 0 0 0 71 0 2 12 337 0 0 320 126
·····.·· .... 1.. ·············11·····.··· .. ·... 1,···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
HovcUp Ti.mo:xKxxX xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp;xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············1,··········,·····11···············1
Cilpacity Module;
Cnf I ict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 669 xxxx )20 320 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potcnt Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 435 XlOtX 953 1207 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.99 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Move C"p.: )(XXX xxx x xxxxx 430 XlOtX 953 1207 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXXxx
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············,
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Dol: XXl()(X xxxx XXXXX 9. B xxxx
LOS by Move: ,. ,. • B
Movement; LT . LTR . RT LT· LTR
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxx
Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx XXXxx xxxxx xxxx
Shared LOS: • ,. ,. ,.
ApproachDol: 0.0 9.6 0.1 0.0

Approach; North Bound South Bound east Bound West Bound
Movement; L· T • R L T R I.· T R L· T • R

············1···············1,···············1,···············11···············1
Control: Stop 8io-n Stop Siqn UncontrOlled Uncontrolled
Riqhts: Include Include Includo Channel
Laneo: 0 0 0 0 a 1 0 a 0 1 0 1 0 0 a 0 0 1 a 1
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············1
Volume Module: ,.,. Count Date: 16 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
Base Vol; 0 0 0 70 0 S4 90 291 0 0 347 lOB
Growth Adj; 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 LOa 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 l.00
Initial Bse: 0 a 0 70 0 54 80 291 0 0 341 109
User Adj: l.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 LOa l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIlP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PHP VolUmOI (I 0 0 7B 0 60 89 312 0 0 386 120
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 (I a 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol.: 0 0 0 78 0 60 89 312 0 0 386 120
············1···············,,···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volumo Modulo:
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
'Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj: 1.10 l.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 l.10 1.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PCEI xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trcl</Cmb PCB: xxxx xxxx .xxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj VOl.1 (I 0 0 86 0 66 98 312 0 0 386 120
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Critical Gap Modulo:
MovoUp Time;xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp;xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Modulo: .•
Cnf I let Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 787 xxxx 396 396 xxxx xxxxx xxxx XXXX)(Xxxx
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 371 xxxx 893 1123 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap; xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.89 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Hove Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 3J1 xxxx 88] 1123 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 14.2 xxxx 4.4 3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by MOVOI • I> I> C A A ,. ,.
Movement: LT . LTR . RT LT' LTR RT LT - LTR . aT LT· LTR • RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: .,. .,. •• ,..,.
ApproachDe1; 0.0 9.9 0.8 0.0

3.9 3. (I xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
A A •

RT LT· LTR . RT LT· LTR • RT
xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx XXXXX

I> ,.. ,.

Traffix 7.1.0427 Ie) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 1.1.0421 lcl 1999 Dowlinq Assoc. Liconsed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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t.evej Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMUnsiqnalhed Method tueae Volume Alternative)................................................................................ Lovol Of Service Computation Roport

1994 IICH 4 -Way Stop Method IBase Volume Alternativo). .
Intersection 16 LAKESIDE AVENUE/CHANNELROAD Intersection 17 CHANNELROAD/MAPLEVIEWSTREET................................................................................
xvcrecc Dohy (scc/veh) I 5.3 Worst ceae Level Of servtca. C................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L' T R L T R
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop SIqn Stop Siqn
RJqhts: Include Includo Channel Include
Lanos: I 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 I 0 0 0
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Volumo Modulo: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 « PH PEAK
nese Vol: ltO 0 4J 0 0 0 0 90 320 72 137 0
Growth Adj: 1, 00 1. 00 1, 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1, 00 1, 00 1. 00 1, 00
Initial 8s01 310 0 4J 0 0 0 0 90 320 n 137 0
USOI." Mil 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
PUP l\djl 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP vorume r 344 0 48 0 0 0 0 100 356 80 152 0
Reduct Vol I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 344 0 48 0 0 0 0 100 356 80 152 0

········,···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volumo Modulo:
Gnlde: +2\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cyclo/Cal."s: XI(XX XJ(J(J( XJ(XX XXXX XXXX XXXX xxxx xxxx
" Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj: 1.401.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10
Cycl/Car PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 482 0 48 0 0 0 0 110 391 88 167 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Modulo:
HovoUp Timo: 2.1 xxx X xxxxx xxxxx XXXX X)(XXX xxxxx 3.3 2.6 3.4 3.3 xxxxx
Critical Gp: 5.0 xxxx xxxxx )(Xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 6.0 5.S 6.5 6.0 xxxxx
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············/
Capacity Module:
Cnf tict vol: 0 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 392 0 394 344 xxxxx
Potent Cap.: 1714 xxxx xxxxx xxxx XI(XX xxxxx xxxx 679 1385 626 720 xxxxx
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 0.72 1.00 0.470.72 xxxxx
Movo Cap.: 1714 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 488 1385 293 517 xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Level Of Servlco Module;
Stopped Del: 2.6 xxxx xxxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx g. 3 3.5 16.9 9.9 xxxxx
LOS by Hove: A • • • • • • 8 A • •
Movement: LT - LTR - RT Ll'· LTR . Rl' Ll" LTR RT
shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxx x xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd SlpOel :xxxxx xxxx XXXXX xxxxx xxxx xxx xx XXXXl( XXXX xxxxx
Sha.red LOS:' •••
",pproachOol: 2." 0.0

LT-LTR·RT
409 xxxx xxxxx

12. 3 xxxx xxxxx
C

Cycle Isecl: 1 Critlcll1 vol./Cap. (X): 0.863
Loss Time lsoc): 3 (Y+R'" 4 sect averece Delay teec/vent r 17.0
Optimal Cyclo: 0 Level Of Service: C.................................................................................
APproach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L· l' . R L or R L· T • R L - T R
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············1
Control: Stop SIQn Stop S!Qn Stop Siqn Stop 910n
Riohts: Include Include Include Include
Lanos: 0 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Volume Modulo: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1999 « PH PBAK
Base Vol: 0 285 96 114 3S2 0 0 0 0 17S 0 77
Gl."owth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial aee r 0 285 96 114 352 0 0 0 0 175 0 71
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHP Mj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP VolumG: 0 317 107 121 391 0 0 0 0 194 0 86
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 311 101 127 391 0 0 0 0 194 0 86
PCB Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final Vol.: 0 317 107 127 391 0 0 0 0 194 0 86
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 371 371 377 600 600 600 0 0 0 423 423 423
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes I 0.001.00 1.00 0.250.75 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.690.00 0.31
Pinal Sal.: 0 377 371 147 453 0 0 0 0 293 0 130
·.... ·.·····1···············,,··············.11··· .. ··········11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Satl 0.00 0.84 0.28 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 9.. 00 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.66
Crit Hovos:
ApproachV/S: 0.56 0.86 xxxxx 0.66
············,···············1,···············11···············11···············,
Level Of Sorvice Module:
Dolay/Voh: 0.024.4 2.9 26.626.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.4 0.0 12.4
Delay Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MjOel/Veh: 0.0 24.4 2.9 26.6 26.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.4 0.0 12.4
LOS by Hove: 0 ADD C C
ApproachOol: B.5 26.6 xxxxxx 12.4
LOS by Appr: BOP C................................................................................

•. s 12. )
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Lovel Of Sorvice COIlIputation Report
1994 IICHOperations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

................................................ 1O o, " ..

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Hethod

Base Volume Alternative
Intersection .8 WOODSIDEAVENUe/CHANNEL ROAD ............................................... " " " " .................................................................................. Intersection 18 WOODSIDEAVENUE/CHANNEL ROAD." " " "" " .Cycle tsecj r 75 Cdtlcal Vol./Cap. (X): 0.5]5
r.cea Tima Iaecl s 9 IY.R" 4 soc) Avoraqe Delay (sec/vah): 15.8
Optimal Cycle:]l t.evet Of Service: C................................................................................... Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement: L· T • R L T R L· T R L T R
··.· ... ··· .. 1·.··.... ·······11· ..... ········.11···············11···············1
lIeH Ops Adjusted Lane Utiliution Module:
Lanes: 0 1 0 a 1 a 1 a 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0
Lane Group: LT LT R LT LT R I. RT RT L RT RT
'LnsInGrps: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeH Ops Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ nev Vah: 5 15 5 15
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Hr: No No No No
BUB Stp/Hr: 2 0 0 2
Aroa Type: < < < < < ..: < < Other > ,. ,. ,. ,. ,.
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
HxclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeH cse flrt) and fllt) Adj Caso Module:
f (ctl Case: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx 5 xxxx
f {It.} Case: .. • xxxx 4 4 xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev Veh Mj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.950.95 D.95 0.870.87 0.87
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.,00 LaD 1.00 1.00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.DO 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx 0:98 0.98 xxxx 0.98 0.98
LT Adj: 0.97 0.97 xxxxx 0.98 0.98 xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCH Sat Adj: 0.860.92 0.80 0.80 0.85 0.74 0.840.93 0.93 0.77 0.85 0.85
Usr Sat Adj: l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.86 0.92 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.84 0.9) 0.9) 0.77 0.85 0.85
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: ..: < < < < < ..: < < < < ..: ..: < < No ,..,..,..,.,.,.,.,..,.,.,.,..,.,.,.. >
Siqnal Typo: ..: < < < < < ..: < ..: < < < < Actuated ,.,.,.,.,.,.,.. ,.. ,. ,. ,.. ,.. >
DelAdjPctr: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85....................................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: LT' R L T R L 'I' R L· 'I' R
············1···············11····'··········11···············11···············1
Control: Spl I t Phaso Sp1i t Phaso Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 7 7 7 7 7 7
Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 a 1 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Datc: 5 Auq 1998 « PH PEAK
aese Vol: 134 58 II 69 96 141 164 561 117 9]2] 50
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bso: 134 58 1J 69 96 141 164 56'1 117 9 323 50
User Mj: 1.00 1.00·0.85 1.00 1.00 0.8S 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
PUP Mi: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PUP Volumo: 149 64 12 77 101 1)3 182 630 111 10 ]59 47
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 149 64 12 77 107 13) 182 630 111 10 )59 47
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.05
Pinal Val.: 149 64 12 77 107 1J3 lB2 662 116 10 377 50
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sal/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.860.92 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.9] 0.9] 0.77 0.85 0.85
Lanes: 0.11 0.29 1.00 0.44 0.56 1.00 1.001.70 0.30 1.00 1.77 0.23
~'inal Sat.: 1169 502 1526 658 914 1404 1604 ]018 529 1465 28U 378

········1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity AnalysIs Modulo:
Vol/Sal: O.ll O.ll 0.01 0.120.12 0.09 0.11 0.22 0.22 O.OlO.ll O.Il
Ccit Hovos:
Geeen/Cycle: 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.200.20 0.20 0.21 0.)7 0.37 0.090.25 0.25
Volume/Cap: 0.59 0.59 0.04 0.59 0.59 0.48 0.53 0.59 0.59 0.070.53 0.53
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
l.ovol Of Sorvice Module:
Uniform Del: 20.1 20.1 17.1 20.720.7 20.2 19.814.4 14.4 23.618.4 18.4
IncromnLDcl: 1.8 1.8 0.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.2 O.S 0.5 0.0 O.S 0.5
Delay Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 D.eS
Delay/vah: lB.9 lB.9 15.0 19.7 19.7 19.2 18.1 12.8 12.8 20.1 16.2 16.2
Usor DalAdi: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
AdjDel/Voh: lB.918.9 15.0 19.7 19.7 lB.2 lB.l 12.8 12.8 20.116.2 16.2
Dcs!qnQucuo: 5 2 0 3 4 5 6 18 3 0 12 :1.............................................................................................................
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r.eve r Of Service Computation Report
1994 IICH oseret Icne Method taeee Volumo Alternativel................................................................................ Level Of Service Detailed C(l(IIputation RepOrt

1994 HeM Operations Method
aese Volume Alternative

Intersection #9 WOODSIDEAVENUE/WINTERGARDENSBLVD............................. . . .
Cycle (soc): 90 Cdtical vol./Cap. IXI: 0.869
LOBS Time (soc): 12 (Y"R - 4 soc I A.veraqo Delay (sec/voM I 30. S
Optimal Cycle: 93 Level Of Servico: D................................................................................

Intersection 119WOODSIDEAVENUE/WINTERGARDENSBLVD•................................................................................
A.pproachl North Bound South Bound East Dound Woat Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T • R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Protectod Protected Protected Protected
Riohts: Include Include Include Include
Min. crocm 1 14 1 14 1 14 7 1
Lenee r 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
VOlume Modulo: >:> Count Date: 6 A.ug 1998 e PM PEA.k
Base Vol: 294 16S 114 38 318 214 116 303 ]46 285 494 53
Growth A,dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bae: 294 165 114 38]]8 214 116 ]03 346 285 494 5]
User Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 O.OS 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.8S
PIIP Adj I 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 327 18] 164 42 ]16 202 129 ])7 321 311 549 50
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vall 321 183 164 42 ]76 202 129 337 327 311 549 50
PeE II.djl 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HI,P Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.; 327 193 164 42 394 202 129 354 321 311 549 50
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
aeturet.Icn Plow Modulo:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.770.87 0.73 0.870.98 0.83 0.810.9B 0.83 0.71 0.87 0.73
Lanes; 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.002.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.; 1465 ]]04 1393 1652 3125 1583 1652 ]125 1511 1465 1652 1393
··· .... ·····,···············1,·· .. ·..... ··.··11···············11···············1
Capacity Analyais Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.22 0.06 0.12 0.030.11 0.13 0.080.10 0.21 0.220.33 0.04
edt Hoves:
Greon/Cycle; 0.250.21 0.21 0.13 0.16 0.16 0.090.23 0,23 0.240.38 0.38
Volume/Cap; 0.910.22 0.44 0.190.68 0.82 0.880.41 0.91 0.910.88 0.10
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 25.1 19.5 20.8 26.3 27.3 20.0 30.8 22.S 25.7 25.4 19.9 13.8
IncrcmntDe1: 19.8 0.0 0.6 0.1 2.2 13.1 28.5 0.2 18.8 19.3 9.1 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.8S 0.8S 0.8S 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
DelBy/Vah: 40.2 16.6 19.3 22.425.4 36.9 54.7 19.3 40.1 40.826.6 11,1
User nelAdj: 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adjecl/vah: 40.2 16.6 18.3 22.425.4 36.9 54.119.3 40.7 40.826.6 11.1
DesiQnQueua: 13 1 6 2 17 9 6 14 13 13 19 2................................................................................

Approach; North Bound South Bound East Bound Wast Bound
Movement: L· T • R L· T R L' T - R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo1
Lanes I 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 I 0 2 1 1 0 I 0 1
Lane Group: L T R L T R L T R L T R
ILnslnCrps: 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12· 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ Hov Voh: 15 2 2 IS
Grade I 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
parkfnq/Hrl No No No No
Bus Stp/HCI 2 0 2 2
Area Typo: < < < < < < < < < e Other> > > :> > :> :> > > > ,. ,. >
Cnft Pod/llr: 10 10 10 10
ExclueiveRT; Include Includo Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps f (rtl and f UtI Adj Case Modulo:
f Irt) Casel xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f (ll) Case: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 XXXX xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
nCH Ops Saturation Adj Modulo:
Ln wid Adj; 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
lIev Veh Mjl 0.87 0.87 0.81 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.81 0.81 0.81
Grade Mj; 1.00 l.OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Perking Adjl xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adjl xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 0.99
Aroa Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
RT Adj I xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.8S xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj I 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Mj: 0.71 0.87 0.73 0.810.98 0.83 0.810.98 0.83 0.11 0.81 0.73
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Pnl Sat Mjl 0.71 0.87 0.13 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.870.98 0.83 0.71 0.81 0.13
············,···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Modulo:
Coordinated; < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No >:>:>:>:>:> > > > > :> :> :> :> :> :>
8i9nal TypO I < < < < < < < < < < .< < < Actuated :>:> > ,. :> ,. :> :> :> :> ,. ,. ,.
DolAdjPctr; 0,050.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.B5 0.850,B5 0.85.................................................................................

Traffix 7.1.0427 Ic) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensod"to LLG. SAN DIEOO. CA Traffix 7.1.0427 lei 1998 Dowl1nq Assoc. t.icensod to loLO, SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 IICH Operations Hethod tneee Volume Alternativol

• t • t. t it .t.*.*.t * •• 10 t. ttt •• tt •• " ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• t ••• t.t ••• t

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method

Base Volume Alternative
............ t.t •••••••••••••••••••••• t •••••••••••••••••• t .

Intersection 110 WOODSIDE AYEtiUE/RIVERPORD ROAD
•••••••••• t t •••••••••••••••••••••••• t t .t•••••••••••

Intersection #10 WOODSIDE AYENUE/RIV£RFORO ROAD
................. IO ••••••• t ••••• t •••••••• t ...... t ••••••• t ••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vo1./Cap. (X): 0.67)
LOS8 Timo teec}. ] (Y+R· -4 soc) averece Delay {sec/veh}: 1].8
Optimal Cyclo: 29 Level of Service: 0................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound Ellst Bound Wost Bound

Movement: L' T • R LT· R LT' R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops Adjustod Lane Utilization Modulel
Lanes: a 0 0 a 0 1 0 0 a 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Lane Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R L T xxxx xxxx T R
'LnslnGrps: 0 a a 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICN Ops Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ lIov Veh; 2 2 2 2
Grade; 0\ +2\ 0\ 0\
parkinq/Hrl No No No No
Bus Stp/llr: 0 0 a a
Area Type: < Other' , > )0 , > > , )0 > , >
Cnlt Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExcluslveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct I a 0 • 0 a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps r (rt) and f Ut) Adj ceee Modulo:
f (rt) Case I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
f Uti Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMope Saturation Adj Module:
Ln wid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 0.9] 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
Hev vef AdJ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.98 xxxx 0.98 0.98 0.98 xxxxx xxxx 0.98 0.98
Grade Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.99 xxxx 0.99 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx l.00 1.00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus 9lp Ad:): xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxx Xl( 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1.00
RT Adj I xxxx XXXXxxxxx xxxx xxxx O. 8S xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx O. 8S
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 XXXXxxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 0.921.00 0.82 0.870.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.83
Usr Sat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj; 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fn1 Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.921.00 0.82 0.870.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.83
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ">". > > , , , , , , , > ,
9i';,"81 Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuatod )0')0 > , > , )0 :. > , , :.
DelAdjPctr: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L - T R L T R L - T R

············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include rnctude
Min. Green: a a 1 0 1 7 0 7
t.enes r a a a 0 a 1 0 0 a 1 1 a 1 0 0 a a 1 a 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: >, Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
naeo Vol: a a a 212 0 50 549 633 a 0 121 19&
Growth Adj: 1.00 LaO 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LOa 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial Bse: 0 0 0 212 0 50 549 633 a 0 121 196
user Adj: l.00 1.00 0.85 LaO l.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 l.00 1.00 0.85
PHF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHF Volume: 0 ·0 0 302 0 41 610 703 0 a 134 176
Reduct Vol: 0 0 a a a 0 a a 0 a a 0
Reduced Vol: a 0 a 302 a 47 610 703 a a 134 176
PCE Adj: 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final Vol.: a 0 0 302 0 47 610 703 0 0 lHo 176
············1···············11···············11···············11····,··········1
Saturation Plow Modulc:
Sat/I,ane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.82 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.83
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.001.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 0 0 0 17S~ 0 1569 1652 1863 a 0 1863 1583
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.03 0.310.38 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.11
Crit Moves:
Greon/Cyclo: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.260.00 0.26 0.550.71 0.00 0.000.17 0.17
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.12 0.670.53 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.67
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.4 0.0 21.7 12.3 5.0 0.0 0.028.5 29.8
IncremntDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.6 4.5
Oolay Adj: 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.95 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85
Oolay/Vah: 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.3 0.0 18.4 11.8 4.6 0.0 0.024.9 29.9
User DeiAdj: 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjOol!Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.3 0.0 18.4 t1.8 4.6 0.0 0.0 24,9 29.9
DeoiqnOueue: a a a 13 0 2 17 12 a 0 6 8................................................................................

Traffix 7.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA Tra£fix 1.1.0427 lei 1999 Dowling Assoc. Licensod to LLC, SAN DIEGO. CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 lIeH unetcne t Iaed Method (BU8 Volume Alternativo).......................................................................................................... Level Of service COl\'Iputation Roport

1994 HCM Unsionalized Hethod (Bue Volume Alternative).. .
Intersection 1112 RIVBRFORD ROAD/WOODSIDEROAD NORTII........................................................................................
Avortlgo Dolay (soc/voh): 4.9 Worst Case Level Of Service: B. .

Interscction lUI RIVBRI-·ORDROAD/61 SB RAMPS

Averaqe Dolay fscc/vah): 1.3 WOrst Caso Lovol Of Service: D........................................ , , .
A.pproach: North Round South Round East nound Wost Bound
Movcmcnt: L '1' R L T R L· or . R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sion
Rights: Include Channel Include Include
Lanes: 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 23 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
naao Vol: 197 52!) 0 0 284 399 0 a 0 38 0 60
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bsol 197 52!) 0 0 184 399 0 a 0 38 0 60
User Adjl 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
pur /l.dj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0,90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 219 583 0 a ars 44] 0 0 0 42 0 67
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 219 583 0 0 316 44] 0 0 0 42 0 67
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
urede i 0\ 0\ 0\ ·2\
\ Cycle/Carsl xxxx X)(XX xxxx XXxX X)(XX xxxx XXXX xxxx
\ Tr-uck/cornb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx XXXI(
PCE: Adjl 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.10 1.10 1.001.00 1.00
cvct zcer PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx
Trck/Cll'b PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx )(XXX xxxx xxxx
Adj VoL: 241 58) 0 0 Jl6 443 0 0 0 42 a 67
············1···············11···············11···············/1···············1
Critical Cap Module:
MovoUp Time: 2.1 xxx x xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx XX)(XX )(Xxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6
Cdtical Gp: 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxx x xxxxx X)(XXX xxxx XXXXl( 6.5 xxxx 5.5
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Module:
Cnflict VOII 316 xxxx xxxxx xxx x xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1118 xxxx 583
Potent Cap.: 121] xxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 239 xxxx 101
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.80 XXI(X 1.00
Movo Cap.: 1213 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 191 xxxx 701.
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Doll 3.6 xxxx )(xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 24.1 xxxx
LOS by MOVOI A • • •
Movement: LT • I.TR • RT LT· LTR • RT LT· LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpOal1 )(XXXXxxxx XXXXXXXXX)(xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxxx
Sha rad LOS: • • • • • • •
ApproachDel: 1.1 0.0 0.0 12.8

Approach: North Bound South Bound Kast Oound Weat Oound
Movement: L· T R L T R L· T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
ccneror r Uncontrollod Uncontrolled Stop 910n Stop 9ion
Rights: Includo Include Includo Include
Lanos: I 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 a 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volumo Module: :>:> Count Dato: 15 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
neee Vol: 77 510 0 0 420 l3 110 0 232 0 0 0
Growth Adj I 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial Boel 77 SID 0 0 420 31 110 0 232 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pllr Adj I 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PHF Volumel 86 567 0 0 467 37 122 0 258 0 0 0
Reduct Vol I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 a
Pinal Vol.: 86 567 0 a 461 11 122 0 258 0 0 a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
G~del 0\ M " "
\ Cyclo/Cars: xxxx )(X)(X XXI(X XXXX XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Combl xxxx xxxx xxxx xxx X XXXX XXX)( xxxx xxxx
PCE Mjl 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00 1.10 LID 1.10 1.101.10 1.10
Cycl/Car PCEI xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCEI xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxx X xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 94 561 0 0 461 31 134 0 284 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Cdtlcal Gap Module:
MoveUp Timo: 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxxx 1.4 xxxx 2.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp: 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 X)(XXXxxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Capac! ty Module: .•
Cnflict Vol: SOl xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1111 xxxx 485 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap. I 981 xxxx xxxxx XXXl( XXXX xxxxx 232 xxxx 786 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.90 xxxx 1.00 xxxx XXXX X)(XXX
Move Cap.: 987 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 210 xxxx 786 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service ModUle:
Stopped Del: 4.0 xxxx XXXXXXXXXl(xxxx xxxxx 40.2 xxxx 6.8 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Move: A • • EO'
Movement: LT . LTR • RT LT· LTR • RT LT· L'I'R RT LT· LTR • RT
Sharod Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDollxxxxx xxxx XX)(XXxxxxx xxxx xxxxx X)(XXX XXXX XXXXXxxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Sharcd LOS: • ••• •• •
ApproachOoI: 0.6 0.0 11.5 0.0

5.7•LT • LTR RT
191 XXXX XXXI(X

24.1 xxxx xxxxxo • •

Traffix 7.1.0427 Ic) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LtG, SAN ~HEGO, CA Trafflx 7.1.0427 (cl 1998 DC!Wllnq ASfIoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA
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EXISTING i- PROJ PH

Scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Fee:
Trip Goneration:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
Configuration:

Hon Nov 2), 199901:11:14 Pago 1·1 EXISTING .. PROJ PM Hon Nov 23. 1998 07:31:15 Page 2-1

Scenario Report
EXISTING" PROJ PM

Impact Analysis Report
Lovel Of Service

EXISTING" PROJECT PM
EXISTING t PROJECT PH
EXISTING'" PROJECT PM
Default Impact Fee
Default Trip Gonontion
Default Trip Distdbution
Default Paths
Default Routes
Default Configuration

Intersection Base
Doll vI

LOS Veh C
RIVBRSIDB DRIVE/RIVERFORD ROAD E 47.2 0.910

Future cnence
Del/ vi in

LOS Veh C
E 47.2 0.910 .. 0.000 D/V

C 19.00.152 .. 0.000 DIY

o 1.1 0.000 ... 0.000 vrc
RIVERSIDE! DRIVE/PALM ROW DRIVE C 19.D 0.152

RIVERSIDE DRIVE/VISTA CAMINO o 1.1 0.000

RIVERSIDE DRIVE/LAKESIDE AVE:NU D l.10.000 D 1.1 0.000 .. 0.000 vrc
LAKESIDE AVENUE/VALLE VISTA RO F 6.1 0.000 F 6.1 0.000 + 0.000 VIC

LAKESIDE AVENUE!CIIANNBL ROAD P 154.2 0.000 P 154.2 0.000 + 0.000 VIC

7 CHANNEL ROAD/HAPLEVIEW STREE'!' P 101.9 r.aes p 107.9 i .aea + 0.000 VIC

e WOODSIDE AVENUE!CIlANNEL ROAD C 20.] 0.694 C 20.3 0.694 + 0.000 D!V

9 WOODSIDE AVENUE/WINTER GARDENS P 75.1 1.121 P 75.1 1.121 + 0.000 DIV

10 WOODSIDE AVENUE/RIVERFORD ROAD 121.1 1.265 F 121.1 1.265 + 0.000 D/V

11 RIVERFORD ROAD/67 sa RAMPS p 1l0.6 0.000 p 1l0.6 0.000 + 0.000 VIC

12 RIVBRPORD ROAD/WOODSIDE ROAD N F OVRFL O. 000 F OVRPL 0.000 0.000 VIc

Traffix 7.1.0427 {c I 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SANDIEGO. CA TraUb 7.1.0427 Ic) 1998 Dowl1nq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SANDIEGO. CA
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Lovel Of aeevtce Computation RepOl"t
1994 HCM Opfi!ll"ations Mothod taaec Volume Alternativo)................................................................................ Lovel Of Son ice Detailed Computation Repol"t

1994 HCM Operations Method
eeee Volume Alternative

Intersection #l RIVERSIDE DRIVE/RIVERFORD ROAD.....~ . ................................................................................
Cyclo (soc): 120 Cdtical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.910
Loss Timo (soc): 12 (Y+R'" 4 sec) Avoraqu Delay (soc/yah): 47.2
Optimal Cycle: 126 Lcve t Of Service: E................................................................................

rneereect.Icn It RIVERSIDE DRIVE/RIVERFORD ROAD................................................................................
Approachl NOl"th Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movcmcnt: L 'I' R L T R L· T • R L - T R
············1.··· ..... ······11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 1 1 1 1 14 14 J4 14
Laneas 1 0 I 0 1 I 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 a 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
uaec Vol: 90 681 468 ))9 391 10 20 10 60 471 10 336
Growth Adi: LaO LOa LOa 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial nser 80 69l 468 3J9 381 10 20 10 60 471 10 ]]6
Usor Adil 1.001.00 0.95 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.8S
PIIF Mi: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0,90 0.900.90 0.90
PIlF Volume: 89 759 442 377 410 9 22 11 57 523 11 317
Reduct Vol: a a 0 a a a 0 a a 0 0 0
Reduced VoII 89 759 442 ]17 4JO 9 22 11 51 523 11 311
PCE MJ: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Adi: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.13 1.03 1.05 1.00
Final Vol. I 89 159 442 ]11 410 9 22 12 64 5]9 12 317
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Modulo:
Sat/Lano: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.81 0.98 0.8J 0.8', 0.98 0.9] 0.81 0.98 0.B3 0.81 0.98 0.B3
Lanes I 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.002.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 1652 196] 1583 1652 186] 159] 1652 ]125 3161 )]03 1725 15B)
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capaci ty Ana lysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.41 0.28 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.160.00 0.20
Crit Moves:
Greon/Cycle: 0.06 0.40 0.40 0.22 0.57 0.57 0.060.12 0.12 0.16 0.22 0.22
Volume/cap: 0.92 1.02 0.10 1.020.41 0.01 0.2] 0.0] 0.11 1.02 0.01 0.92
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lovel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 42.1 21.4 22.8 35.4 11.2 8.1 41.0 ]5.7 36.3 38.329.0 14.8
IncremnlDel: 41.7 30.5 2.4 41.5 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 35.4 0.0 20.2
Delay Mj: 0.85 0.B5 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.95 0.850.85 0.85 0.B50.85 0.85
Delay/Ych: 84.053.1 21.8 71.6 9.1 1.4 35.1 30.3 30.9 68.023.8 49.9
User DelAdi: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 84.0 5l.1 21.8 11.6 9.1 7.4 35.130.] 30.9 68.0 23.8 49.9
OesignOuouo: 6 H 19 21 1] 0 1 1 4 31 1 11................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West BOWld
Movement I L· T • R L· T • R L· T R L' T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo:
Lanos: 1 a 1 0 1 I a 1 a 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 a 2 0 1
Lane Group: L T R L T R L T R L T R
IILosInGrps: 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 2 2 2 2 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCM ope Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ Hey Veh: 2 2 2 2
Crade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkino/He: No No No No
Bus Stp/url a 0 a 0
Area Typo: < < < < < < < < < ntber > > > > > > > > > > > > ;)
Cnft Pod/He: a ·0 a 0
!xclusiYeRT: Includo Includo Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMone fCrt) and flltl Adi Case Modulol
f I rt) Case: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f (It) Case: 1 xxx x xxxx 1 xxxx XXXX 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMone Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adjl 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev Vuh Adi: 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98
Grade Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 l.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Parkino Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx XXXX 1.00
Area Mi: 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxx 0.95 XXx.x xxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx )()(XXX 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 XXXX xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCM Sat Mi: 0.87 0.98 o.n 0.81 0.98 0.93 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.83
Osr Sat Adil 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Sat Mi: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.91 0.98 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.8] 0.81 0.99 O.B] 0.81 0.98 0.8l
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Dolay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > ;) ;) > > > > > > >
8i90al Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > ;) > ;) > > ;) > ;)
DelAdjPctr: 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.95 0.85 0.850.85 0.85.... ,., .
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Level Of Sorvice Computation Report
1994 HeMoperations Method tneee Volumo Altornativel.................................. " ..

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 IICH Operations Method

Base Volume Alternative................................................................................
Intersection 112 RIVERSIDE DRIVE!PAI.M ROW DRIVE.......................................................................................................................

Intersection 12 RIVERSIDE DRIVE/PALM ROW DRIVE

Cycle (sec); 120 CritIcal Vol./Cap. IX): 0.152
I,08S Time (soc): 9 (Y+R '" 4 sec) xverece Delay tecc/vent r 19.0
Optimal Cycle: 61 Level Of Service: C......................................................................................... Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Heat Bound

Movement: L T R L· T R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes:' 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 I 0 0 I 0
Lane Group: L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT
ILnslnGrps: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
'HevVeh: 5 5 5 5
Grado: 0' 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Ilr: No No No No
DUB Stp/H[': 0 a 2 2
A['eaTypo: ««< <Other» »»» »
Cnft Ped/llr: 10 10 10 10
Ib:c1usiveR'l': Include Includo Include Include
\RTPrtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Opa f (rt) and f Uti Adj Case Modulo:
f (rt) Caso: xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 xxxx
f tit) Caso: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx XXXX 1 xxxx xxxx 1 XXXX xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps seturet ton Adj Modulo:
Ln Wid Ad:J: 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev Veh Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Grado Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 XXXX 1.00 1.00 XXXK 1.00 1.00 x.x.xx LOO 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: XXXX 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx 0.99 0.99
Area Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1,00 1.001.00 1.00
RT Adj; xxxx 0.90 0.90 XXXX 0.86 0.86 xxxx ~..OO 1.00 XKXX 0.99 0.99
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 x.x.xx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Mj: 0.84 0.86 0.86 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.84 0.94 0.94
uar Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00
Fnl Sat. Adjl 0.84 0.86 0.86 0.840.82 0.82 0.840.94 0.94 0.840.94 0.94
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coo['dinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > >. > > > > > )0 > > > >
DelAdjPctr: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
................................................................................. * ••

IIpproach: North lJound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L' T • R L 'I' R I.· T R L' T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhls: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 1 7 7 7 7 7 0 7 7
Lanos: 1 0 0 1 a I 0 0 1 0 1 0 a 1 0 I 0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date; 16 Jul 1998 e
aaec Vol: 50 10 20 )0 10 1)7 215 571 20 10 620 )8
Growth IIdj: 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial nee: 50 10 20 ]0 10 137 235 577 20 10 620 )8
User Mj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.85
PHP Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PIIF Volume: 56 11 19 ]J 11 129 261 641 22 11 689 )6
Reduct VOl: 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vol: S6 11 19 )) 11 129 261 641 22 11 689 16
PCE Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Final Vol.: 56 11 19 33 11 129 261 641 22 11 689 16
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
seucre eton Plow Modulo:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.84 0.86 0.B6 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.84 0.94 0.94
Lanes: 1,00 0.17 0.61 1.00 0.08 0.92 1.000.97 0.03 1,000.95 0.05
Final Sat.: 1604 597 lOll 1604 122 1434 1604 1715 60 1604 1689 88
············)···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.030.02 0.02 0.020.09 0.09 0.160.37 0.]7 0.010.41 0.41
Cdt Moves:
creen/cvcre r 0.060.09 0.09 0.090.12 0.12 0.210.69 0.69 0.060.54 0.54
Volume/Cap: 0.600.21 0.21 0.230,76 0.76 0.760.54 0.54 0.12 0.76 0.76
············,···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lever Of servf cc Module:
Uniform Del: 41.938.6 38.6 38.139.0 19.0 33.1 6.9 6.9 40.116.6 16.6
IncremnlDel: 6.9 0.1 0.1 0.211.1 11.1 6.6 0.4 0.4 0.0 2.6 2.6
Delay Mj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
Delay/Vah: 42.532.9 32.9 n.I44.5 44.5 15.3 6.1 6.3 34.616.7 16.7
User DolAdj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 I.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
AdjDol/Voh: 42.532.9 32.9 33.144.5 44.5 35.3 6.3 6.3 14.616.7 16.7
Do5iqnQucue: 4 1 1 2 1 8 14 15 1 1 24 1
* •••• * * ..* •• * * *. * .
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Level Of aervtcc Computation Report
1994 HCM Unsiqnalized Method (Baso Volume Alternativel................................................................................ Level Of Servico Computation Report

1994 nCH Unsiqnallzed Method (Base Volume Alternativel. .
Intorsection .4 RIVERSIDE DRIVE/LAKESIDE AVENUE................................................................................
xvereae Delay (soc/vah): 1.7 WOrst Case Lovel Of Service: 0....................................................................... '" .
Approach I North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound
Movement: LT' R L T R LT· R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Stop Siqn Stop BIqn Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Riqhts: Include Include Include Channel
I.anOSI 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: >:> Count Date: 16 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
Baso Vol: 0 0 0 68 0 12 20 45] 0 0 618 Il3
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial ase r 0 0 0 68 0 12 20 453 0 0 618 13]
user Adi: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PUF Mjl 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUF Volume: 0 0 0 76 0 Il 22 50] 0 0 687 148
Reduct Vall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 0 0 0 16 0 1] 22 503 0 0 681 148
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grode: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cors: xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCB Mj, 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 1.10 r.co 1.00
Cycl/Cor PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol. loa 0 B3 a 15 24 503 0 0 681 148
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
HoveUp Time:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx XXXX )()lXXX
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Module: •
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1212 xxxx 687 687 xxxx xxxxx XXXX xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: XXXK xxxx xxxxx 210 XKXX 621 807 xxxx XXXXX XKKX XXXX xxxxx
Adj Cop: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.97 XXXX 1.00 1.00 XXXX XXXXX XKXX XXXX XXXXK
Move Cap.: xxxx XXKX xxxxx 204 XKxx. 621 807 XXKK XXKXX XKKK XXKX XXXKX
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped DellxxxxX xxxx xxxxx 27.9 xxxx 5.9 4.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by HoVOI • • • 0 • B A • • • •
Movement 1 LT . LTR • RT LT· LTR AT LT· LTR • AT LT· LTR • RT
Shared Cap.: XJOCXKXXX xxxxx XXXX xXJOC XXXXX XXXX xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel :xxxxx xxxx xxxxx. xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: •••••••• ••
ApproachDelJ 0.0 24.6 0.2 0.0

Intersection It) RIVERSIDE DRIVE/VISTA CAMINO

averece Delay IS8c/vehl: 1.1 Horst Case Lovel Of Service: D................................................................................
Approach, North Bound South Bound Eaat Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L or R L' T R L· T R
············1···············11 .... ······.····11··· .. ··········11···············1
Control: Stop Siqn Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
t.enee r 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 0
············1···············11···············11···············11················1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 16 Jul 1998 «
Base Vol: 0 0 0 18 0 63 74 544 0 0 6ll 12
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 0 0 18 0 63 74 544 0 0 ,6ll 12
User Adj, 1.00 Lao 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 "1.00 1.00
ene Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 a.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIF Volume: 0 0 0 20 0 10 82 604 0 0 70] 13
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: a 0 0 20 0 10 B2 604 0 0 703 13
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grade: 0\ " 0\ 0\ 0\
'\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx
'\ Truck/Comb: XXXK XXXX XXXX KXXX xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
PCE Adjl l.10 1.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PeE: XXXX xxxx XXXX XXXX xxxx XXXX xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX XXXX
Adj Vol. I 0 0 0 22 0 77 90 604 0 0 70] II
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critic"l Gap Module:
HoveUp Time:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 XXXX XXXIIX XXXXXXXXX xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx XXXXK 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11·····'·········1
Capacity Hodulo:
Cnfliet Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1397 xxxx 710 711 xxxx xxxxx xxxx· xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap. I xxxx XXXX xxxxx 164 xxxx 605 781 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.88 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xx
Hove Cap.: xxxx XXXX xxxxx 145 xxxx 605 781 xxxx xxxxx XXXX XXXX xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Modulo:
Stopped Dcl:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 28.7 xxxx 6.1 5.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Hove: • • • 0 B B • • •
Hov(!mont: 1.1' • LTR . RT I.T· LTR RT LT· LTR • RT L'I" LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx XXXX XXXXK XXXX xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd 8tpDol: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx. xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: • • • • • • • • •
ApproaehDol: 0.0 11.6 0.7 0.0

TraUb 1.1.0421 fcl 1998 Dowlinq Asoac. Licensed to LLC, SAN DIEGO. CA Traffix 7.1.0427 Ie) 1998 OOwllnq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN 01200. CA

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
EXISTING + PROJ PM Mon Nov 23, 1998 01:31:15 Page g-1 EXISTING + PROJ PM Mon Nov 23, 199907:31:15 Paqo 10-1

Lcve l Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeM Unsignallzod Mothod (Base Volume Alternative)........................................................................................................................................ Level Of Service Computation Report

1994 HeH Unsiqnalized Method (Base Volume Alternative).. , ..
Interoection '6 LAKESIDE AVENOE/CHANNELROAD
.fI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
xveeeae Dolay Isoc/vahl: 154.2 WOrst cese Lovel Of aervrce , F
.. Oo .

Intersection #5 LAKESIDE AVENUEIVALLEVISTA ROAD................................................................... .
avcrecc Delay (s(w/vehl: 6.1 Worst ceee Level Of Service:................................................................................
Approach: North nound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R LT· R

·······1···············11···· .. ·········11··· ···· 11 /
Control: Stop SiQn Stop Slqn Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Riqhts: Include Include Include Channel
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 I 0 1
······ .. ····1· .. ·· .. · .. ·····11········· .. ·· .. 11····· .. ··· .... ·11········· ...... 1
Volume Module: » Count Datel 16 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
Base Vol: 0 0 0 90 0 104 150)71 0 0 647 158
Growth Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Inltial Osc: 0 0 0 90 0 104 150 371 0 0 6017 158
User Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
PilI' Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHI' Volume: 0 0 0 100 0 116 167 412 0 0 719 176
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 0 0 0 100 0 116 161 412 0 0 719 116
····· .. · .. ··1 .. ······· .. ····11···· ...... ·····11··· .. ····· .... ·11··· .. ·· .. · .. · .. 1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cyclc/Cl!lrs: xxxx xxxx X1<XX XXXX xxxx XXX1< XXXX xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx 1<XXX XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj: 1.101.10 LID 1.101.10 LID 1.101.00 1.00 1.10 l.00 1.00
CycllCar PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1<XXX XXXX xxxx 1<XXX xxxx
Trck/Cmb PeEl xxxx XXXX XXXX XX1<X xxxx X1<X1< xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 0 0 a 110 0 121 18) 412 0 0 119 176
.... ·· .. · .. ·1············· .. 11······· .. ··· .. ·11·· .. ··· .... · .. ·11······· .... · .. ·1
Critical Gap Module:
MovcUp 'l'ime:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx ).4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 1<XXXxxxxx
Critlcal Gp:X1<1<XXxxxx XXXxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
.. ···· .. · .. ·1·· .. ···· .. ·· .. ·11······ .. ·······11···· .. ·········11 .. · .. ······· .. ·1
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1298 XXXX 719 719 xxxx xx xxx XXXX,xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 188 xxxx 599 779 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxx xx 0.76 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Hove Cap.: xxxx XXXXxxxxx 14) xxxx 599 779 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
.. ·· .. ······1 .... · .. ···· .. ··11.. ·· .. ··· .. ····11··· .... ········11 .. ·············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Dcl:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 77.7 xxxx 7.5 5.9 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Hove: ••• I-' B B •
Movement: r:r . I.TR • RT LT· LTR RT I.T· LTR . RT LT· LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel: xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx. xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx. xxxx xxxxx
Shared I.OS: • • • • •• •••••
ApproachUol: 0.0 40.0 1.8 0.0

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T • R L· T R L T R LT· R
···· .. ···· .. 1··· ...... · .... ·1,···· .. · .... · .. ·11·.. ·· .. ····· .. ·1,······ .. ·· .. · .. 1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Siqn Stop Siqn
Riqhts: Include Include Channel Include
Lenca r 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
.. ··· .. · .... 1.. · .... · .... ···11·· .... · .. · .... ·1,· .. · .... ·· .... ·,1·· .. ·· ...... ·"1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 15 Jut 1998 « PM PEAK
811se Vol: 6)0 0 11) 0 0 0 0 110 410 102 157 0
Growth Adj: I.00 I.00 1. 00 I. 00 I.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 I.00 I.00 1. 00
Initial nee r 6)0 0 11) 0 0 0 0 110 410 102 151 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PUP Ad:J: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP VOlume I 700 0 126 0 0 0 0 122 456 11) 174 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Finl!ll Vol.: 700 0 126 0 0 0 0 122 456 III IH 0
.. · ·····/ ·11··· .. ·· .. ·· .. ··11· .. · .. · .. ·· 11.. ···· .. ···.. · .. 1
Adjusted Volume Modulel
Grade: -+2\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx :xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxX)( xxxx xxxx xxxx
PeE Adj: 1.401.00 1.00 1.101.00 l.00 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10
CycllCar PeE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxx)( :xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PeE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xx:xx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 980 0 126 0 0 0 0 134 501 125 192 0
··· ·· .. ·1 ·11.. ·· ·· ·11····· · ·11.. · .. · .. ····' .. 1
Critical Gap Module:
MovoUp Time: 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 1.1 2.6 1.4 1.1 xxxxx
Critical Gp: 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx :xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 6.0 5.S 6.5 6.0 xxxxx
····· .. · .. ··1· .. ··· .. ···· .. ·11.......... ·····,1·· .. ·;;········11·· .......... ···1
Capacity Madule:
Cnflict Voll 0 xxx x xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 826 0 761 700 xxxxx
Potent Cl!lp.: 1714 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 402 1]85 384 468 xxxxx
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 0.4) 1.00 0.14 0.43 xxxxx
Hove Cap.: 1714 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 172 1)85 5) 201 xxxxx
······ .... ··1····· .. · .. · .... 11····· ...... ·· .. 11··· .... · ...... ·11·.... ···· .... ··1
Level Of Service Modulo:
Stopped Dol: 3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxx xx 67.7 1.9 2266 105 xxxxx
LOS by Hove: A • • P A •
Movement: LT . LTR . RT LT· LTR • RT LT· LTR aT LT, LTR • RT
Shared Cap. I xxxx XXXXxxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 95 xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDoll xxxxx XXXXxxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 956.2 xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: • • •• •••• p
ApproachDol: 3.1 0.0 11.4 956.2

TraHix 7.1.0427 lcl 1998 Dowllnq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, ell. Traffix 1.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlinq ASBOC. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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t.evej. of Service Compulotion Report
1994 HCM4 -Way Slop Method Iaese Volume Alternative)................................................................................ Level Of seevtce Computation Report

1994 HCMOperations Method tuaee Volumo Alternative). .
Intersection 18 WOODSIDE AVENUE/CHANNELROAD. .Intersection 111 CIfANNEL ROAD/HAPLEVIEWSTREET................................................................................

cvcte (soc): 1 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 1.388
Loss Time (soc): ) (Y+R" 4 ace! Avora98 Delay (8ec/vehb 107.9
Optimal Cycle: 0 Level Of Service: P................................................................................

cycte (aoc): 75 Critical VoL/Cap. (X)I 0.694
1.o8S Timo (secl: 9 (Y+R· 4 soc) Averaqe Delay (soc/veh): 20.3
Optimal Cyclol 48 Level Of servtce , C. .

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T - R I, T R L - T - R L - T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Stop Si9n Stop Sign Stop Sign Stop Si9n
Rights: Include Include Include Includo
Lanos: 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0
············/···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulo: »» Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 « PH PBAK
uaee Vol: 0 615 186 154 4)2 0 0 0 0 225 0 137
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bao: 0 615 186 154 432 0 0 0 0 225 0 137
User Mj: 1.001,00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
PUF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHF Volume: 0 681 207 171 480 0 0 0 0 250 0 152
Roduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 69) 207 111 490 0 0 0 0 250 0 152
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
FiRlll vot .» 0 68) 201 171 480 0 0 0 0 250 0 152
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 641 641 641 729 729 729 0 0 0 414 414 414
Adjustmont: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
r.anca r 0.000.77 0.23 0.260.74 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.620.00 0.38
Pinal Sat.: 0 492 149 191 538 0 0 0 0 257 0 151
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 1.39 1.)9 0.89 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.97 0.00 0.97
e-n acveas
ApprollchV/S: 1.39 0.89 XlC.XXX 0.97
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Modulo:
Dellly/Veh: 0.0 196 195.6 29.829.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 '0.0 40.0
Delay Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjOol/Veh: 0.0 196 195.6 29.8 29.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 40.0
LOS by Move: P F DOe E
Appro3chDol: 195.6 29.8 XXlC.XXX 40.0
I.OS by Appr: F D P B................................................................................

Approach 1 North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound
Movement: LT· R L T R L T R L' T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Split PhaBe. Split Phase Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Includo rnciuec
Min. Groen: 0 1 7 7 7 14 7 14
Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modu1el » Count Date: 5 Auq 1998 « PH PBAK
Base Vol: 164 78 1) 119 136 231 214 647 161 9 )5J 80
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial B8el 164 18 13 119 136 231 214 641 161 9 )5) 80
U80r Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PIIP Adjl 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volumel 182 81 12 132 151 218 2)8 719 158 10 )92 16
Roduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 182 B1 12 132 151 218 2)8 719 158 10 392 76
PCB Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.05
Pinal Vol.: 182 81 12 132 151 218 2)8 755 166 10 412 19
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/l.ane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adju8tmantl 0.860.92 0.80 0.800.85 0.14 0.84 0.92 0.92 0.71 0.85 0.85
Lanes: 0.69 O.ll 1.00 0.480.52 1.00 1.00 1.64 0.36 1.00 1.68 0.32
Pinal Sat.: 11)) 542 1526 731 836 1404 1604 2878 633 1465 2706 519
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
VoI/Sat: 0.160.16 0.01 0.180.18 0.16 0.156:26 0.26 0.010.15 0.15
Cdt Moves:
Groon/cycle: 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.240.24 0.24 0.250.34 0.34 0.090.19 0.19
Volume/Cap: 0.77 0.77 0.04 0.770.17 0.66 0.600.11 0.71 0.070.82 0.82
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module I
Uniform Dol: 21.221.2 18.0 20.320.) 19.1 18.916.7 16.1 2].622.2 22.2
IncremntDe1: 6.1 6.7 0.0 6.4 6.4 l.) 1.8 2.1 2.1 0.0 5.9 5.9
Do1ay Adjl 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 O.BS 0.85 O.BS 0.B5 0.85 0.85 0.85
Doloy/Vah: 24.8 24.9 15.) 23.1 2).7 20.1 11.8 16.4 16.4 20.1 24.8 24.8
User DolAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Vehl 24.824.8 15.] 2).123.1 20.1 11.816.4 16.4 20.124.8 24.8
DoaiqnQuouOl 6 ) 0 4 5 1 8 22 5 0 14 :)................................................................................

TrllffiK 1.1.0421 lc) 1998 Dowlinq AI'IBOC. Licenllod to LLG. SAK DIEGO. C... 'I'rllff1x: 1.1.0427 tet 1998 Dowlin9 AS8OC. Liconsod to LLG. SAK DIEGO. CA
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Level Of aervtce Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Hethod

neee Volumc Alternativo

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Mothod (Base Volume Alternative)

... , 10 .

Intersection 1t8 WOODSIDE AVENUS/CHANNEL ROAD
Intersection #9 WOODSIDE AVENUE/WINTER GARDENS BLVD.
••••••••• * o. o. .

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L T R LT· R I" or R L· T • R
....... ···.·1 ... ··· .. ·····.·11.·.··.·.·· ... ··11···············11···············1
IICH ope Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo:
Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 I 0 I 1 0
Lane Group: LT LT R LT LT R L RT RT L RT RT
lfLnslnGrps: I 1 I 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH cps Input Saturetion Adj Module: .
Lano Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ ucv vetu 5 IS 5 15
Grado: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parking/Hr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Ur: 2 0 0 2
Area Type: ««< <Other ,.,.,.,. ,.,.,.
Cnft Ped/llr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps f lrll and f Iltl Ad:l cesc Module:
f lell Case: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx 5 xxxx
t Iltl Case: 4 4 xxxx 4 4 xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMocs Saturation Adj Module:
t.n wid Mj: 0,93 1.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.(10
nov Veh Mj: 0.950.95 0.95 0.81 0.87 0.87 0.950.95 0.95 0.87 0.87 0.87
Grade Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00
pa rk Inq Adi: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area Mj I 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.95 xxxx 0.97 0.97 xxxx 0.98 0.98
LT Adj: 0.970.97 xxxxx 0.980.98 xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSal Mj: 0.860.92 0.80 0.900.85 0.74 0.840.92 0.92 0.110.85 0.85
Usr Sat Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Hl,PSat Mj: 1.001.00 1,00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
f-'nl Sat M]: 0.860.92 0.80 0.900.B5 0.74 0.840.92 0.92 0,'17 0.85 0.85
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,..,.,.,.,.,.,.
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,.,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,.
DelAdjFctr: 0,85 0.85 0.85 0.B5 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.950.95 0.85................................................................................

Cycle (soc): 120 Critical Vol./Cap. IXII 1.121
Loss Time fsocl: 12 (YotR· 4 sec) AveraQo Delay tsec/vem r 75.1
Optimal Cycle: 180 Level of Service: P...................................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movemont: L' T • R L' T • R L T R I.· '1' R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Includo Include Includo Include
Min. Grecn: 1 14 7 7 14 7 14 7
Lanes: I 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 I 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Nodulel ,.,. Count Date: 6 AUQ 1998 « PM PBAK
aeee Vol: ]74 165 224 98])8 H4 216 373 446 355 554 73
Growth Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 1,00 1.00
Initial 8se: 374 165 224 98])9 H4 216 373 446 355 554 73
user Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PIIP Mj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volume I 416 183 212 109 376 297 240 U4. 421 394 616 69
Reduct Vol I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 416 183 212 109 376 297 240 414 421 394 616 69
PCE Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Adj: 1,00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 416 19] 212 109 394 297 240 US 421 ]94 616 69
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.77 0.81 0.13 0.810.98 0.83 0.810.99 0.83 0.77 0.81 0.73
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 1465 3304 1393 1652 3125 1583 1652 3725 1571 1465 1652 1393
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Satl 0.280.06 0.15 0.010.11 0.19 0.156:12 0.21 0.270.37 0.05
Cdt Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.250.29 0.29 0.13 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.24 0.24 0.241 0.341 0.34
Volume/Cap: 1.12 0.20 0.52 0.52 0.63 1.12 1.080.49 1.12 1.12 1.08 0.14
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Sorvico Module:
Uniform Del: 34.024.2 26.8 31.235.4 38.0 39.529.9 34.1 34.729.9 20.6
IncremntOel: 80.7 0.0 1.0 1,9 1.5 88.5 15.3 0.4 90.41 81.955.3 0.0
Delay Mjl 0.850.85 0.95 0.850.85 0.95 0.950.85 0.85 0.950.85 0.85
Delay/Veh: 109.620.6 2l.9 33.431.5120.9108.825.8109.9111.380.7 17.5
User DelAdjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Vehl 109.620.6 23.8 33.4 ]1.5120.8108.825.8109.9111.380.7 17.5
DeoignQuouo: 22 9 10 6 22 17 14 2] 2] 21 29 3.........................................................................................................
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Love I Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 IICH Oporations Method

eaee Volume Altornativo

Level Of scrvtce Computation Report
1994 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)................................................................................

rrueesect.tcn N9 WOODSIDE AVBNUE/WINTER GARDENS BLVD................................................................................. Intersection 110 WOODSIDEAYENUE/RIVERFORD ROAD................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movoment: LT· R I, T R L· T • R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMens Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo:
Lanes: I 0 2 0 1 I a 2 0 I I 0 2 0 I I 0 I 0 I
t.ene Croup: L T R 1. T R I. T R L T R
ILnaInGrps: I 2 1 1 2 I I 2 1 1 1 I
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
lIeM Ops Input Saturation Adj Modulo: .
Lano h'idth: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ lIov Yah I 15 2 2 15
Grade: A\, 0\ 0\ A\,
Parking/Hr: No No No No
BUB Slp/!lr: 2 0 2 2
Arca Typo I < Othor > >
CnCL Ped/llr: 10 10 10 10
excluslveR": Include Include Include Include
" RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCM ooe (Irll and f (It) Ad:) case Module:
f (rtl CaSOI xx.xx xxxx 2 xxxx XICl(X 2 IClI.lI.Xxxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f (It I Casol 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH ens Saturation Adj Module:
Ln wid Adj: 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00
uev Yeh Ad:): 0.87 0.87 0.81 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.87 0.87 0.87
Grade Ad:): 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Parkin9 Ad:): xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx x.xxx 1.00 XXXX".xxxx 1.00
UU9 Stp Adj: )(xxx XX)(X 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1. 00 xxxx xxxx 0.99 XX)()(xxxx 0.99
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxx x xxxx 0.85 xxxx x.xxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
L'l' Ad1: 0.95 XXI(X xxx xx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 XX)(X )(XX)(X
IICH Bat Mj: 0.77 0.87 0.7] 0.870.98 0.8] 0.870.98 0.83 0.77 0.87 0.7)
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
Hr,p Sat Mj: 1.001.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Fol Sat Adj: 0.77 0.87 0.73 0.870.98 0.8] 0.870.98 0.81 0.170.87 0.71
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Modulo:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No >,. > > > > :> > > > :> > > > > >
Si9n81 Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated :> > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjFctr: 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.8S 0.85 0.85................................................................................

Cycle (socl: 120 Cd tical Yol.ICap. (X) I 1.265
Loss Time (sec): 9 (Y.R - 4 sec) Aveu90 Delay (sec/vehl: 127.1
Optimal Cyclel 180 Level of Service: F................................................................................
Approach I North Bound South Bound East Bound West Dound
Movement.: L· T . R L '1' R L l' R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
cantrall Protected Protectod Protectad Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
xtn. Green: 0 0 0 7 a 1 7 0 7
Lanes: a a 0 0 a 1 a 0 0 1 1 a 1 a 0 a 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
Base Vol: a a a 702 a 140 709 661 a a 68 416
Growth Adj: 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.001.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.001.00 1,00
Initial aser a 0 a 702 0 140 709 661 a a 68 416
ueer Mj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0.85 1,00 1,00 0.85
PIIF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHF Volume: 0 0 0 780 0 121 788 737 0 0 76 193
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vall 0 0 0 780 0 321 788 737 0 0 16 393
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Mjl 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Vol. I 0 0 a 180 0 321 788 737 0 0 76 393
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Limo: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.92 1,00 0.82 0.81 0.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.81
Lanes: 0.000.00 0.00 1.000.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1,00 1.00
Final Sat.: 0 0 0 1152 0 1568 1652 1863 0 0 1863 1581
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0."5 0.00 0.20 0.48 0:40 0.00 0.000.0" 0.25
edt Hoves:
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.350.00 0.]5 0.180.57 0.00 0.000.20 0.20
Volumo/cap: 0.000.00 0.00 1.27 0.00 0.58 1.27 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.21 1.27
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lovel Of Service Modulo:
Uniform Dol: 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.6 0.0 24.1 28." 13.7 0.0 0.0 10.7 36.7
IncremntDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 162.6 0.0 1.2 162.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 175.6
Dollly Mj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.85
Delay/veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 187.7 0.0 21.6 186.6 13.0 0.0 0.026.2 206.7
User DeiAdj: 1.001.00 1,00 1,001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MjDal/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 197.7 0.0 21,6 186.6 13.0 0.0 0.026.2 206.7
DeslqnQueue: 0 a 0 ]8 0 15 17 21 0 0 .. 22................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.0427 Ic) 1998 OOWUnq Assoc. I.icensed t.o LLG. SAN DIIlGO. CA TraUix 7.1.0427 lei 1998 Dowlin9 Assoc. Licon80d to LLG. SA" DIEGO. CA
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EXISTING .. PROJ PH Mon Nov 23, 1998 07:31;15 Paqo 11-1 EXISTING .. PROO PH Mon xov 23, 1998 07:)1;15 PaQo 18·1

Level of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 IICH Operations Method
Base Volume Alternative

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMUnsiQnal!zed Method (aeee Volume Alternative)

...................... t ................................................................................... Intersection III RIVERPORD ROAD/61 S8 RAMPS..................................................................................
averece Delay lsec/vah): 130.6 Worst case Level Of servtces P
..................... o. " t ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Intersection 1110 WOODSIDE AVENUB/RIVERFORD ROAD

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T . R L T R I,· T R L· T • R
.......... ··1······ "'''''''11· .. · ·· .. ···· .. ·11·· .. · .. ·· .. ····11·· .. ·· .. ·· .... ·1
IICM Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo:
Lanes: a 0 a a a I a a a 1 1 1 a a a 0 1 a 1
r.enc Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R L T XlOCX xxxx T R
IILnsInGrps: a a a 1 a 1 1 1 a 0 1 1
.... , .. -- .. ·1·············· ·11········· .. ··· ·11····· .... ····· ·11··· .. ··········1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane ,.,idth: 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
'+.llevVeh: 2 2 2 2
Grade: 0\ .n " "
Parklnlj/llr: No No No No
8us Stp/Hc: 0 a a a
Area Type: < < < < < < < < < < Other > :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :>
Cnft Ped/llr: 10 10 10 10
BKclus1veRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 a 0 a
······ .. ····1· .. ··· .... · .. ··11.. ····· .. ·· ····11···· .. ····· .... 11.. · .. ···· .. ····1
IICH Ops r Irll and f lltl Adj Case Module:
f {rU Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX XI(XX 2 XXXX xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
f Uti ceees xxxx xxxx xxx X I XXXX XlCXX I XXXX XXXX XXXXXXXX XXlCX
· .. ·· .. · .. ··1··········· .. ··11· .. ······· .. · .. 11.. · .. ··--······11 .. · .... ··· .. ···1
lICM Ops BatucaHon Adj Modulo:
Ln Wid AdJ: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 0.931.00 xxxxx XXXK 1.00 1.00
Bev Veh Adj: xxxx xxxx xxx xx 0.9B xxxx 0.98 0.98 0.98 xxxxx xxxx 0.98 0.98
Grade Adj: XKXX xxxx xxxxx 0.99 xxxx 0.99 1.001.00 xXJO(X xxxx 1.00 1.00
Parkinlj Adj: xxxx xxx x xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
BU8 Stp Adj: xxxx xxx x xxxxx xxxx xxxx I. 00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx I. 00
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
IICH Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.82 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.83
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLF Silt Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Fol Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.82 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.83
...... --. -- ·1········· .. ·· .. II·· .. ··· -- .. --. ·11·.. ···· .. ····· ·11·· .. ··· .. · .... ·1
Dolay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No :>:>:> > > > > > > :> :> :> :> > > :>
51qoal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated :>:>:>:>:> :> > :> > > > :> :>
Delf\djFctr: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West Bound
Movement: L· l' R L - T . R L T R L· T R
··· .. · .. · .. ·1 ·11·.. · .. · .. ·· .. ··11· .. ·· ··· .. ·11.. ··· .. ·· 1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled StOP Siqn Stop Siqn
Riqhts: Include Channel Include Include
Lanes I I 0 I a 0 a 0 I a 1 0 a 0 0 0 0 1 a 0 1
........ --. ·1······· .. ··· .. ·11.. ···· ·11··· .. -- ·11··· .. ·· .. ······,
Volume Modulel » Count Date: 23 Jul 1998 « PH PEAK
Baso Vol: 257 855 0 0 974 669 0 0 0 68 a 170
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bso: 257 855 0 0 974 669 a 0 0 68 0 170
User Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP Volume I 286 950 0 0 1082 743 0 0 a 76 0 189
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Finlll vol.: 286 950 a 0 1082 743 0 0 0 76 0 189
···· .... ····1· .. ·· .. · .. · .. ··11 .. ··· ...... ·· .. 11.... · .. · .. ·· .. ·11·· .... ·· .... · .. 1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ -2\
\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCB Adj: 1.10 1.00 1.(10 1.10 1.00 1.00 LID 1.10 lola 1.00 1.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 314 950 a 0 1082 743 a 0 (I 76 a 189
····· .. ·····1 ·11····· · .. ·11····· .. · .. · .. ··11 .. · .. ··· ···1
Critical Gap Module:
HoveUp Timo: 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6
Critical Gp: 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5
······ .... ··1· .... · .. ··· .... 11······· .... ····11··· .. ,,·· .. ····11··· .... ··· .... ·1
Capacity Modulo:
CnfUct Vol: 1082 xxxx XXXXX XXXK xxxx XXXXX xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2318 xxxx 950
Potent Cap. t 523 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 48 xxxx 457
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.40 xxxx 1.00
Move Cap.: 523 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xXXX:x.xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 19 xxxx 457
··· ........ ·1· .. ··· ........ ·11···· .. · .. ·· .. ··11·· .. ··· .... ····11 .. · .. · .. ····· .. 1
Level Of Service Modulo:
Stopped Del: 15.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xXXX:xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Have: C
Movement: LT • LTR • RT LT· LTR • RT LT, LTR • RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel :xxxxx J(xxx xxxxx xxxxx XXlCX xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: • • •• •••
Approachllol: 3.7 0.0 0.0

5700 xxxx 13. '"
C

LT·LTR·RT
19 xxxx xxxxx

5700 xxxx xxxxx
P

1638.3

Traff1x 7.1.0427 Ie) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO. C" 'I'raffix 7.1.0427 (cl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CA



EXISTING t- PROJ PM Man Nov 2], 1998 07:]1:15 paqe 19'1

Level Of Service coenueet.Icn Report
1994 IICH Unsiqn41ized Method (Base Volume ALternative)................................................................................

Intersection '12 RIVERPORDROAD/WOODSIDe:ROADNORTH................................................................................
Avoraqo Dolay lsoc/veh): OVERFLOIof Worst Case Level Of Service:................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L T R L T R I.' T • R fJ: T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Siqn Stop Siqn
Riqhts: Include Includo Include Include
Lanes: I 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 I 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulo: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
neec Vol: 181 840 0 0 1]]0 32] 260 0 282 0 0 0
Growth Ad:!: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial 880: 18" 840 0 0 1])0 323 260 0 282 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.001.00' 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
PIIP Ad:!: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
l'IIP vcroee • 208 933 0 0 1478 )59 289 0 31] 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 208 9]] 0 0 1478 )59 289 0]1] 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grado: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
"Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PeE Ad:!: 1.10 l.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10
Cyel/car PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PeE: xxxx xxxx xxx x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Ad:! Vol.: 229 933 0 0 1478 359 lI8 0 )45 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
HoveUp Time: 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxx x xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp: 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 xxxxx xxxx XJCxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Modulo:
Cnflict Vol: 1831 xxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 2798 xxxx 16S7 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: 228 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xx 25 xxxx 200 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx XXJCXxxxxx 0.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Move Cap.: 228 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0 xxxx 200 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
I.evel Of Servico Module:
Stopped 001:114.3 xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Move: P •
Movement: LT . LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxx x xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel: xxxxx XXXI(xxxxx XXX'lXxxxx xxx xx JOI.XXXxxxx XXXXXxxxxx I(XXXxxxxx
Shared LOS: • • • • •
ApproachDel1 22.5

x.xXXXxxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx 1082 xxxxx xxxx XJCxxx
p P
LT·LTR·RTVI' • LTR • RT LT··LTR·RT

0.0 0.0

Traffhc 7.1.0427 leI 199B Oowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Default scene r Io

Scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Fee:
Trip Genoration:
Trip Distribution:
Pat.hs:
Routes:
Conf i9uration:

Hon Nov 23. 1998 07:2!h18 Default ScenarioPaq8 1·1 Hon Nov 23. 1998 07:29:18 PSQ8 2-1

acene r to Report
Default Scenario

................................. _- ..............................................
Impact AnalysIs Raport

Level Of Service

Intersoction Base Future Change
Del/ VI Doll VI In

LOS Veh C LOS Veh C
RIVeRSIDB DRIVE/RIYBRPORD ROAD D 29.90.197 D 29.90.791 .. 0.000 Diy

RIVERSIDE DRIVE/PALM ROW DRIVB C 19.0 0.764 C 19.0 0.164 t 0.000 Dlv

RIVERSIDE DRIVE/VISTA CAMINO D 1.1 0.000 D 1.1 0.000 .. 0.000 VIC

RIVERSIDE DRIVe/LAKESIDE AVBNU D 1.7 0.000 D 1.7 0.000 • 0.000 vrc
S LAKESIDE AVENUB!V1I.LLE VISTA RD B 9 .• 0.706 B 9 .s 0.706 • 0.000 D/V

6 LAKESIDE AVENUE/CHANNEL ROAD B 6.1 0.495 B 6.1 0.495 • 0.000 D/V

7 CHANNEL ROAD/MAPLIWU!:W STREET B 7.00.597 B 7 .o 0.581 • 0.000 D/V

8 WOODSIDE AVENUE/CHANNEL ROAD C 20.3 0.694 C 20.3 0.694 • 0.000 D/V

9 WOODSIDE AVENUE/WINTER GARDENS D 36.0 1. 005 D 36.0 1.005 .. 0.000 D/V

10 WOODSIDe AVENue/RIVERFORD ROAD c 24.5 0.909 C :14.5 0.909 .. 0.000 D/V

11 RIVERFORD ROAD/67 9,9 RAMPS B 11.2 0.611 B 11.2 0.611 .. 0.000 D/V

12 RIVERFDRD ROAD/WOODSIDE ROAD N C 16.9 0.861 C 16.9 0.861 .. 0.000 D/V

EXISTING" PR • HIT PH
EXISTING • PR • HIT PH
EXISTING .. PR .. HIT PH
Default Impact Fee
Default Trip Generation
Default Trip Distribution
Default Paths
Default Routes
Default ConfiQuration

Traf£ix 7.1.0427 Ic} 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA TraUb: 7.1.0427 Ic} 1998 DowlinQ Assoc. Licensed to LI.G. SAN CHGO, CA



Defoult Scenario Mon Nov 23, 199B 01:29;18 Pa90 J-l Default Scenario Mon Nov 2J. 199B 01;29:18 Pa90 4-1

t.cvc i Of scrvtcc Computation Report
1994 IICH Operations Hothod taese Volume Alternativel..._._ _ - . Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report

1994 HeM Operations Method
aeee Volume Alternative

Interscction U RIVERSIDE: DRIVE:/RIVE:RFORDROAD................................................................................ ................................................................................
Cycle (soc); 90 Critical VoL/Cap. (XI; 0.191
Loss Time lsce): 12 ly-tR" 4 sec) Avora90 Delay fscc/vahll 28.9
Optimal Cycle: 14 Level Of Service: 0.... _-_ .

Intersection Ii RIVERSIDE DRIVE/RIVERFORD ROAD................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound Eclst Bound Hest Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected

=~~~t~;con: 7 In~~ude 14 Inc~udO 7 In~~Ude 14 14 In~:udO i
t.enee r 2 0 2 0 I 1 0 1 I 0 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 0 1
············1········ .. ·····11··· .. ·· .... ····11· .. ····· .. ·· .. ·11.. · .... ········1
Volume ModUlo: » Count Dato: 15 Jul 199B « PM PEAK
Base Vol; 80 683 468 339 381 10 20 10 60 471' 10 J36
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
InitJal Bsel 80 68) 468 ))9 387 10 20 10 60 471 . 10 ))6
User AdJ; 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PIIF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIF Volume: 89 159 442 317 4.]0 9 22 11 51 5:1:) 11 317
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 89 159 442 311 4]0 9 22 11 51 521' 11 317
PeE Adj; 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Adj: 1. 03 1. 05 1. 00 1. 00 1.05 1. 05 1. 00 1. 05 1.13 1. 03 1. 05 1. 00
Final Vol.: 92 191 442 371 452 10 22 12 64 539 12 111
············1···············11···············11···············11·····:·········1
Saturation Flow Hodule:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.98 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.870.98 0.83
Lanos: 2.00 2.00 l.00 1.00 1.96 0.04 1.002.00 2.00 2.002.00 1.00
Final Silt.: n03 )725 1583 1652 3645 81 1652 3725 3167 nO] ]125 1S8)
···· .... ····1····· .... ······11 .. · .. ··········11··· .... ········11·· ...... ·······1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.030.21 0.28 0.230.12 0.12 0.010.00 0.02 0.160.00 0.20
Cdt Hoves:
Grecn/Cyc1o: 0.080.30 0.30 0.240.46 0.46 0.080.16 0.16 0.110.25 0.25
Volume/Cap: 0.360.72 0.94 0.940.21 0.21 0.110.02 0.13 0.940.01 0.80
············1· .. ··· .. ·· .. ···11············ .. ·11·.. ·· .. ·· .. ·· .. 11···.. · ...... ···1
Lovel Of Service Modulo:
Uniform Del: 29.9 21.6 23.5 25.5 11.4 11.4 29.5 24.5 24.9 27.9 19.3 24.0
lncremntvol: 0.4 1.1.20.2 22.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 7.5
Delay Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Dolay/Vah: 25.820.0 40.2 44.0 9.7 9.7 25.120.8 21.2 41.516.4 27.9
Usor DelAdjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel!Veh: 25.820.0 40.2 44.0 9.7 9.7 25.120.8 21.2 41.516.4 27.9
00si9nOoouo: 4 )0 11 15 13 0 1 1 ] 23 0 12................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement I L· T • R L· T • R L - 'I' R L· T - R
··· .. · .. · .. ·1·...... · .. ·· .. ·11.... ·· ........ ·11··.. · .. · .. ·· .. ·11.. · .. ·· .. · .. '''1
IICMOps Adjusted Lane uti.llzation Module;
t.enea. 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 I 1 0 I 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 e I
Lane Group: L T R L RT RT L T R L T R
'LnaInGrps: 2, 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1
........ · .. ·1· .... ··· .. ··· .. 11.. ···· ...... ···11··· .. ···· .. ··:·11· .. ····· .. ·· .. ·1
HeM Ops Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lllne Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\HevVeh; 2 2, 2 2,
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
ParkinO'/Hr: No No No No
Bus Stp/llr: 0 0 0 0
Aroa Typol < ather>
Cnft Ped/Hr: 0 0 0 0
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
· .......... ·1·...... · .. · .... 11··.... · .. · .... ·11···· .. ··· .. ····11·· .. ·· ...... ···f
IICH Ops f(rtl and fOt) Adj cese Modulo:
f (r-t) ceee r xxxx XIUtX 2, xxxx 5 5 xxxx xxxx :2 xxxx xxxx
f Otl Case: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx
·· ........ ··1· .. ·· .. · .. ·· .. ·11.. ··· .... ·· .... 11······· .... · .. ·11.. · .... ··· .... ·1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module;
Ln WJd Adjl 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.9] 1.00 1.00
Hov Vah Adj: 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98
Grade Adj I 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00
ParkinO' Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj I xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj; 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx ~xx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
IICH Sat Mj: D.81 0.99 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.98 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.87 0.98 0.83
Usr Sat Adjl 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.87 0.98 0.98 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.87 0.98 0.83
.... ·· .. ·· .. 1.. · .. · ........ ·11··.. ··· .. · .. ···11.. · .... ·· .. ····11· .... ·· .. ······1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
919nal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuatod > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DeIAdjPctr: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
•••••• t •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• t ••••••••• t ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Default Scenario Man Nov 23, 199807:29:19 Paqc S-l Default sceneetc Mon Nov 23. 1998 07:29:18...................................... _-- --- .

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 IICHOperations Method (Base Volume Alternativel................................................................................. Level Of Sorvj ce Detailed Computation Report

1994 IICHOperations Method
Base Volume Alternative

Intersection 112 RIVERSIDE DRIVE/PALM ROW DRIVE "'"" •• ,,••••••••••••• " ..I ,",o ••••••••••• ,o '" ••••••••• * ,o .
...... ,o ••• " '"",o" .. ,o •• " ,o '" .. *.'"'" "'"" " "'"'" ,o '" '" ••••••• ,o .. ,o .. Intersection 12 RIVERSIDe DRIVe/PALM ROW DRIVE

* ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• * •••• *. *** *. *.* •• * * ••••••••••••••••••••••• * •••••Cycle (socl: 115 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.764
Loss Time lsecl: 9 (Yi-R = 4 sec! avcreue Delay (sec/veh): 19.0
Optimal Cycle: 63 t.eve t Of Service: C..................................................................... ~ .
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L· T • R L T R L· T R L· T R------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Control: Protected Protected srcceceeo Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Hln. Grecn: 7 7 7 7 1 7 7 7
I.anos: 1 0 0 I 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Volume Module: :>:> Count Datet 16 Jul 1998 «
nesc Vol: 50 10 20 30 10 117 235 577 20 10 620 39
Growth Mj: l.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 l.00'1.00 1.00
Initial BSOI 50 10 20 30 10 1]7 235 577 20 10 620 lB
User Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.85
PIIF Mj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIlF Volume: 56 11 22 3J 11 129 261 641 22 11 689 36
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 56 11 22 )) 11 129 261 6U 22 11 699 36
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 t.OO 1.00
HLP Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Final Vat. t 56 11 22 Jl 11 129 261 64t 22 11 699 J6------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sal/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900' 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.84 0.94 0.94
r.anee r 1.00 0.3l 0.67 1.00 0.08 0.92 l.00 0.97 0.03 1.000.95 0.05
Final Sat.: 1296 439 877 1604 122 1434 1604 1735 60 1604 1689 88------------1---------------11---------------11------·--------11-----·-··------1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 O.OJ 0.0) 0.02 0.09 0.09 0.160.37 0.]7 0.01 0.41 0.41
Crit Movos:
Green/Cyclot 0.060.09 0.09 0.090.12 0.12 0.210.68 0.68 0.06 0.53 0.53
Volume/Cap: 0.710.28 0.28 0.23 0.77 0.77 0.770.54 0.54 0.11 0.77 0.77------------1------------·--11---------------11---------------11---------------1
I.evol Of Service Module:
Uniform Dol: 40.337.2 ]7.2 37.037.4 37.4 32.4 7.0 7.0 38.916.2 16.2
IncremntDel: 16.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 11.8 11.8 6.9 0.4 0.4 0.0 2.7 2.7
Delay Mj: 0.85 0.85 0.9S 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Veh: 50.6 32.0 32.0 31.6 43.6 43.6 34.4 6.3 6.3 33.0 16.5 16.5
Us~r DelMj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00.1.00 1.00
AdjDol/Veht 50.632.0 32.0 ]1.643.6 43.6 )4.4 6.3 6.3 33.016.5 16.5
DcsiqnQueue: 3 1 1 2 1 7 14 14 0 1 2) 1................ " " .

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movementt L· T • R LT· R L T R L· T R---------···1····-------····11------- .. ····--11---------------1, .. -------· .... -1
HCMOps Adjusted Lane Utilizetion Module:
Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 a 1 0 0 1 0 I 0 0 0
Lane Croup: L R'I' RT L RT RT L RT RT L RT RT
ILnslnGrpst 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1------------,---------------1,·· .. -----------11---------------11--------------·1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ Hev Yeh: 3D 5 5 5
Gradel 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Jlr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0 0 2 2
Area Type: < Other
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Includo Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0------------1--- .. ----------11- .. ·------- .. ··11---------···---11-----···-------1
lIeH Ops £frt) and f(tt) Adj Case Modulot
f frt) Case: xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 5 xxxx 5 xxxx
f flt) ceees 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx. - - - - --- - - - -1"·- .. -- -- -- - --11-' - - - -- -- - - - -- -11- --- - - - - - -- - - - -11- .... -- --- ... -'1
HCMOps Saturetion Adj Module:
Ln Wid Mj: 0.931.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.931.00 1.00
aev ven Mj: 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.950.95 0.95 0.950.95 0.95 0.950.95 0.95
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking- Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 t.OO xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Stp Mi: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 l.00 xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx 0.99 0.99
Area Mjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Mjt xxxx 0.90 0.90 xxxx 0.86 0.86 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 0.99 0.99
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
lIeM Sat Mj: 0.680.69 0.69 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Sal Mj I 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adjt 0.68 0.69 0.69 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.84 0.94 0.94---------·-·1-------- .. ··· .. 11---------···---11----- .. --------11------------··-1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Modulo:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > :> :> > > > :> :> :> :> > > :> :>
Biqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated :>:> > > > > :> :> :> > > :> :>
DelAdjFctr: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85.................................................................. "" .

Traffix 7.1.0427 fcl 1998 Dowling- Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA TraUb 7.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dow1inq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA



Default Scenario Mon Nov 23. 199807:29:18 Paqe 7·1 Dofault Sconario Man Nov 23, 199807:29:18 Paqe 8·1

Lovel Of Service Computation Report
199-4 HCM Unsiqnalized Hethod taeee Volume Alternative)................................................................................ Level Of Service Computation Report

1994 HCM Unsiqnalized Method (Base Volume Altornative). '" .
Intersection 113 RIVBRSIDE DRIVE/VISTA CAMINO Intersoction 04 RIVERSIDR DRIVE/LAKESIDR AVENUR...................... . ................................................................................
AveraQo Delay (soc/veh): 1.1 Worst caee Level Of Service: 0............... _ - _. _ _ _ _ .._ _ . Averaqe Delay (sec/veh): . 1.1 Worst case Level Of Service: D..._ _ _ _ _ .
Appro!lch: North Bound South ncune East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T - R L T R L - T R L - T R
·.· · 1.····· ··.11·.·· .. ·.··.·.·.11.· ········11···············1
ccnt.rot • Stop Biqn Stop Siqn Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Hi-qhts: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 I 1 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volumo Modulol » Count. nate r 16 Jul 1999 «
Base Vol: 0 0 0 18 0 63 14 SOU 0 0 633 12
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial 090: 0 0 0 18 0 63 14 S44 0 0 613 12
uecr Adj: 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
sne Adjl 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 0 0 0 20 0 70 82 604 0 0 703 13
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal VoL: 0 0 0 20 0 70 82 604 0 0 703 13
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/CcHS: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx
rca Mj: 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 1.10, l.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PCEI xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Adj Vol.: 0 0 0 22 0 71 90 604 0 0 703 13
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
MoveUp 'l'ime:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 XXXX XlC.XXXXXXXXlC.XXXxxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxx x xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Modulel .
Cn£lict vol: X)lXX xxxx xxxxx 1397 xxxx 710 717 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent. Cap. I XXXX XXXX xxxxx 164 xxxx 605 7Bl xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxxx O.BB xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx· xxxx xxxxx
Have Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 145 xxxx 605 7Bl xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············/1···············11···············1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Stopped Dcl:)lxxxx xxxx xxxxx 29.7 xxxx 6.7
1.09 by Have: • 0 B
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT· LTR RT
Sharod Cap.: xxxx xxx x xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel :xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: -
ApproachDol: 0.0 11. 6 0.7 0.0

Approach: North Bound South BOund East Bound West Bound
Movemontl L· or - R L T R L T R L - T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Stop Siqn Stop Siqn Uncontrolled Uncontrollod
RlqhtBI Include Includo Include Channel
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Dato: 16 Jul 1998 « PH PEAK
Base Vol: 0 0 0 68 0 12 20 -453 0 0 618 133
Growth Mjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00
Initial nees 0 0 0 68 0 12 20 453 0 0 618 133
User Ad:): 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
PUP Adjl 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP Volume: 0 0 0 16 0 13 22 503 0 0 687 148
Reduct. Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal Vol. I 0 0 0 16 0 13 22 503 0 0 681 148
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjust.ed Volume Module:
Grado I 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
\ Cycle/Cars I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Combl xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCB Mj: 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Mj VaLl 0 0 0 83 0 15 24 S03 0 0 681 148
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Crit.lcal Gap Module:
NoveUp Timolxxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xx xxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx S.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Modulel •
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1212 xxxx 681 681 xxxx xxxxx xxxx XXXX XXX)lX
Potent Cap. I xxxx XXXX xxxxx 210 xxxx 621 B07 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XXXXX
Adj Cap I )lXXX xxxx xxxxx 0.91 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Mave Cap. I xxxx XXXX xxxxx 204 xxxx 621 807 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Servico Module:
St.opped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 21.9 xxxx 5.9 -4.6 XX)lX xxxxx XXXXX xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Hove:' • 0 B A •
Movement: LT • LTR . RT LT· LTR RT LT· LTR - RT LT - LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shared LOS: • • _. • • •
ApproachDol: 0.0 24.6 0.2 0.0

5.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
8

LT·LTR·RT LT-LTR'RT
xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx

xxxxx XXXX XXX)lX XXXXXXXXX x.xxxx. . .

TraH I x 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlinq AS80C. Licensod to LLG. SAN DrEGO, CA Traffix 1.1.0U1 Ie) 1998 Dowlinq A080C. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA
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Default Scenario Man Nov 23. 199807:29:18 Paqo 9-1 Default Sconario Hon Nov 23, 1998 01:29:18 Paqe 10-1

t.eve t Of aervtcc Computation RC!port
1994 HeMOperations Method (Base Volume Alternative)................................................................................

Intersection .5 LAKESIDE AVENUE/VAI,LB VISTA ROAD

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Hethod
Base vctuee Alternative

"" •• "" •• ",o,o ••••• " •••••••••• ,o,o '",o,o,o,o",o '" •• ,o ••• ,o .. ",o ••• ,o .... ,o,o,o .. '" '" •• "" ••••••••• ,o ••••••

Cycle (sec): 50 Critical Vol./Cap. IX): 0.706
Loss Time (sec): 12 (Y-tR = 4 sec) averece Delay (sec/vehl: 9.8
Optimal cvcre- 49 Level Of Service: B
",o.",o",o"",o,o,o",o" ••• ,o,o,o,o,o,o,o,o •••••• ,o '"",o,o"",o .. ,o *. * •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Intorsection .5 LAKESIDE AVENUE/VALLE VISTA ROAD................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R LT· R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected srotectee Protected
Riqhts: Include Includo Includo tenere
H[n. Green: 0 0 0 7 0 1 7 0 1
t.enca r 0 0 a a a 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 I 0 0 0 a 1 0 1

·... ·.... 1.. ·.· .. ·.·· .. ··11···.... ········11···············11···············1
Volumo Module: » Count Date: 16 Jul 1998 « PM PEAK
Base Vol: a O· a 90 0 104 150 311 0 0 647 158
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 0.00
Initial D80: 0 0 0 90 0 104 150 311 0 0 641 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.00
PUF Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.00
PilI" Volume: 0 0 0 100 0 98 161 412 0 0 719 0
Reduct Vol: a 0 0 a a a 0 0 a 0 0 0
Reducod vet , 0 0 0 100 0 98 167 412 0 0 719 0
PCE Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00
HLII Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00
Final Vol.: a 0 0 100 0 98 167 412 0 0 719 0
············1···············11················11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Silt/Lana: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.85 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
I.ancs: 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 0 a a 1685 a 1615 1685 1900 0 a 1900 1900
············1···············11···············11···············11····'··········1
Capacity Anillysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.100.22 0,00 0.00 0.38 0.00
Crit Moves:
Grcen/Cycla: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.62 0.00 0.000.48 0,00
Volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.42 0.00 0.43 0.110.)5 0.00 0.000.79 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.9 0.0 15.0 15.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0
IncremntDcl: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.9 6.) 0.1 0.0 0.0' 3.3 0.0
Dollly Mj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.00 0.85 0.850.95 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00
nalay/Voh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 0.0 13.6 19.6 J.l 0.0 0.0 10.) 0.0
Uscr DelAdj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
AdjDel/Vehl 0.0 0.0 0.0 1).5 0.0 13.6 19.6 l.1 0.0 0.0 10.] 0.0
DcsignOuouc: 0 0 0 2 0 2 t 5 a 0 12 0................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Weat Bound
Movement: L· T • R L T R L· T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············/1···············1
IICN Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo1
Lenee r 0 a 0 a a 1 a 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 a 0 0 1 a 1
Lano Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R L T xxxx xxxx T R
III.naInGrps1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICM Ops Input Saturotian Adi Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 12
\ Hev Yah: 0 0 a 0
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parking/Hr: No No No No
Bus Stp/llrl 0 0 0 0
Aroa Type: < . .,: < < < < < Other > :>
Cnft Pod/lin a 10 10 10
BxcluaiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Cps f Crt) and f IHI Adj ceee ModulOI
f (rt) ceeer xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx
f Ilt) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
HCM Ops Saturat.ion Adi Modulel
Ln wid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00 0.9] 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
nev Veh Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1. 00 1.00 1.00 XICXXK XXKK 1. 00 XXKKK
Grade Adj: XXXK xxxx KXXXK 1. 00 xxxx 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 KKXXX XXKX 1. 00 XXKKK
Parkin\j! Adj I XXXK KKK X XXXXX XkKX XXXX 1.00 XKXX 1.00 xxxxx XXKX XKXX XXXXX
Bus Stp Adj: KXXX xxxx XXXXX xxxx xxxx 1. 00 XXXX 1. 00 XXXXX XXXK XKXX xxxxx
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 XXXXX xxxx 1. 00 xxxxx
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 XXXX xxxxx Xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCM Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.85 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.85 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > :> :> :> :> :> :> > > > > > > > :>
Si9nal Typo I < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > :> >
DelAdjFctr: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.00................................................................................

Tr<1ffix 1.1.0421 (cl 1998 Dowlin9 Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA Traffix 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA



Default Scenario Han Nov 23, 1998 01:29:18 Paqo 11·1 Default Scenario Man Nov 23, 1998 01::19:18 Paqe 12'1................ - - .
Lever Of Service Computation Report

1994 HeH Operations Mothod (Base Volume Alternativel................................................................................
................................................................................

Intersection U LAKESIDE AVENUE/CHANNELROAD
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,o ••••••••••••••••••••••••

t.ever Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeM Operations Method

Base Volumo Alternative................................................................................
Cycle (socl: 40 Critical VOl./Cllp. (XI: 0.495
Loss Time (sec) 1 9 (Y"R· .. sec) Avoraqo Delay (Bec/veh): 6.1
Optimal Cycle: 31 Level Of Service: B................................................................................

Intersection .6 LAKESIDE AVENUE/CHANNELROAD.................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R L' T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Include IQnore Inc1udo
Hin. creen. 0 14 1 14 0 0 0 0 1 0
Lanos: 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 15 Jul 199B « PM PEAK
Baso Vol: 0 630 11] 110 410 0 0 0 0 102 0 151
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial aso r 0 6]0 Il) 110 410 0 0 0 0 102 0 151
user Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.00 Loo 1.00
1'111'Mj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.00 0.900.90 0.90
PIIF Volume: 0 100 107 122 456 0 0 0 0 11] 0 114
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 700 101 122 456 0 0 0 0 11J 0 174
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal vot .« 0 135 107 122 418 0 0 0 0 11] 0 174
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/I.ano: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 '1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.000.97 0.82 0.87 0.9B 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.B71.00 0.83
Lanos: 0.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 0 J688 1555 1652 ]'111 0 0 0 0 1652 0 1571
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Cllpacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.000.20 0.07 0.010.1J 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.010.00 0.11
Crit Movos:
Green/Cyc1o: 0.000.39 0.]9 0.17 0.56 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.21
Volume/Cap: 0.000.52 O.lB 0.42 0.23 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.52
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Dol: 0.0 1.2 6.2 11.2 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 0.0 10.6
IncremntDel: 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.1
Delay Adj: 0.000.85 0.B5 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85
Dolay/Veh: 0.0 6.4 5.3 10.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 10.1
User DeiAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MiDol/Yeh: 0.0 6.4 5.3 10.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 10.1
DosiqnQueuel 0 11 1 :I SOD 0 0 :z 0 1......................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L· T R LT· R L '1" R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops Adjustod Lane Ut!lhation Module:
Lanes: 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Lane Group: 'I' R L T xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R
IILnsInGrpsl 0 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12
\ nev Yeh: 2 2 0 2:
Grade: +2\ 0\ 0\ 0\
ParkinQ/llr: No No No No
Bus Slp/Hrl 2: 2 0 2
Aroa Type: < < < .( < < < < < Other> > > > > >
Cnft Pod/llr: 10 10 0 10
Bxclu8iveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct.: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············\
IICMOps f (rtl and f (It I 1I.dj Case ModUle:
f (rtl Caso: XKXX xxxx 2 xxxx xxx.x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
f (1 tJ ceee r xxxx xxxx xxxx I xxx.x xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln wid Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 0.931.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.9J xxxx 1.00
Hov Voh Adj: xxxx 0.98 0.9B 0.980.98 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx.x 0.98 xxxx 0.98
Grado Adj: xxxx 0.99 0.99 1.001.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
ParkinQ Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx 1.00 XXxxx xxxx )(Xxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.99
Area Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx )(Xxx xxx.xx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
RT Adjl xux xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx ~xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj 1 xxxx XXXX xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSal Adj: 1.000.97 0.B2 0.87 0.9B 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.83
Usr Bat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 1.000.97 0.82 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.81 1.00 0.8]
············,············ ..··11···············11···············11···············1
Deley Adjustment Factor Module:
CoordInated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
SIqnal Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > )0 )0 >
DelAdjFctr: 0.000.85 0.B5 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.B50.00 0.8S
•••• t tt •••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Traffix 7.1.0421 (cl 1998 Dowling Assoc. Llcensod to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA 'I'raffix 1.1.0427 Ic) 199B Dowllnq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CA
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Dofault Scenario Mon Nov 2], 199807:29:10 Paqe !l·t Default scene r to Hon Nov 23, 1998 07: 29: 18 Paqe 14-1

Level Of service Computation Report
199. HeMcperet.tons Method tease Volume Alternative)

•••••••••••• tt ••••••••••••••• tt •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Level of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeM Operations Method

Base Volume Alternative
Intersection n CIIAN'NEL ROAD/MAPLRVrEW STREET ............................................................. t , •••••••• t ..
...................................................... to. to. * .

Intorsection 11 CHANNEt ROAO!MAPLevIBW STREET..............................................................................................Cycle (sec): 40 Critical Vol./eap. (X): 0.581
toea Time (accl: 9 (Y"-R II 4 eec! xvereee Delay teec/venl r 7.0
Optimal Cycle: 34 Lavel Of Service: . B................................................................................ ApprOllch: North Boond South Bound Ellst Boond Wast Boond

Movement: L· T • R LT' R L· T R L' '1' • R
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
IICH Ops Adjusted t.ene Utilization Modulo:
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Lane Group: xxxx RT RT L T xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R
ILnslnGrps: 0 2 2 I 2 0 0 a 0 1 a 1
············1···············1,···············1,···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12
\ Hev Yah: 2 2 2 2
Grado: a\ 0\ a\ a\
Parkinq/llr: No No No No
Bus Stp/lln 2 2 2 2
Area Type: < < < < < e Other > > > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRTI Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: a a a a
············/···············11···············11···············1,···············1
HCM Ops f lrtl and fill) Adj Case Modulo:
f(rt) Caso: xxxx 5 5 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
f (It) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx' 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: xxxx 1.00 1. 00 0.93 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00
nov veh Adj: xxxx 0.98 0.98 0.980.98 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.98 xxxx 0.98
Grade Adj: xxxx 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1. 00
parkin"" Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: x.xxx 1. 00 1. 00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.99
Area Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx 0.91 0.91 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx ~xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx XxXX)( 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adj: 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.810.98 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 0.811.00 0.83
Usr Sat Adj: 1,001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 1.000.95 0.95 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.83
············1··········:,···11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Modulo:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < <: < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,,> > > > > " " > > > " "
DolAdjFch: 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Round East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T - R LT· R L' T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhta: Include Include Includo Include
Min. Green: 1 0 7 14 a 0 a 0 1 0
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 1 a 2 0 0 0 a a 0 0 1 0 0 0 I
·· ... ·······1····.·········.1, .... ·.·· ..... ·.11.. ·············11···············1
vo iumc Modulo: » Count Date: 15 .luI 1998 « PH PEo\K
Raso Vol: 0 615 186 154 412 0 0 0 a 225 a 137
Growth Adj: 1, 00 1, 00 1, 00 1, 00 1. 00 1, 00 1, 00 1. 00 1, ao 1.00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial Bse: 0 615 186 154 432 0 0 0 a 225· 0 137
Usor Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.11 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.77
PHP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volume: 0 615 158 154 432 0 0 0 0 225 0 116
Reduct Vol: 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0 a
Reduced Vol: 0 615 158 154 432 0 0 0 0 225 0 116
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MI.P Adj: 1,00 1,05 1,05 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
Pinal voi .» 0 646 166 154 454 0 0 0 0 225 0 116
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Modulo:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustmont: 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.81 0.98 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.83
Lanes: 0.00 1.59 0.41 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00-0.00 l.00
Final Sat.: a 2863 736 1652 3111 0 a 0 0 1652 0 1511
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.090.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14.0.00 0.07
Crit Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.11 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.23
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.60 0.60 0.5] 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.600.00 0.33
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Dol: 0.0 7.7 1.7 11.4 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 9.8
IncremntDol: 0.0 0.6 0.6 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.2
Ds1ay Adj: 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85
Dolay/Vahl 0.0 7.1 7.1 11.2 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 0.0 8.6
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjOol/Veh: 0.0 7.1 7.1 11.2 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9· 0.0 8.6
OesiqnQueue: 0 10 2 3 5 0 0 0 0 4 0 2................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.0427 Ic) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. I.iconsod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA TraUb 7.1.0411 (e) 1998 Dowling- Assoc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA



Default Scenario Man Nov 23. 1998 07:29:18 Paqe 15·1 Dohul t Scenar 10 Man Nov 23. 199807:29:18 Paqe 16·1

Lovel Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)................................................................................ Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report

1994 HeM Operations Method
aeee Volume Alternative................................................................................

Intersection 18 IroaDSIDE AVENUE/CHANNELROAD................................................................................Intersection 118 WOODSIDEAVENUE/CHANNELROAD

Cycl0 (soc): 15 Critical Vol./Cap. (X) I 0.694
toes Time (soc): 9 IY+R" 4 soc) xverece Delay (sec/voh): 20.1
Optimal Cyclo: 48 Level Of Service: C................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement, L· or . R LT· R L· 'I' R L· 'I' R
············,···············11···············1,···············11···············,
tlCM Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 0 I 0 0 I 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0
Lane Group: LT LT R LT LT R L RT RT L RT RT
IILnslnGrps: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2
·····.· .... ·1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 1:1 10 12 12 10 1:1 12
'II Hev Vah: 5 15 5 15
Gndo: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/llr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 2 0 0 2
Area Typo: «< ««« <Othor» »>:>
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Includo
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············,···············1,···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps ((rtl and ((It) Adj Case Modulo:
f lrt) Caso: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx 5 xxxx
f Ilt) ceee r 4 4 xxxx 4 4 xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
HCMOpa Satuntion Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 l.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00
uev Veh Mjl 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.950.95 0.95 0.870.87 0.87
Gnde Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
ParklnQ Adjl xxxx XXXX 1.00 xxxx xxxx LOG xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1. 00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx Q:97 0.97 xxxx 0.98 0.98
LT Adj: 0.97 0.97 xxxxx 0.98 0.98 xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Mjl 0.860.92 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.9:1 0.91 0.77 0.85 0.85
Usr Sat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.860.9:1 0.8G 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.92 0.92 0.77 0.85 0.85
············1···············1,···············11···············1,···············,
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > :> :> :> :> > > > > > :> :> :> >
SIQnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated :> > > :> :> :> :> :> :> > > > :>
DelAdjFctrl 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound west Bound
Movement: L T R LT' R L T R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights; Include Include Include Includo
HIn. Green I 7 7 7 7 14 0 7 14
t.enes s 0 1 0 0 1 0 I 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 I 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: >:> Count ne te r 5 AUQ 1998 « PH PEAK
Base Vol: 164 78 11 119 136 231 214 647 167 9 353 80
Growth Adj: LOG 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial noel 164 78 13 119 136 231 214 647 167 9 353 80
User Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.00 l.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PHP Adi: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIF Volumo: 182 87 12 132 151 218 238 719 158 10 ]92 76
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 182 87 12 132 151 :118 238 719 158 10 392 76
PCP. Adj; 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.05 1.05 1.001.05 1.05
Final VoL: 18:1 81 12 132 151 218 238 755 166 10. 412 79
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.860.9:1 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.92 0.9:1 0.770.85 0.85
Lanes: 0.69 O.ll 1.00 0.48 0.5:1 1.00 1.00 1.64 0.36 1.00·1.68 0.]2
Final Sat. I 11)) 542 1526 731 836 1404 1604 2878 6)] 1465 2706 519
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.160.16 0.01 0.180.19 0.16 0.150.26 0.26 0.010.15 0.15
Celt Hovos:
Groen/Cycle: 0.21 0.:11 0.21 0.:14 0.24 0.24 0.:15 0.34 0.34 0.090.19 0.19
Volume/Cap: 0.770.77 0.04 0.770.77 0.66 0.600.77 0.77 0.070.82 0.82
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Dol: 21.221.2 18.0 20.320.3 19.1 18.9 16.7 16.1 23.622.2 22.2
IncremntDol: 6.7 6.7 0.0 6.4 6.4 3.1 1.8 2.1 2.1 0.0 5.9 5.9
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Do14y/voh: :14.824.8 15.3 23.723.7 :10.1 17.816.4 16.4 20.124.8 24.8
U60r DolAdj: 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 24.824.8 15.3 23.723.7 20.1 17.816.4 If;. 4 20.1.24.8 24.8
DosiqnOueue: 6 ) 0 4 5 7 8 2:1 5 0 14 3
••••••••• 0 ••••••••• 0 •••••••••• 0 .

Traffix 7.1.0427 ecl 1998 DowlinQ Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA TraUb 7.1.0427 (cl 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensod to tLG. SAN DIEGO, CA

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Default Scenario Mon Nov 23. 199801:29:18 Paq911'1 Default Sconario Mon Nov 21. 199807:29:18 Pac;ro 18-1

t.eve r of Service Computation Report
1994 HeMoperations Method IBaso Volume Alternative)

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• t •••••••••••••••••••••••

Level Of Service Detailed CoctIputatlon Report
1994 HeM Operations Hethod

Baso Volume Alternative
Intersection 19 WOODSIDE AVENUE/WINTER GARDENS BLVD. • "' It ................. .. Intersection 19 WOODSIDE AVENUE/WINTBR GARDENS BLVD •...............................................................................................Cycle lsec): 90 Critical Vol./Cap. lXI, 1.005
Loss Time lsec): 12 (Y.R D 4 sec} Avor-aqo Delay lscc/vehl: ]6.0
Oplimal Cycle: 116 Level Of Ser-vice: D................................................................................. Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movemont: L· T • R L· T • R L· T R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanesl :I 0 1 0 1 :I 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 :I 0 1
Lane Group: L T R L T R L T R L T R
IILnsInGr-psl 2 1 1 :I :I 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···· ..... ······,
HCMOps Input Satur-ation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ lIovVoh: 15 2 2 15
urede I 0\ 0'" 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Hr: No No No No
Bus StP/Hr-: 2 0 2 2
Area Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < Other> > > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Pcd/llr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Includo
\RTPHct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH one f let) and f flt) Adj Case Module:
f let) Case: xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f(ltl Caso: 1 XI!.XX XXXX 1 Xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 XXXX 11.11.11.11.

············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev Vah Adj: 0.87 0.87 0.81 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.87 0.81 0.81
Grade Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
ParkinQ Adj: XXXII.xxxx 1.00 XXXII.XXXX 1.00 XXXII.XXXX 1.00 XXXII.XXXII. 1.00
Bus Btp Adj: XXXII.xxxx 0.99 XXXII.xxxx 1.00 XXXII.XXXII. 0.99 XXXII.xxxx 0.99
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: XXXII.XXXII. 0.85 XXXII.XXXII. 0.85 XXXX XXXII. 0.85 xxxx XXXII. 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 XXXII.xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 XXXII.xxxxx 0.95 XXXII.xxxxx
IICH Sat Adj: 0.17 0.87 0.73 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.870.98 0.83 0.110.87 0.73
Usc Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Mj: 0.17 0.97 0.73 0.870.98 0.83 0.870.99 0.83 0.17 0.87 0.73
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Dolay Adjustment Factor Hodu1e:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ,. > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,. > > > > > > > > > > > >
DolAdjPctr: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85.......................................... , " , .

Approach: North Bound South Bound Eaot Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T R LT· R L . T R I.'. T • R
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min, Green: 14 7 14 14 7 14 7 14
Lanes: 2 0 lID 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 6 Aug 1998 « PM PEAK
Base Vol: 314 Hi5 224 98 338 314 216 313 446 355 554 13
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00·1. 00 1. 00
Initial Doc: 314 165 224 98 339 314 216 313 446 355·554 73
User Adi: l.00 1.00 0.95 l.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
pUP Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIlP Volume: 416 183 212 109 316 297 240 414 421 ]94 616 69
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 416 183 212 109 376 297 240 414 421 394 616 69
PeE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Mj: 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 428 183 212 112 ]94 291 240 435 421 ]94 646 69
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.77 0.81 0.13 0.870.98 0.83 0.870.98 0.83 0.17·0.87 0.73
t.enea r 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.002.00 1.00 1.002.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 l.00
Pinal Sat.: 2930 1652 1393 )]03 3125 1583 1652 3725 1571 1465 3304 1393
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.150.11 0.15 0.030.11 0.19 0.150.12 0.21 0.270.20 0.05
cr t t Hovos:
Green/Cycle: 0.160.18 0.18 0.160.18 0.18 0.220.26 0.26 0.260.30 0.30
Volume/cap: 0.94 0.60 0.83 0.22 0.57 1.02 0.650.44 1.02 1.020.65 0.16
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lovel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 28.625.6 26.9 25.225.5 27.9 24.121.0 25.2 25.220.7 17.5
IncremntDel: 19.9 1.1 7.9 0.0 0.9 46.0 :1.1 0.:1 39.2 40.4· 1.0 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0,85 0.850.85 0.85
Delay/Veh: 44.222.9 30.1 21.522.5 69.1 23.218.1 60.7 61.818.6 14.9
User DelAd:l: l.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00
AdjDcl/Vah: 44.222.9 30.7 21.522.5 69.7 23.218.1 60.7 61.818.6 14.9
Desiqnoueue: 19 8 9 5 17 13 10 17 16 15 24 2................................................................................

Traffix 7.1.0427 fcl 1998 Dowling Aoooc. Licensed to LI.G, SAN'DIEGO. CA Traffb 7.1.0427 fc) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, Cit.



Default Scenario Mon Nov 23, 199801:29:18 eece 19·1 Default Scenario Mon Nov :n, 1998 07:29: 18 Paqo 20·1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method (Bose Volume Alternativol

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I' ••••••••••••••

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 HCH Operations Hethod

Base Volume Alternative
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••Intersection no WOODSIDE AVENUE/RIVERFORD ROAD

•••••••••••••• I" ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I ••••••••••• Intersection 110 WOODSIDEAVI!:NUE/RIVERFORDROAD
••••••• t ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I •• ' •• " •••••••••••••Cycle (soc): 100 Critical VoL/Cap. (XI: 0.909

Loss Time tsect r 9 (Y+R· 4 sect averece Delay (aoc/vah) I 24.5
Optimal Cycle: 108 Laval Of SorviCB: C
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I •••••••••••••••••••••• I.". I ••••••••••••••••••• I. I

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T . R L· T R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Adjusted Lano Utilization Hodulo:
Lanes: a 0 0 0 0 1 a 11 a 0 2: a 1 a 0 a 0 2 0 1
Lano Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx LTR LTR LTR L T xxxx xxxx T R
"LnslnCrps: 0 0 a 2 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 I
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
" Hev Veh: 2 2: 2: 2
Grade: 0\ ..2\ 0\ 0\
Parking-/llr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0 0 a 0
Area Typo: < < < < < < Other> > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 . 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH ops f Irt) and f (It) Adj Case Module:
(frtl Caso: xxxx xxxx xxxx 5 xxxx 5 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
((It) Case: xxxx xxxx· xxxx 4 xxxx 4 I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMoee Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: xxxx XXXKxxxxx 1. 00 xxxx 1.00 0.93 1. 00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1. 00
Hov Veh Adjl X)O(Xxxxx xxxxx 0.98 xxxx 0.98 0.980.98 xxxxx xxxx 0.98 0.98
Grade Mj: X)O(Xxxxx XXXXX 0.99 Xll.XX 0.99 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1. 00
Parkinq Adjl X)O(XXXXXxxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Btp Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 XKXX 1.00 XXKX1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.96 xxxx 0.96 xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.91 xxxx 0.97 0.95 XXXX xxxxx xxx x xxxx xxxxx
HeH Sot Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 0.901.00 0.90 0.870.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.83
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.90 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.83
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinatod: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
S19nol Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actulited > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjFcttl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.85
~I I ~I I I I I ••••••••••••••••• I. I •••••••••• I ••••• I' •••••••• I •••••••• I.' •••• I I ••••• I.

Approach: North Bound South Bound Elist Bound Weat Bound
Movement: L T R LT· R L - T R L· T R
············1········· .... ··11.. ·············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rig-hts: Include Include Include Includo
Min. Creen: 0 a 0 14 7 0 15
t.anos r 0 a a 0 0 1 0 11 a 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulo: » Count Date: 15 Jul 1998 c (1MPEAK
Base Vol: a O. 0 102 a 340 109 663 0 0 68 416
Crowth Mjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial 8so: a 0 0 102 0 340 709 663 0 0 68 416
user Mj: 0.900.90 0.71 0.90 0.90 0.77 0.900.90 0.17 0.900.90 0.71
PIIF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PilI" Volume: 0 0 0 702 a 289 109 661 0 a 68 154
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 0 a 702 0 289 109 663 0 O' 68 354
PeE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.051.00 1.00 1.031.00 1.00 1.00 LOS 1.00
~'inal VoL! 0 0 0 737 0 289 110 663 a 0 11 354
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/I.ane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.90 0.81 0.98 1.00 1.00.0.98 0.83
Lanesl 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.56 0.00 0.44 2.00 1.00 0.00 0.002.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: a 0 0 2680 0 155 3303 1863 0 0 3125 158)
············1···············11···············/1···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.18 0.220.36 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.22
Crlt Moves:
Croen/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.42 0.00 0.42 0.24 0.49 0.00 0.000.25 0.25
Volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.650.00 0.91 0.910.73 0.00 0.000.08 0.91
············,···············11···············11···············11···············1
(,evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 0.0 20.6 28.0 15.4 0.0 0.022.0 21.8
IncromntDoll 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 1.8 10.2 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6
Delay Adj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.85
[]olay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6 0.0 25.4 14.015.2 0.0 0.0 18.1 41.2
Usor DoiAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/"ehl 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6 0.0 25.4 34.0 15.2 0.0 0.0'18.1 41.2
Dssi9nQucue: a 0 0 25 0 10 32 21 0 0 J 16
•••••••••••• I •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Traffix 7.1.0427 fcl 1998 Dowling- Assoc. Llcenoed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA TufHx 1.1.0421 Ic) 1998 Dowling- Aoooc. Licensed to LLC, SAN OIBGO, CA

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Default scene r Ic Mon Nov 2]. 1998 07;29:18 Pago 21-1 Default Sconario Mon Noy 2], 1998 01;29118 Paqo 22-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method tuese Volume Alternative)

..............~•• """"""".'''''''''''''''''.f!'''''' •• '''''' IO ..

Level Of ServIce Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Method

Base Volume Alternative
Intersection III RIVERFORD ROAD/61 S8 RAMPS ................................. * 10 ..
...... I IO .. Intersection '11 RIVERFORD ROAD/67 SO RAMPS................................................................................................cvc ic teect r 100 Critical Vo1./Cap. IX); 0.611
Loss Time taect r 9 (Y-tR· 4 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh): 11.2
Optimal Cycle; 42 Level Of Service: B................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement: L· T • R LT, R I.' l' R L· T • R
···· ..... ···1·.··········· .. 11········ .. ·····11···············11···············1
HCMCps Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lones: I 0 2 0 a a 0 2 a I 0 0 a a a 0 1 0 0 1
Lane Group: L l' xxxx xxxx T R xxxx xxxx xxxx L1' LT R
IILnsInGrpsl I 2 0 0 2 1 a 0 0 1 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
\ Hev Veh: 0 0 a
Grado: 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/lfr: No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0 0 0
Aroll. Type: < < < < < < < Other > > ,. > ,.
Cnft Ped/Hr; 0 0 0 0
ExclusiveR": Includo Include Include Includo
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps (lrt) and f(ltl Adj Case Module;
f IrU Caeo; xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
f (It) Case: 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 4 XXXX Xl(XX

············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMope Saturation Adj Module:
Ln wid Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
Hev Veh Adj: 1.001.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
Grade Adj; 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.01
Parkinq Adj: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
BUB Slp A.dj: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxX)(. xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area 'Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx l.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
RT Adj; xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx ~xx xxxxx xxx x xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxX)( xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
IICM Sat Adj: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.86
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LOO l.00 1.00
MI,P Sat Adj: 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.95 1.00 l.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.86
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ,.,.,.,. > ,. ,. ,. ,. > ,. > ,. ,. ,. ,.
Signal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated >,.,.,. > > ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. >
DelAdjFctr; 0.850.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.950.00 0.85................................................................................

12 12 12
o."No
o

12

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement; L l' R L· l' R L· l' R L· l' R
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rights: Include rcncre Include Include
Min. Green; 7 14 0 a 14 0 0 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 2 a 0 a 0 2 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 a I 0 0 I
........... ·1·············· ·11·············· ·11·············· ·11···:···········1
Volumo Modulo: ,.,. Count Date: 23 Jul 1998 e e PH PEAK '
uesc Vol; 257 855 0 0 974 669 0 0 0 68 0 110
Growth I\dj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial eee. 257 955 0 0 914 0 a 0 0 68 0 170
User I\dj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 l.00 l.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
PIlF Adj; 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIF Volumo: 286 950 0 0 1082 0 0 0 0 16 0 161
Reduct Vol: a 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 286 950 0 0 1082 0 a 0 a 16 a 161
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 \'.00 1.00
Ml.F Adj: 1.00 LOS 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final Vol.: 286 998 a 01136 a 0 0 0 16 a 161
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/1.ano: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 '1900 1900
I\djustrncnt: 0.951.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96,1.00 0.86
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 0,00 0.00 2.00 1.00 0.000.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 1805 3800 0 0 3800 1900 0 0 0 1823 0 1631
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analyeio Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.160.26 0.00 0.000.30 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.040.00 0.10
Cdt Haves:
Green/cycle: 0.260.75 0.00 0.000.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.160.00 0.16
Volume/Cap; 0.61 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.61 0.00 0,000.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.61
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 24.8 3.3 0.0 0.014.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.9 0.0 29.6
IncremnlDel: 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 .0.0 2.9
Delay Mj: O.OS O.SS O~OO 0.000.85 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.950.00 0.85
Delay/Voh: 22.7 2.8 0.0 0.012.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.8 0.0 28.1
User DolAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00'1.00 l.00
AdjOel/Veh: 22.7 2.8 0.0 0.012.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.9 0.0 28.1
DesiqnOueuo: 12 15 0 0 35 a 0 a 0 4 0 8................................................................................

Traffix 7.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CA Trafflx 7.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA



Dofault Scenario Man Nov 23. 1998 01:29:18 PaQo 2)'1 Dofault acenar Io Man acv 23, 1998 07:29:18 PaQe 24-1

Lovel Of sorv tcc Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Hethod (Base Volume Alternative)...".""""".""" ..." ..""" ""."".".""."" ..""" ""."." """" """.""." ",,",," ",," .."" "",,",,"" ,," Level Of Service Detallod Computation Report

1994 lICN Operations Mothod
Base Volume Alternativo

Intersection 1Jl2 RIVERPORD ROAD/WOODSIDEROADNORTH
""" ..""""." .." "." .." " " .."""." "" """ "" .." "" . ."." "" " " ""." ..""." "" "" .""""" .."." " " """ .

Intersection 1n2 RIVERFORD ROAD/WOODSIDEROAD NORTH
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical VoL/Cap. (X): 0.861
Loss Timo Isecl: 9 fY-tR. 4 BCC) Averagc Oollly (scc/vehl: 16.9
Optimal Cyc1o: 86 t.cvet Of Sorvice: C" " .." "~ ,, .
Approach: North Bound South Round East Bound West Hound
Movemenl: LT' R I, T· R LT' R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Protected Protocted Protected Protected
RiQhts: Include Includo Include Include
Min. creem 1 14 a 14 7 a a 0 0
LanOD: 1 a 2 a 0 a a 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 a 0
······,·····1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: » Count Date: 15 Ju1 1998 « PM PEAK
Base Vol: 187 840 0 a 1]]0 ]23 260 0 282 a 0 a
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial aaer 181 840 0 a 1)]0 323 260 a 282 a 0 0
User Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0,90 0.90 0.90 0,90
PIIF Volumo: 208 9]] a a 1478 lOS 289 a 266 a a 0
Reduct Vol: a 0 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 0 0 a
Reduced Vol: 208 9)] 0 a 1478 305 289 a 266 a a 0
PCB Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MI,F Mj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Vol.: 208 980 0 a 1552 320 289 a 266 a a 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.000.91 0.97 0,95 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 0,00 0.00 1.66 0,34 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 1805 ]800 0 0 3056 630 1805 a 1615 a a a
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Capacity Analysio Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.12 0.26 0,00 0,00 0.51 0.51 0.160.00 0.16 0,00 0,00 0.00
Cdt Moves:
Croon/Cyclo: 0.13 0.72 0.00 0,00 0.59 0.59 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.860.36 0.00 0.00 0,86 0.86 0,860.00 0.89 0,00 0,00 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Levo1 Of Sorvlce Module:
UnHorm Del: 32.1 ),9 0.0 0,0 13.0 13.0 30.0 0.0 30.1 0.0 0,0 0,0
IncremntDel: 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 2.1 13.6 0.0 17.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0,850.00 0.85 0.00 0,00 0.00
Dolay/Veh: 45.0 3.4 0.0 0,0 13.7 13.1 39.1 0.0 43,4 0.0 0.0 0.0
User DolAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Adjr>ol/Voh: 45.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 13.1 13.1 39.1 0,0 43.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
DosiqnOUeuo: 10 16 0 0 41 8 14 a 12 a a a..................... " "." " "." " .

Approach: North Bound Bouth Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L T R L' 'I' • R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 0 2 a a 0 0 I 1 a 1 0 a 0 1 a 0 0 a a
Lane Croup I L T xxxx xxxx RT RT L xxxx R xxxx xxxx xxxx
ILnaInGrps: 1 1 a 0 2 2 1 0 1 a a 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 1:1 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 11 12 12
\ Hev Veh: 0 0 a a
Crade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parklnq/llr: No No No No
Bus StP/llr: a 0 a a
xree Typo: < < < < < < < < < < Other > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hrl 0 a 0 a
ExcluslvcRT: Includo Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: a 0 0 0
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
HCMODS f (et) and f Iltl Adj Case Modulo:
f lrt) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 5 5 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx
f (1 t I Case: 1 xxxx xxxx XltxX XItXX XXXX 1 XXItX ItXXX XXItIt Itxxx XXXIt
·-··········1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMone Saturation Adj Modulol
Ln Wid Ad:!: 1. 00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1. 00 xxxx 1, 00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Hey Vah Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1. 00 1, 00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Parkinq Adj: xxxx 1. 00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1. 00 xxxx xxxx 1. 00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Bus Stp AdJ: xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Area Ad:!: 1.00 1,00 X){l(XX' xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx )(Xxxlt
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 0.91 0.91 xxxx ~~xx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT Adj: 0,95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xx
lICM Bat Adj: 0,95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.951.00 0,85 1.00 1.00 1.00
Usr Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLF Sat A.dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Mj: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.000.91 0,91 0.951.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Dolay Adjustment Factor Modulo:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > )0 >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated >)0)0 > > )0 > > )0 )0 )0 )0 >

DelMjPctr: 0,850,85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.850.00 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00..... " "."" """ "."" .
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Default Scenario

Scenario:

Command:
Volume:
Geometry:
Impact Fee:
TriP Generation:
Trip Distribution:
Paths:
Routes:
ConfiQuration:

Mon Nov 23, 1999 01:24:43 Default Scenario Mon nov 23. 1999 07:24:41PaQo 1'1 Paq9 2-1

Scenario Report
Dofault Scenario

................................................................................
Impact Analysis Report

Level Of Service

Intersection Base Future Chllnqo
Del/ vi Del/ vi in

LOS Veh C LOS Yeh C
RIVERSIDE DRIVR/RIVERFORD ROAD C 24.30.824 C 24.30.824 + 0.000 D/V

RIVERSIDE DRIVB/PALM ROW DRIVE C 11.4 0.793 C 11.4 0.193 .. 0.000 otv

RIV£RSIDE DRIve/VISTA CAMINO p 3.0 0.000 P 3.00.000 + 0.000 vtc

RIVERSIDE DRIVE/LAKESIDE AVENU F 8S.6 0.000 P 85.6 0.000 + 0.000 vre
LAKESIDE AVENUE/VALLE VISTA AD C 21.20.923 C 21.2 0.923 .. 0.000 D/V

LAKESIDE AVENUE/clIANNEL ROAD C 15.8 0.708 C 15.8 0.70B .. 0.000 D/v

CJIANNBL ROAD/MAPLEVIEW STREET 0 31.6 0.917 0 31.6 0.911 0.000 D/V

WOODSIDE AVENUB/CIIANNBL ROAl> 0 35.1 0.912 0 35.1 0.912 .. 0.000 D/v

9 WOODSIDE AVENUE/WINTER GARDRNS 0 28.2 0.866 0 28.2 0.866 .. 0.000 D/V

10 WOODSIDB AVENUR/R[VERPORD ROAD 0 )1.4 0.988 0 H.4 0.988 .. 0.000 D/V

11 RIVERPORD ROAD/67 S8 RAMPS B 12.5 0.604 B U.S 0.604 .. 0.000 D/V

12 RIVERFORD ROAD/WOODSIDE ROAD N B 14.2 0.115 B 14.2 0.175 .. 0.000 D/V

2015 PH
2015 PH
201S PM
Dofault Impact Pee
Default Trip Generation
Default Trip Distribution
DefBult Paths
Default Routes
Default Configuration

TraUb 1.1.0421 tc! 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LW. SAN DIEGO. CA Traf£b '.1.0U' lcl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licenned to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA



Default Scenario Mon Nov 21, 199801:24:43 Default Scenario Mon Nov 21. 1998 01:24:43 Paoe 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Method IDase Volume Altornativo)......................................................................................... Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report

t 994 HeM Operations Method
aeee Volume Alternative................................................................................................................

IntersectIon It RIVERSIDB DRIVB/RIVERFORD ROAD.................................................................................................
Intersoction 11 RIVERSIDB DRIVE/RIVE:RFORDROAD

Cycle (soc): 90 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.8240
Loss Timo (soc): 12 (Y+R Q .. sec I Averaqo Dolay (soc/voh): 24.]
Optimal Cyclo: 80 t.evet of Servico: C....................................................................................... Approachs North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movements L - T • R L· T R L 'I' R L· T - R

············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanos: 1 0 2 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 0 1
Lano Group: L T R L T R L T R L T R
'LnslnGrps I 1 2 2 lIt 1 2 2 2 2 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCH Ops Input Saturation Adj Modules
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ uev vohl 2 2 2 2
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
ParkiRl~/Hr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hrl 0 0 0 0
Area Typo: < < < < < < < Other" ,. ,. > ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. > ,. ,. ,.
Cnft Ped/Hrl 0 0 0 0
ExclusiveRTI Include Include Includo Includo
\ RT Prtct I 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops f (rll and f (ltl Ad; Case Modulol
f (rt) Case: soooc XXXI{ 2 XXI{I{ xx:xx 2 I{XXI{ xxxx 2 I{I{I{I{ xxxx
f (1 t) Case: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 XXlCX xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev ven Adjl 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98
Grade Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parkin; Adjl xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bua 'Stp Adj I xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adjl xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
L'l' Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xicxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
IICH Sat Adj: 0.81 0.98 0.81 0.81 0.98 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.83
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pn1 Sat Adjl 0.87 0.98 0.81 0.97 0.98 0.83 0.81 0.98 0.8J 0.81 0.98 0.83
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Modulel
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > ,. > ,. ,. ,. ,. > > > > > ,. > ,.
Siqna1 Tyt)e: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,. ,. > > ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. > > >
DelAdjFctrl 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85...............................................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: I. T R I. T R L· T R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Protected Protecled Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Include Include Include
Htn. Green: 7 14 14 1 7 14 14 14 14
I.anos: 1 0 2 0 2 1 0 I 0 1 I 0 2 0 2 2 O· 2 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: PM PBAK
Base Vol: 350 300 670 110 180 60 100 610 )70 520 520 170
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 t • 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
Initial Bso: 350 300 610 1"10 180 60 100 610 370 520 520 170
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
PIIF Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 189 333 633 189 200 51 111 678 149 578 578 161
Reduct Vol I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced vol: 389 lJl 6J] 189 200 51 111 678 149 578 518 161
PeE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.001.05 1.13 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.05 1.13 1.0] 1.05 1.00
Final Vol.: ]89 150 715 189 200 57 111 112 395 595 607 161
············1···············11···············11···············11·· ·······1
Saturation Plow Modu101
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.87 0.98 0.83 0.87 0.98 0.8] 0.870.98 0.83
Laneo: 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.002.00 2.00 2.002.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 1652 3125 lt61 1652 1861 1581 1652 3725 3167 lJ03 3725 1583
············1···············11··,············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vo1/Sat: 0.24 0.09 0.23 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.070.19 0.12 0.180.16 0.10
Crit Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.14 O.ll O.ll 0.080.23 0.2] 0.220.]1 0.]7
Volume/Cap: 0.82 0.34 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.28 O.BS 0.82 0.54 0.82 0.44 0.21
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service MOdulel
Uniform Del: 22.8 19.8 23.1 28.6 29.0 26.8 31.2 24.9 21.1 25.5 16.1 15.0
IncremntOel1 1.8 0.1 4.1 13.613.6 0.2 28.1 4.6 0.6 5.4 0.1 0.1
Dolay Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Do1ay/Voh: 2'1.2 16.9 24.0 37.939.] 23.0 54.825.8 20.2 21.013.8 12.8
Usor De1Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDol/Vch: 27.2 16.9 24.0 31.9 38.3 23.0 54.8 25.8 20.2 21.01l.8 12.8
DcsiqnOueue: 15 13 27 8 9 2 5 29 16 24 20 5....................................................................................

Traflix 7.1.04021 Ie) 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LW. SAN DIEGO. CA 'l'raffix 7.1.0f21 lei 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Liconsod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Dofault Scenario Mon Nov 23. 1999 0712-4143 Paqo 5-1 Dofault Scenario Mon Nov 23, 199807;24143 Paqe 6-1

t.cve r Of Sorvico computation Report
1994 HeM Operations Method taese Volume Alternative)

........ ", ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ft ••••••••••••••••••••••••

Intersection IU RIVERSIDE DRIVB/PALM ROW DRIVa:

Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report
1994 IICH cneret.Ione Hethod

Base Volume Alternativo
.." t .

Intersection .:1 RIVBRSIDB DRIVE/PALM ROW DRIVE.. "" " " " " " .
Approachl North Bound South Bound Eost Bound West Bound
Movement: L· T • R L T - R LT' R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMone Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulo:
Lanos: a 0 0 0 a 1 0 a a 1 1 0 2 a 0 0 0 2 0 1
Lane Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R L T xxxx xxxx T R
"LnsInGrps: 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
" Hev Veh: )0 5 5 5
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Ilr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0 0 2 2
Area Type: «< <Other» »>
Cnlt Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct I 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMocs f lrt) and f (tt) Adj Case Module:
f Crt) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
f Uti Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMoce Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00 0.9] 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
Hev Vah Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx 0.95 0.95 0.95 xxxxx xxxx 0.95 0.95
Grado Adj I xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
ParkinQ Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxx-x 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.99
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1. 00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx ~xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCH Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 o.St 1.00 0.81 0.840.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.80
Uar Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MI,P Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.00 O.Bl 0.B4 0.95 1.00 1.000.95 O.BO
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No "" > > > > > > , , > > , ,
SiQnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,,> > > > , > , > , > ,
DelAdjFctr: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.B50.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.85...""" ", ", ",,, ",,, ",,, "" " " " """

............................. " " .
cyc te {eecj r 120 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.793
Loss Time laocl: 9 IY"R" 4 sec) Averaqo Delay lsec/veh): 11.4
Optimal Cycle: 10 t.evet Of Service: C..."." " "" " "" " " ..
Approach: North Bound South Dound East Dound Wost Bound
Movement: L· l' R L T R L T R L T R
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: rnctude Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 a 0 1 0 7 1 0 0 1
t.encs s 0 0 0 0 a 1 0 a 0 1 t 0 2 0 0 a 0 2 0 1

.. ······ .. 1.... ···········11···············11·······.·······11···············1
Volume Module: >, Count Dato: 16 Jul 1998 «
Base Vol: 0 0 a 10 a 210 400 1050 0 0 9S0 50
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 0 0 10 0 230 400 1050 a 0 980 50
user Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
PHF Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUF Volume: a 0 0 18 a 211 444 1161 a 0 1089 41
Reduct Vol: a 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a a 0
Reduced Vol: a a 0 78 a 211 444 1161 0 0 1089 41
PeE: Adj: 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00
Pinal ver.. a 0 0 18 0 217 444 1225 0 0 1143 41
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Modula~
Sat/Lane~ 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84 1.00 0.81 0.84 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.80
Lunes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.000.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: a a 0 1604 0 1518 1604 3605 a a ]619 1526
············1···············1,···············11···············11···············,
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.000.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.280.14 0.00 0.00 ·0.32 0.0]
Crlt Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.000.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.18 0.350.15 0.00 0.000.400 0.40
volume/Cap: 0.000.00 0.00 0.210.00 0.19 0.790.45 0.00 0.000.19 0.08
············1···············11···············1,···············11················1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.4 0.0 ]5.9 26.1 4.4 0.0 0.024.1 17.0
IncremntDel: 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 10.0 5.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0
Delay Adj: 0,000,00 0.00 0,850.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85
DelaylVeh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.1 0.0 40.5 28.0 3.8 0.0 0,022.1 14.5
User DeiAdj: 1.001.00 l.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 0.0. 0.0 21.1 0.0 40.5 28.0 l.8 0.0 0.0.22.1 14.5
DesiqnQueue: 0 a a 40 0 12 21 23 0 0 50 2..................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licenaed to LLG. SA" DlE:GO, CA 'I'raffix 1.1.0421 Icl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN OrE:GO. CA



Default Scenario Hon Nov 23. 1999 0112t14l Paqe 7·1 Default Scenario Hon Nov :0. 1999 07124:43 Par;JO 8'1

......................... - .
Level Of Sorvice Computation Report

1994 HCM Unsiqnalized Hethod (Base Volume Alternative)................................................................................
Intersection fl3 RIVERSIDE DRIVE/VISTA CAMINO

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 IICH UnsiqnaUzed Method (Base Volume Alternative). .

Intersection It RIVERSIDE DRIVE/LAKeSIDE AveNUE

Avorar;Jo Dolay (soc/vah); 3.0 Worst case Level Of Service: F...... . ....................................... , , ,.,.

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: LT· R L T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Stop Sign Stop SI9n Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rlqhts: Include Include Includo Include
Lanes; 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 '0 0 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module:
neec Vall 0 0 0 20 0 100 100 1020 0 0 930 20
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bso: 0 0 0 20 0 100 100 1020 0 0 930 20
User Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
VHP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 0 0 0 22 0 111 111 1133 0 0 1033 22
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0
Final Vol.: 0 0 0 22 0 111 111 1133 0 a 1033 22
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
Grado: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
'Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
'Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj: 1.10 1.10 l.10 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 l.00 1.101.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PCE: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
Trck/Cmb PCR: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx Xl!.XX
Adj Vol.: 0 0 0 H 0 122 122 1133 0 0 1033 22
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical GlIp Module:
HovcUp Tlme:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx XlClCXxxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: )(XXX XX)()( xxxxx 2289 xxxx 104. 1056 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap. I xxxx XXXX xxxxx 50 xxxx 409 538 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.71 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Have Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 39 xxxx 409 538 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lovel Of Servico Module:
Stoppod Dol:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 202.9 xxxx 12.1 8.4 xxxx xxxxx x.xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by Hovo: • • • PCB • • • • •
Movement: LT • LTR • RT LT - LTR • RT LT' LTR • RT LT· LTR . RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx XXX;KXXXX XXXXX xxxx' xxxx xxxxx
Shrd StpDe!:xlCxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Sharod I.oS: • • •• •• ••••
ApproachDol: 0.0 43.9 0.8 0.0

Average Dolay (aee/voh) I 85.6 Worst ceee Level Of Borvico;................................................................................
Approachl North Bound South Bound Bast Bound Wost Bound
Movement: L· T . R L' T • R L· T R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sic,," Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rightsl Include Include Include Channel
Lones: 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 a 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Modulo: PH PEAK
Daso ver , 0 0 0 90 0 10 50 990 a 0 930 170
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial BS81 0 0 0 90 0 10 SO 990 0 0 930 110
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PUP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PHP Volumo: 0 0 0 tOO 0 11 S6 1100 0 0 1033 189
Roduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Final Vol.: 0 0 0 tOO 0 11 56 1100 0 0 to)) 1B9
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Adjusted Volume Module:
~ade: ~ M " ~
'Cycle/Cars: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
\ Truck/Comb: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
PCE Adj: 1.10 LID LID 1.101.10 1.10 1.101.00 1.00 1.101.00 1.00
Cycl/Car PCB: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXI(
Trck/Cmb PCEI xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXXX xxxx
Adj Vol.: 0 0 0 110 0 12 61 1100 0 01033 189
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Critical Gap Module:
MoveUp Time:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 3.4 xxxx 2.6 2.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 6.5 xxxx 5.5 5.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
············,···············11···············11·····::········11···············1
Capacity Module:
Cnfllct Vol: XXXXxxxx xxxxx 2189 xxxx 1033 1033 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 57 xxxx 415 552 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Adj Cap: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.89 xxxx 1.00 1,00 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Move Cop.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 51 xxxx 415 552 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Dellxxxxx xxxx xxxxx 1944 xxxx 8.9 1.3 xxxx xxxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxxx
LOS by MoVBl • • • F B B
Movement: LT • LTR • RT LT· LTR RT LT· LTR • RT LT· LTR • RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Shrd 9tpDoIlXXXXX xxxx XXXXXxxxxx xxx.x xxxxx XJ(xxx XXXX xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx
Sha red LOS: • •• ••••••••
ApproachDel: 0.0 1150.5 0.4 0.0

TraUix 1.1.0427 Icl 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CAo '1'nffix 1.1,0427 ee) 1998 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Default Scenario MonNov 2], 199807124:4) PlIqe 9-1 Default Scenario Hon Nov 23, 199807:24:43 Paqo 10·1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Hethod (Baso Volume Alternativo)

,. " t " **." * '" '" tt ••• "._

Level Of Service Dotailed Computation Report
1994 IICHOperations Hethod

Ba80 Volume Alternative
............................................. ,. '" * ..
Intersection .5 LAKESIDE AVENUE/VALLEVISTA ROAD.................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound Bast Bound West. Bound
Movement: L· T R L· T . R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Ldnes: 0 0 a 0 a 1 0 a 0 1 1 0 1 0 a 0 0 1 a 1
t.ene Croup: xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R L T X)(J(X xxxx T R
ftLnsInGrps: 0 0 0 1 a 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeH Ops Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 12
\ nev vem 0 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
ParkinQ/Hrl No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0 0 0 0
Area Type: < Othor > » » > » »
enft Ped/Ur: 0 . 10 10 10
BxclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
, RT Prtct: 0 0 a a
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMone f IrU and f Iltl Adj CaBO Nodule:
f lrtl Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
f Ill) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
IICH Ops Saturetion Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00 0.93 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Hev Veh Adjl xxxx XXXX xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Grade Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx
Parkin9 Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 XXItX 1.00 1.00 1. 00 xxxxx xxxx 1. 00 xxxxx
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx lpSXX xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
L1' Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxX)( xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
nCH Sat Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.85 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uar Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Bat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 0.891.00 0.85 0.891.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No >)>)> > » > > » » » » > » » » >
Si9n81 Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated >)> > > » > » » » > > » >
DelAdjFctr: 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.00................................................................................

Intersection IS LAKESIDE AVENUE/VALLBVISTA ROAD................................................................................
Cycle tsect r 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.923
LOBS Time teect • 9 (Yi-R" 4 eect AveraQO Delay lsoc/vahl: 21.2
Optimal Cyclo: 116 Levo1 Of Service: C...................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include tenore
Min. Green: 0 0 1 0 1 1 a 1
Lanos: 0 a 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 a 0 1 0 1
..... ······.1 ········11·.············.11 .. ·.. ··········11···············1
Volume Module: PH PEAK
Base Vol: 0 0 0 210 0 1&0 230 850 0 a 940 320
Growth Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 0.00
Initial ase r 0 a 0 210 a 160 230 850 0 0 940 0
user Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.85 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00
PUF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.00
PHP Volume: a 0 a 2JJ 0 151 25& 944 0 0 IOU 0
Reduct Vol! 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 0 0 233 0 151 256 944 0 01044 0
PeE Mjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
HLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00
Final Vol.: a 0 0 2]) 0 151 256 944 0 0 1044 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturlltion PloW Module:
Sllt/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900.1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 l.00 0.85 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.000.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Final Sat.: a a a 1685 0 1615 1695 1900 0 0 1900 1900
············1···············11···············11···············11····;··········1
Cllpac1ty Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.09 0.150.50 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00
edt Moves:
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.150.00 0.15 0.16 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00
VOlum<l/Capl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.92 0.00 0.62 0.92 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.92 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lev<l1 Of Service Hodu1e:
Uniform Del: 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.9 0.0 30.3 31.3 4.3 0.0 0.0' 13.8 0.0
IncrcmntDcII 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.0 0.0 3.S 24.5 0.8 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0
Delay Adj: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00
Delay/Voh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 53.1 0.0 29.2 51.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0
USer DclAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 l.00 1.00 1.00'1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Vch: 0.0 0.0 0.0 53.1 0.0 29.2 51.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0
DosiqnQueue: a 0 0 11 0 7 12 14 a 0 27 a................................................................................

TraUb: 7.1.0421 (cl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to l,LG, SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 1.1.0421 lei 1998 Dowlinq ASBOC. Licensod to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA



Dolault Scenario Hon Nov 23. 199801:24:43 Paqo 11-1 Default Scenario Mon Nov 23. 199801:24:43 PaOG 12·1............ - .
Level Of Servico Computation Report

1994 IICH Operation~ Method (Base Volume Alternativel................................................................................
................................................................................

Intersection 116 LAKESIDE AVI!:NUE/CHANNEI.ROAD

Level Of service Datai lad Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Hethod

aese Volume Alternative............................................... ,., , ,.., .
Intersection 116 LAKESIDE AYENUE/CHANNELROAD.......... "." .." , .
Approach,1 North Bound' South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movemontl L· T . R LT· R L· T R L· T • R
············,···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
I.anes: 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Lano Group: xxxx T R L T xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx L xxxx R
IILnsInGtps: 0 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
············1······· ..... ···11.. ··.······.···11.··············11···············1
HCMocs Input Saturation Mj Module:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12
\ Hev Yeh: 2 2 0 2
Grade: +2\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkino/llr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr; 2 2 0 2
Area Typo; < < < < < c: < < < < < < < < < Othor ,. ,. ,. > > ,. ,. ,.
Cnft Ped/llt: 10 10 0 10
Exc1us!veRT: rnctuee : Includo Include Include
" RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············/···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps f (rtl and f (It) Adj Caso Modulol
f Irt) ceeer xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
flIt) Caso: xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Mj Modulo:
Ln Wid Adjl xxxx 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.93 xxxx 1.00
Hov Yeh Adj: XXXX0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.98 xxxx 0.98
Grade Adj: xxxx 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
Parkinq Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx: 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.99
Aroa Adj: x)U(x 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
RT Adjl xxxx xxxx 0.8S xxxx xxxx xxx:xx xxxx ~xx: xxxxx: xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Ad:!: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
IICMSat Adj: 1.000.97 0.82 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.81 1.00 0.83
Usr Sat Adj; 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001,00 1.00 1.001,00 1.00
Pol Sat Adj: 1.000.97 0.82 0.870.98 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 0.811.00 0.83
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No ,.,. > ,. ,. > ,. > ,. ,. ,. > ,. ,. > ,.
Siqnal Type I < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated >,. > ,. ,. > > > > ,. ,. > >
DelAdjFctr: 0.000.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85................................................................................

................................................. , .
Cycle (sec): 100 cr t e rcat VoL/Cap. (X}I 0.108
1,09s TIme recct r 9 (Y+R. 4 soc) Avoraoo Doley fsec/veh): 15.8
Optimal Cycle: S2 Lovel Of seevtce r C................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound east Bound West Bound
Movement: Lor· R L T R L T R L· T R

·······1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control I Protected Protected Protected Protected
"lqMs: Include Include rcacre Includo
Min. Green: 14 7 14 0 0 7 0
t.enes r 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: PH PEAK
aeae Vol: 0 830 100 220 830 0 0 0 0 110 0 330
Growth Ad:!: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial aee r 0 830 100 220 830 0 0 0 0 170" 0 3)0
User Adjl 1.001.00 0.95 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00
PIIF Ad:!: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.00 0.900.90 0.90
PHF Volumo: 0 922 94 244 922 0 0 0 0 189 0 367
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Yol: 0 922 94 244 922 0 0 0 0 189 0 367
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 '1.00 1.00
MI.F Ad): 1.001.05 1.00 1.001.05 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00
Final Yo1.: 0 968 94 244 968 0 0 0 0 189 0 361
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saluration Flow Modulo:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 . 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.000.91 0.82 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.83
I.anes: 0.002.00 1.00 1.002.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.000.00 1.00
Final Sat. I 0 3688 1555 1652 3711 0 0 0 0 1652 0 1511
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Yol/Sat: 0.000.26 0.06 0.150.26 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.23
cdt Haves:
Creon/Cycle: 0.000.37 0.37 0.210.58 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.13 0.00 O.H
Volumo/Cap: 0.000.11 0.16 0.710.4.5 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.350.00 0.71
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Lovel Of Servico Module:
Uniform Del: 0.020.4 16.0 27.9 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.2 0.0 22.2
lncrcmntr>ol: 0.0 1.2 0.0 4.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 3.0
Delay Adj: 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.8S
Dolay/Yah: 0.0 18.5 13.6 28.2 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16."5 0.0 22.0
User OclAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Adjoal!Ych: 0.018.5 13.6 28.2 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.5 0.0 22.0
DesiqnQueue: 0 36 J 11 24 0 0 0 0 1 0 14................................................................................

Tral(ix 1.1,0421 fcl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed t.o I.'.G, SAN DIEGO. CA Tra-fflx 1.1.0421 fcl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Liconsod to LW. SAN DIEGO. CA
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Default Scenario acn Nov 23. 199807:24:4) Paqe ll·l Default Scenario Mon Nov 23, 1998 0712414J Pa98 14·1

.. -.-- _- - , .
Level Of aeevtce Computation Report

1994 HeM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
..t ..t t" t" t t •• t." t t ..".t.t ••••t.

r.ever Of Servico Detai led Computation RepOrt
1994 HeMOperations Method

Bilso Volume Altel"nlltive
Intersection 17 CHANNELROAO!HAPL£VIEW STREET ................................................... " " " ..
.................... t *t "" t t t .." •• Intersection 11 CHANNELROAD/MAPLEVIEWSTRBBT................................................................................Cycle teect r 100 Critical VoL/Cap. (XI: 0.911
Loss Timo Isecl: 12 IY+R. 4 eect AveuQe Delay (soc/vahl: 31.6
Optimal Cycle: 118 Level of Service: 0............................................................................................. Approech I North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound

Movement: L· T . R L· T R L· T R LT· R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMens Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lenos: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
Lene Croup: L RT RT L RT RT L T R L or R
IILnslnCrps: 1 2 2 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Module:
t.ene Width: 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12
\ uev vetn 2 2 2 2
Credo: 0\ M 0\ 0\
Perkinq/Hr: No No No No
BUBStp/Ur: 2 2 2 2
Area Typo: < < < < < < < < < < Other > > > > > >
Coft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Includo Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············)
HCMOps f(rt) llnd f(lt) Adj case Module:
f (rtl Caso: xxxx S 5 xxxx S S xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx
f (l t I CllSO: 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln wid Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hov ven Adjl 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
perkinQ Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx. xxxx 0.99
Aree Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adjl xxxx 0.97 0.97 xxxx 0.95 0.95 ~xx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 XXx.xxxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxx.xx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx.
IICMSet Adj: 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.81 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.98 0.83 0.87 0.98 0.83
Usr Set Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLPSat Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.870.92 0.92 0.930.98 0.83 0.870.98 0.83
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > :> > > > > > > > > > >
SiQnal Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > :> > > > > > :> :>

DolAdjPctr: 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85..................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wost Bound
Movement: LT' R I. T' R L T R L T R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protectod Protected Protected
RiqhtSl Include Include Include Include
Min. Creen: 14 7 14 7 14 7 14
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: PH PEAK
Base Vol: 50 450 140 250 510 250 200 150 60 150 DO 280
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 t . 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00
Initial aae r 50 450 140 250 510 250 200 150 60 150 1)0· 280
User Adjl 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.85
PUPAdj: 0.90 0.90 .0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PHPVolume: 56 500 132 218 567 278 222 161 67 167 144 264
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 56 500 ll2 218 567 278 222 167 67 161 144. 264
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLP Adj: 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Finlll Vol.: 56 525 139 278 561 278 222 167 67 167 144 264
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Module:
Sat/Lllno: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.87 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.98 0.8l 0.870.98 0.83
Lanos: 1.00 1.58 0.42 1.000.61 0.3] 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 1710 2846 753 1652 1178 578 1710 1863 1571 1652 1863 1571
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.0] 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.48 0.48 O.D 0.09 0.04 0.100.08 0.17
Crit Moves:
Creen/Cycle: 0.01 O.lO 0.30 0.270.50 0.50 O.ll 0.14 0.14 0.170.18 0.18
Volume/Cap: 0.45 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.96 0.96 0.960.64 0.30 0.61 0.44 0.96
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
!.evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 33.922.9 22.9 24.1 18.1 18.1 32.830.9 29.4 29.] 28.0 31.0
IncremntOel: 1.8 0.8 0.8 1.815.1 15.1 34.4 ].6 0.3 2.7 ·0.6 ]1.1
Ooley Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
ootay/Ych: 30.620.2 20.2 22.3 lO.5 30.5 62.329.9 25.2 21.624.4 57.4
Usor OelAdj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 .1. 00 1. 00
AdjOcl/Vah, lO.6 20.2 20.2 22.3 30.5 30.5 62.3 29.9 25.2 21.6 24.4 57.4
DesiqnQueuc: ] 21 6 12 18 9 11 8 ] 8 7 1]................................................................................

Traffix 7.1.0427 Ccl 1998 Dowlinq Assoc. Licensed to LLG, SANDIEGO. CA Trafflx 7.1.0427 Ic) 1998 Dowl1nQAssoc. Liconsod to LLG. SANDIEGO, CA



Defllult Scenario Mon Nov 23, 1998 07:24143 Paqe 15-1 Default Scenario Mon Nov 23, 1998 07124:43 POQe 16-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 lICM Oporations Method taaee Volume Alternative).............................................................................. '".

Level Of Service Detalled Computation Report
.1994 HCMOperations Method

neee Volume Alternative.................................................................................Intersection IB WOODSIDEAVENUE/CIIANNEI,ROAD................................................................................ Intersection 18 WOODSIDB"VBNUB/CHANNELROAD
Cycle Isec): 90 Critical Vol./Cap. (x): 0.912
Loss Time (soc): 9 fY+R. 4 soc) AveraQe Delay fsec/veh): 35.1
Optimal Cvclo: 104 Level Of Service: D.'"' .

................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound EAst Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T - R L· T R L - 'I' - R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Bpi it Phase Bpi it Phaso Protected Protoctod
Ri9hlS: Include Include Include Includo
Min. Groen: 14 14 7 14 14
Lanos: a I 0 0 I 0 I 0 0 1 I 0 1 1 0 I a 1 1 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Vo1umo aodu 1Q: PM PEAK
neac Vol: 250 90 80 140 170 200 220 940 170 20 500 90
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bso: 250 90 80 140 170 200 220 940 170 20 500 90
User Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PIIP Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 278 100 76 156 189 189 244 1044 161 22 556 85
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 278 100 76 156 189 189 244 104.4. 161 22 556 85
PeE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 l.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.05
Pinal vot .« 278 100 76 156 189 189 244 1097 169 22 583 89
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
set.uret.Icn Plo .. Module:
Bat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.850.91 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.93 0.9} 0.77 0.85 0.85
Lanes I 0.750.25 1.00 0.470.53 1.00 1.001.13 0.27 1.001.74 0.26
pinal Silt.: 1214 437 1526 709 859 1404 1604 307} 41J 1465 2798 427
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
capacity Analysis Modulo:
Vol/Sat: 0.23 0.2} 0.05 0.220.22 0.13 0.150.36 0.36 0.020.21 0.21
Ceit Moves:
Cceen/Cycle: 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.19 0.36 0.36 0.080.26 0.26
Volumo/Cap: 0.98 0.98 0.21 0.98 0.98 0.60 0.82 0.98 0.98 0.19 0.82 0.82
············1··········_····11···············11···············11···············1
Level Of Secvico Module:
Unifocm Del: 26.1 26.1 21.1 26.426.4 23.8 26.721.5 21.5 29.523.9 2}.9
IncrcmntDol: 30.4 30.4 0.0 }1.9 ]1.9 2.] 10.81S.3 15.3 0.1 4.5 4.5
Dolay Adj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85
Dolay/Voh: 52.552.5 18.0 54.454.4 22.5 Jl.533.6 Jl.6 25.2.24.8 24.8
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjOQI/Voh: 52.5 52.5 18.0 54.4 54.4 22.5 Jl.S 3].6 ]].6 25.2 24.8 24.8
DcsiqnQuouol 11 4 ] 6 8 8 10 39 6 I 2] 3..................... '" .

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movcmonll L· T • R L T R L or R L T R
············1········,······11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
tenes r a 1 0 0 1 a I a 0 1 I a 1 0 1 0 1 0
Lene Gcoup: LT LT R L1' LT R L RT RT L RT RT
IILnsInGrps: 1 I I 1 1 1 1 2 2 I 2 2
············1············'···11···············11···············11···············1
IICH Ops Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
'HevVah, 5 15 5 15
Gcade: 0\ 0' 0' 0'
ParkinQ/Hr: No No No No
Bus Btp/llrl 2 0 0 2
Area Typo I < < < < < < < < < < Other> > > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRT: Include. Include Include Include
, RT Prtct I a 0 a 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOpa f(rt) and fllt) Adj Case Module:
f (rt) Caso: xux xxxx :I xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx 5 xxxx
flIt) Case: f, 4 xxxx 4 .. xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HeM Ope Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adjl 0.9} 1.00 1.00 0.9} 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev Veh Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.81 0.81 0.87 0.950.95 0.95 0.870.87 0.87
Grade Adjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Park1nQ Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Bus Btp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.00
Area A,dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx 0.85 xxxx 0.98 0.98 xxxx 0.98 0.98
LT Adj: 0.960.96 xxxxx 0.9B 0.98 xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat A,dj: 0.850.91 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.9] 0.9] 0.77 0.85 0.85
Usr Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adjl 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Fnl Sat Adj: 0.850.91 0.80 0.800.85 0.74 0.840.93 0.93 0.77 0.85 0.85
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustmont 'actor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < " < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
S190&1 Type: < < " " < < < < < < < <" Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjFctc: 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.8S 0.8S 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85................................................................................

Traffix 7.1.0427 (c) 1999 DowlinQ Assoc. Licensod to LLG, BAN DIEGO. CA Traffix 7.1.0427 (cl 1998 DowlinQ Assoc. Licensed to LI.G. BAN DIEGO, CA
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Default Scenario Mon Nov 21, 199801:24:4] Paqo 17-1 Default Scenario Mon aov 21. 1998 0712414)

Level Of scrvtce Computation Report
1994 HeMOperations Method taeae Volume Alternative)

.. ,. IO 10 IO " ..

Level Of Servico Detailed Computation Report
1994 HeM Operations Method

Base Volume Alternative. .
Intersection .9 WOODSIDEAVENUE/WINTER GARDENSBLVD,
................................................................. o. t .

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: LT' R L T R L· T R L· T R
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
HeM ope Adjusted Lane Utilization Modulel
LanOSI 2 0 1 0 1 2 0 2 0 I 1 0 2 0 1 I 0 2 0 1
t.ene Group: L T R L T R L T R L '1' R
ILnoInGrpsl 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Input Saturation Adj Modulo I
Lane Width: 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ Hev Veh: 15 2 2 15
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkin9!Hrl No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: :1 0 2 :1
Area Typo: < < < < Other > » » > » » » >
Cnft Pod/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExciusiveR'1': Include Include Include Include
11 RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps f (rt) and f (itl Adj case Modulo:
f(rt) Case: xxxx xxxx :1 soooe xxxx :1 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx :1
f (I t) Case: I xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx I xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Adj: 0.9] 1.00 1.00 0.9) 1.00 1.00 0.9) 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00
Hev ven Adj: 0.81 0.B7 0.87 0.980.98 0.98 0.980.98 0.98 0.870.87 0.87
Grade Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00
Parklnq Adj: xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Stp Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx 0.99 xxxx xxxx 0.99
Aroa Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
R'l' Adj: xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx ~xx 0.85 xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxX)( xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adj: 0.77 0.87 0.7] 0.810.98 O.OJ 0.810.98 0.83 0.770.81 0.13
Usr Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Sat Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
rnt Sat Adjl 0.71 0.81 0.1] 0.810.98 0.83 0.810.98 0.8] 0.77 0.81 0.13
············1···············11···············1,···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No >)>)>)> > > > » > > > > > > > >
S19na1 Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > > > > > > >
DelAdjFctr: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.B5 0.85
""""""",.""""",."""""".""""",.,"".,.,.""""",."",

Intersection '19 WOODSIDEAVENUE/WINTERGARDENSBLVD.
" •••••••••••• , ••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••• * •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••
Cycle lsocl: 90 Critical Vo1./Cap. IXl: 0.866
Loss Timo Isccl: 12 (Y+R - 41sec! Avorcge Delay (eec/vahl: 29.2
ODt1mal Cycle: 91 Level Of Service: D
••••••••••••••••••••• '*' * •••• , ••• * * * •• * ••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••• ,., , ••••••••
ADproach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L T R L T R L· T R L· 'l' R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
Riqhts: Include Ovl ovt Ovl
Min. Green: 14 7 14 14 1 14 1 14
Lanes: 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 1 a 2 0 1 1 a 2 a 1
············1···············11···············11···············1,···············1
Volumo Module: PH PEAK
uaec Vol: 440 240 270 ]70 510 310 150 ]60 510 430 600 460
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial aae r 440 240 270 )70 510 ]10 150 360 510 430 600 460
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
PHP Mj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PHF Volume: 499 267 255 411 567 349 161 4100 4192 4178 667 4341
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
Reduced VOII 4189 261 255 411 567 ]49 161 400 482 no 667 434
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.0] 1.00 1.00 1.031.05 1.00 1.001.05 1.00 1.001.05 1.00
Final Vol.: 5041 261 255 4123 595 3419 161 4120 482 419 700 434
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Plow Modulol
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.710.81 0.73 0.870.98 0:9] 0.870.98 0.83 0.17 0.87 0.7]
Lanes: 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 2930 1652 139] 330] ]125 1583 1652 ]725 1571 14165 ])04 1]93
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.170.16 0.18 0.13 0.16 0.22 0.100.11 0.31 o.n 0.21 0.31
edt Movcs:
Groen/Cycle: 0.180.20 0.20 0.16 0.11 0.34 0.17 0,16 0.341 0.]60.35 0.50
Volume/Cap: 0.93 0.81 0.92 0.82 0.9) 0.66 0.61 0.12 0.90 0.92 0.61 0.62
············1···············11···············11···············11···············,
Level Of Service Module:
Uniform Del: 27.526.1 26.8 28.028.0 19.3 26.527.5 21.5 21.118.5 12.3
IncremntDel1 17.0 5.3 14.~ 7.215.2 2.0 2.8 3.1 ll.] 15.1 0.7 1.2
Delay Adj: 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.850.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
Delay/Veh: 40.41 27.5 )7.0 )1.039.0 18.5 25.426.5 31.6 ]].016.5 11.7
User DoIAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjOol/Vohl 410.421.5 ]7.0 31.0 ]9.0 18.5 25.41 26.5 31.6 n.o 16.5 11.7
Desi9nOueue: 21 11 11 18 26 12 7 18 17 16 24 12................................................................. ,.,,, ..,,,, .

Traff ix 7. I.04127 (c) 1998 Dowlinq "'saoc. Licensed to LLG, SAN DIEGO, CA Traffix 7.1.0421 (c) 1998 oowllnq Assoc. Licensed to LLG. SAN DIEGO, CA



Default sccne r Io Mon Nov 23. 1998 01:241U Page 19·1 Default Scenario Hon Nov 23, 1998 01124:43 Page 20'1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCM Operations Method IDase Volume Alternative)........................................................................................... Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report

1994 HCM Operations Method
Base Volume Alternative

rnueeeect ton 110 WooDSrDB AVENUE/RIVERPORDROAD
Intersoction 110 WOODSIDEAVENUE/RIVBRPORDROAD

Cycle (sec)l 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X)I 0.999
t.oee 1'imo (sec): 9 IY.R" 4 sec) averece Delay Isoc/veh': )1.4
Optimal Cycle: 180 Lovel Of Bacvico: D............................................................................................ Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Woat Bound

Movement: L· T • R L· or R L· T R LT' R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
lIeM Ops Adjusted Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes I 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 11 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
Lane Group: xxxx xxxx xxxx LTR LTR LTR L T xxxx xxxx T R
IILnslnGrps: 0 0 . 0 2: 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 I
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCM Ops Input Saturation Adj Modulo:
Lane Width I 10 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12 12
\ lIev vem 2 2 2 2
Gredo: 0\ + 2\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/Hr: No No No No
Bus Stp/Hr: 0 0 0 0
Aroa Type: < < < < < < < Other > > > >
Cnft Ped/Hr: 10 10 10 10
ExclusiveRTI Inc1udo Includo Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············\···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps ffrtl and flltl Adj Case Module:
f (rt) ceeer xxxx xxxx XXXX 5 xxxx 5 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
flIt) ceeer XXXX XXXX xxxx 4 xxxx 4 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCM Ops Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Wid Ad:b xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 0.91 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
Hev Yah Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.99 xxxx 0.99 0.980.98 xx xxx xxxx 0.98 0.98
Grede Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.99 xxxx 0.99 1.001.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
parking Adi: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Bus Htp Adj: xxxx xxxx ixxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00 1.001.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00
RT Adj I xxxx XXXX xxxxx O. 91 xxxx 0.91 xxxx ."""xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT "'di: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.96 xxxx 0.96 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx
HCMSat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.90 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.83
Usr Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
HLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pn1 Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.90 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.81
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Modulel
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > ,. > > > > > >
Signal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > > > > > > )0 > > > ,. >
DelAdjFctr: O.OG 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.85..................................................................................................................

APproach: North Bound South Bound Ellst Bound WOSt Bound
Movement: L T R L' T • R I.· T • R L· T • R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protectod Protectod Protected Protected
RiqhtSI Include Include Include Include
Hln. crccm 0 0 0 14 0 14 7 0 14
Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volume Module: PM PEAK
Baso Vol: 0 0 0 610 0 180 140 960 0 0 110 530
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial Bso: 0 0 0 670 0 180 140 960 0 0 110 5]0
uecr Adj: 1.001.00 0.85 l.00 1.00 0.95 1.001.00 0.85 1.001.00 0.85
PIIP Adj: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP Volume: 0 0 0 144 0 110 922 956 0 0 189 501
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vall 0 0 0 144 0 110 822 956 0 0 189 501
PCE Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 l.00
HLP Mj: 1.001,00 1.00 1.051,00 1.00 1.0) 1.00 1.00 1.001,05 1.00
Final Vol.: 0 0 0 181 0 110 841 956 0 0 199 501
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
saeuret.Ion Plow Module: .
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 190G 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment I 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.90 0.81 0.98 1.00 1.000.98 0.81
Lanes: 0.000.00 0.00 1.100.00 0.30 2.00 1.00 0.00 0.002.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 0 0 0 2914 0 520 3)0) 1961 0 0 )125 1591
············1···············11···············11···············11···.············1
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.)] 0.260.51 0.00 0.000.05 0.12
Ccit Haves:
Green/Cycle: 0.000.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.]1 0.26 0.58 0.00 0.000.12 0.12
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.91 0.00 0.99 0.99 0.89 0.00 0.000.11 0.99
············1···············11···············11···············11··,············1
Level Of Service Modulol
Uniform Doll 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.3 0.0 25.1 29.0 1].8 0.0 0.0 18.6 25.1
IncremntDol1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 19.8 21.1 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.0
Dolay Adj: 0.000.00 0.00 0.950.00 0.85 0.850.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.95
Ilelay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.9 0.0 41.] 44.9 18.2 0.0 0.-0 15.8 49.8
User OolAdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
AdjDel/vohl 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.9 0.0 41.] 44.9 19.2 0.0 0.015.9 49.8
DesiqnQueuol 0 0 0 11 0 7 11 26 0 0 9 20..................................................................................................

Traffix 1.1.042"1 Ic) 1998 Dowlinq Asooc. Licensod to LLG. SAN DIEGO. CA Trafflx 1.1.0421 fcl 1999 Dowlinq Assoc. Liconsod to LLG. BAN DIEGO. CA
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•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Default Scenario Mon Nov 23. 1998 07;24143 Paqo 21-1 Default Scenario Mon Nov 23, 1998 07;24143 Paqo 22-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HeM operations Mothod taaee Volumo Alternative)..... " ,. .. Level Of SlHvice Detailod Computation Report

1994 liCK Oporations Method
aaee Volume Alternative...............................................................................................................rnt.ceeecetcn lUI RIVERFORD ROAD/61 S8 RAMPS.................................................................................................................... ,. .. rneerecct tcn 111 RIVERFORD ROAD/67 S8 RAMPS

Cycle Isocl: 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (XI: 0.604
Loss Time (sec): 9 lY+R ~ .( aec] Average Delay ISQc/vehl: 12.5
Optimal Cycle: 41 Level Of Service: 8................................................................................

..................................................................................
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Dound
Movement: L T R LT· R L' T R I. - T R
············1···········.····11······ .. ·······11··· .... ···· .. ··11·· .. ···· .... ···1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protocted
Riqhts: Include Iqnore lncl ude Include
Min. crecm 714 0 14 00 0 0
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
······ .. ····1· .. ···· .. ······11············· .. 11··· .... ···· .. ··11.. · .. ·· .. ······1
Volume Module: ,.,. Count Date: 23 Ju1 1998 « PM PEAK
neso Vol: 330 930 a 0 750 890 0 0 0 100 0 200
Growth Mj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
Initial 8se: 330 930 0 0 750 0 0 0 0 100 0 200
User I\dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.85
PMF Mj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PIIP Volume: 367 10)] 0 a 8]] 0 a 0 0 HI 0 189
Reduct Vol: 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 0
Reduced Vol: ]67 lOll 0 0 8]3 a 0 a 0 111 0 189
PCE Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLF Mj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final Vol.: 367 1085 0 0 875 0 0 0 0 111 0 189
············1······· .. · .. ···11······· .. ···· .. 11··· .. ······ .... 11.. ·· .. ·········1
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.86
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.00 0.000.00 0.00 1.000.00 1.00
Pinal Sat.: 1805 3800 0 a 3800 1900 0 0 0 182] 0 1631
··· .. · .... ··1····· .... ······11· .. ········ .. ··11·· .. · .. · .... ···11·· .. ·· ........ ·1
CapaciLy Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.200.29 0.00 0.000.23 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.060.00 0.12
Cdt Moves:
Greon/Cyc1e: 0.34 0,72 0.00 0.000.38 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.19
Volume/Cap: 0.600.40 0.00 0.000.60 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.320.00 0.60
.. ···· .. ····1···· .. ·· .. ··· .. 11··.. ·· .. ···· .. ·11·.. ·· .. ·· ...... 11······ ........ ·1
I.evel Of Service Module:
Uniform Dol: 21.0 •. 2 0.0 0.0 19.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.4 0.0 29.1
IncremntDol: 1.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.3
Delay Mj: 0.950.85 0.00 0.000.95 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85
IJclay/Veh: 19.1 3.6 0.0 0.016.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.6 0.0 26.2
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDQI/Voh: 19.1 3.6 0.0 0.0 16.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.6 0.0 26.2
oesiqnOueua: 14 18 0 0]2 0 0 0 0 5 0 9..................................................................................

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: LT· R L· T • R LT' R L· T • R
.. ··········1· .. ············11 .. ····· .. ······11··· .. ·· .. ·· .... 11.. ····· .. · .. ···1
HCMOps I\djustod Lane Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 I
t.ene Group: L T xxxx xxxx T R xxxx xxxx xxxx LT LT R
t1LnsInGrps: I 2 0 0 2 1 0 a 0 I 1 1
········· .. ·1· .... · ........ ·11.. ····· .. · .... ·11·.. ·· .... ·· .... 11··· .. · .. ···· .. ·1
HCMnne Input Saturation Adj ModUle:
Lane Width: 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
\ nev vetu 0 0 0
G~adOI M M M
Parkinq/llr: No No No
Bus Stp/Hr I 0 0 0
Area Typo: < < < < < < < Other» » » » » > >
Cnft Ped/llr: a 0 0 0
ExclusiveRT: Include Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
.. ···· .. ····,· .. · ...... ·· .. ·11·.. ···· .. ··· .. ·11·· .. · .... · .. ···11 .... ··· .. · .. ···1
HeM Ops f (rtl and f Iltl Adj Case Module:
f (rt) Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 2
f(lt) Case: I xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx XXICX xxxx xxxx xxxx 4 xxxx XICXX
...... ··· .. ·1· ........ ·· .. ··11...... ··· .... ··11.. · ...... ···· .. 11··· .. · .. ·· .. '''1
HCMOP8 Saturation Adj Module:
Ln Hid Adj: 1.00 1.00 XICICXXXXXX1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
Hev vch Adj: 1.001.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xXJU(X 1.00 XXXX 1.00
Grade Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.01 xxxx 1.01
ParkinQ Adj: XICXX1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxx xx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 1.00
Dus Btp Adj I xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xXJU(X xxxx xxxx 1.00
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 1.00 xxxx 1.00
RT Adj: xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx ~xx xxxxx xxxx xxxx 0.85
LT Adj: 0.95 XICXXxxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxx XXXXXXlC.XX0.95 xxxx xxxxx
IICH Sat Adj: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.86
Usr Sat Mjl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLF Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fn1 Sat Adj: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.86
.. ··· .... · .. 1·.... · .. · .. ····11· .. ······ .. ····11 .. ··· .. ···· .... 11···· ...... ·· .. ·1
Delay Adjustment Factor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > ,. > ,. > > » » » » » » > » ,.
Siqnal Typo: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated ,.,.»»,.»,.»,.»» > »
QelAdjPctr: 0.95 0.95 0.00 0.000.85 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.850.00 0.85................................................................................

12 12 12
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Deh,ult Scenario Mon Nov 23. 1998 01:24:43 Paqo 23·1 Default Scenario Man Nov 23. 199801:24:43 Paqo 24·1

Level Of Service Computation Report
1994 HCMOperations Hethod (9aS8 Volume Altornative)................................................................................ Level Of Service Detailed Computation Report

1994 HCMOporations Method
Base Volume Alternative. .Intersection 112 RIVBRFORDROAD/WOODSIDEROADNORTH................................................................................ Intersection 112 RIVBRFDRDROAD/WOODSIDEROADNORTH

Cycle taect s 100 Critical Vol./Cap. IX): 0.115
Loae Time {sec l e 9 (YtR. 4 scot Avoraqo Delay fsoc/veh) t 14.2
Optimal Cycle: 63 Level Of servtcer B................................................................................

................................................................................
Approach I North Bound South Bound Baot Bound Nest Bound
Movement: LT' R L T R LT' R L· T . R
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Control: Protected Protected Protected Protected
RiQhlo: Includo Includo Include Include
Min. ureenr 1 14 14 1 0 0 0 0
I.onos: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Volumo Modulo: PM PEAK
aese Vol: 130 1000 0 0 1250 60 110 0 380 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00·1.00 1.00
Initial uee • 130 1000 0 0 1250 60 110 a 380 O. 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.8S 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
PIIF Adj: 0.900.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.90
PUP vorumer 144 1111 0 0 1389 51 189 0 359 0 0 0
Reduct vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
Reducod Vol: 144 1111 0 01)89 51 189 0 359 0 0 0
PCB Mj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00
MLP Mj: 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Final Vol.: 144 1167 0 0 1458 60 189 0 359 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Saturation Flow Modulo:
Sat/I.ane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
II.djustment: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.000.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.001.00 0.00 0.00 1.91 0.08 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.000.00 0.00
Final Sal.: 1805 ]800 0 0 ]613 149 1805 0 HilS 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11················1
Capacity Analysis Modulol
Vol/Sat: 0.08 O.ll 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.100.00 0.22 0.000.00 0.00
Cdt Movos:
Groen/Cyclel 0.100.62 0.00 0.000.52 0.52 0.29 0.00 0.29 0.000.00 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.180.49 0.00 0.000.78 0.78 0.]70.00 0.18 0.000.00 0.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Leval Of Service Modulo:
Uniform Del: )].2 1.8 0.0 0.014.1 14.7 21.6 0.0 24.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
IncccmntDal: 12.] 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.2 0.0 5.5 0.0-.0.0 0.0
Dolay Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.850.00 0.85 0.000.00 0.00
Dolay/Voh: 40.5 6.8 0.0 0.013.9 1l.9 18.6 0.0 26.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Usor Do11l.djl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
II.djDol/Vch: 40.5 6.8 0.0 0.0 13.9 13.9 18.6 0.0 26.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
DesiqnOueue: 7 21 0 0 4J 2 8 0 15 0 0 0................................................................................

Approach I North Bound South Bound laet Bound Wost Bound
Movement I L· 'I' • R L· T • R L 'I' R L T R

············/···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMOps Adjusted Lana Utilization Module:
Lanes: 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Lano Group: L T xxxx xxxx RT RT L xxxx R xxxx xxxx xxxx
.LnaInGcpsI 1 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
············1·······.· .... ··11······ .. ·... ···11····.··········11···············1
HCH Ops Input Saturation Adj Module:
Lane Width: U 12 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
\ lIev Vehl 0 0 0 0
Grade: 0\ 0\ 0\ 0\
Parkinq/llr: No No No No
Bus Stp/llr: 0 0 0 0
Area Type I < < < < < < < < < Other;;> > > > > > > > > > > >
Cnft Pod/UrI 0 0 0 0
ExclusiveRT: Includo Include Include Include
\ RT Prtct: 0 0 0 0
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
HCMCps f (rt) and f (It) Adj Cue Module:
f (rtl Case: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 5 5 xxxx xxxx 2 xxxx xxxx xxxx
ff1t) ceaer 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx 1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
IICMOps Saturation 1I.dj Module:
Ln Wid Adj I 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 X)()(X xxxx xxxxx
Rev Veh II.dj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1 •00 1 •00 xxxx 1 . 00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Grade Adjl 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Parkinq Adj: xxxx 1.00 XXItXX xxxx 1.00 1.00 ItXXX xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
Bus Stp Adj I XXltx 1.00 XII.XXX xxxx 1.00 1.00 xxxx XXXX 1.00 xxxx XXXXXXXXX
Area Adj: 1.00 1.00 xxxxx xxxx 1.00 1.00 1.00 xxxx 1.00 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
RT II.djl xxxx XXXXxxxxx xxxx 0.99 0.99 xxxx xxxx 0.85 xxxx xxxx xxxxx
LT II.dj: 0.95 xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx xxxxx 0.95 xxxx xxxxx XII.XXxxxx xxxxx
HCMSot Adj: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
Usr Sat 1I.dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLP Sat Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pnl Sat Adj: 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00
············1···············11···············11···············11···············1
Delay Adjustment Pactor Module:
Coordinated: < < < < < < < < < < < < < < < No > > > > > > > > > > > > > > :> >
Siqnal Type: < < < < < < < < < < < < < Actuated > > :> :> > :> :> :> :> :> :> :> :>
DelAdjPctr: 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.000.85 0.85 0.850.00 0.8S 0.000.00 0.00................................................................................

TraUb 1.1.0421 Ic) 1998 Dowllnq Assoc. Licensod to LLG. BAN DIEGO. CA Traffix 1.1.0427 (c) 1998 Dewlin!) II.S8CC. LiconoQd to LLG, SAN DIEGO. CII.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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County of San Diego Roadway Classification Table
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I '\ '

EXPRESSWAY
Divided highway with only selec-
led public road access with lull
grade separations

'PROPERlY LINE

37,000

.LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)

A B C 0 E
Free. Steady , Stable Approach Unstable
lIow flow flow unstable flow

36,000 54,000 70,000 B6,OOO 10B,OOO

<22,200

<14,BOO

<13,700

<1,900

<1,900

<1,900

<1,900

", .
<1,900

PROPERlY LINE RIGHT·OF·WAY

PRIME ARTERIAL
Divided highway, signalized lnter-
sections, access control, or extra
lanes as required '

\ PARKWAY ROA SEQ PA~KWAyl/STRIP STAIP

SHOULDERI TRAVELED WAY I MEl IAN I TAAVELEDWAY ISHOUL~ER

I h I I T ,

= Uw .... ... <dJ ' =
Traveled Parkway Mln.curv,e Mai

Median way Shoulder slrip Aoadbed A-O-W' radius grad$s

Min.
design
speed
(mph)

44,600 50,000 57,000 .

MAJOR ROAD
4·lane divided road, access &
parking controlled as necessary

34' 36' 10' 10' 126' 146' 1200' 55

24,700 37,000

14' 36' 0' 122' 1200' 6%· 55

29,600 33,400

COLLECTOR
4·/ane undivided road 34,200

B' 102'

22,BOO 27,400 30,BOO'

14' 9B' 120q' 70io 55

UGHT COLLECTOR
z-lane undivided road" 16,200

24' B' 7B'10'

24' 8' 10' 64' 84' 700' 7% 45

4,100 7,10012' 8' 10' 700' 9%40' 60' 45 10,900

RURAL COLLECTOR
2-lane undivided road, extra
, R-O-W allows greater lIexlblllty
& upgrade

RURAL UGHT COLLECTOR
2-lane undivided road, Increased
'curve radII" standards"

12' 8' 22' 40' 84' 500' 12% 40 4,100 7,100

12' B' 10' 40' 60' 500' ,12% 40

10,900 16,200

4,100 7,100 10,900 16,200

RURAL MOUNTAIN
2-lane undivided road appropriate'
only in rural mountain areas" 500' .120/012' B' 30' 40' 100' 40 7,100 16,2004,100 10~900

RECREATIONAL PARKWAY .
Recreational routes lor travel
pleasure purposes

;

12%12' 8' 40' 100' 400' 25 4,100 16,2007,100 10,900

RESIDENTIAL COLLECTION
NON-CIRQULATION AOADSt

12' B' 10' 40' 60' 300' 12% 4,500
12' 6' 10' 36' 56' 200' 15% 1,500 ,
12' 4' 10' 32' 52' 200' 15% - 200

2B' 40'-60' ..... 2,800

RESIDENTIAL STREET
RESIDENTIAL LOOP STREET
RESIDENTIAL INTERIM ROAD

'Maximum protecled corridor width lor Iuturo righi-ai-way (R-C-W)
.. Am'i1i=-rv1::!nf)C: R. Arlrlillnn~1 R.().W Al rrlll,.al c:",rllnnq

tLavels 01 servco are ri~1 applied 10non-c1rculalion roads since their primary purnose Is 10 serve abulllng lois, nol carry
Ihrnllnh trAlfi,. I AI/pic: I'll ctlrul,.n n""rn::lllu llInnlv In 'rn:lI'fQ I'nrnJlnn Ihrnllnh ., ..Jr." hftlu,ftn ... .,.".. 1..... , ..In ..... 0'01 .. ·"'1............ ..4
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HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name WFWYX.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To WOODSIDE/RIVERFORD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information EXISTING

A. Geometrics and Traffic Input Data Dir 1
---------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

3536
0.95

5.0
1.0
2

65.0
12.0

o

1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P------------ - ---- ----- - _.- -- ----- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1

3172
0.95

5.0
1.0
2

65.0
12.0

o
1.00

-------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

1911
D

61. 6
31.01
30.20

61.6

1715
D

63.8
26.90
26.19

63.7



HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f .
================================================================

Page 1
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name WFWYXP.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To WOODSIDE/RIVERFORD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information EXISTING + PROJECT

A. Geometrics and Traffic Input Data

Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (f t )
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

Dir 1

3936
0.95

5.0
1.0
2

65.0
12.0

o
1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P------------ ----- - - --- ----- ----- - ----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

Dir 1

2128
E

57.6
36.95
35.98

57.6

Dir 2

3972
0.95

5.0
1.0
2

65.0
12.0

o
1.00

Dir 2

2147
E

57.1
37.61
36.63

57.1
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HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall _
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name WFWYXP6.HC3
Location. ............ SR 67
From/To WOODSIDE/RIVERFORD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information EXISTING + PROJECT

A. Geometries and Traffic Input Data Dir 1---------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

3936
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o
1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P------------ ----- ----- ----- -- --- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1. 00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1

3972
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o
1.00

-------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

1418
C

65.0
21.82
21.24

65.0

1431
C

65.0
22.02
21.44

65.0



HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name WFWY20154.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To WOODSIDE/RIVERFORD
Analyst. ............. CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information 2015

A. Geometries and Traffic Input Data

Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak IS-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

Dir 1 Dir 2

5576
0.95

5.0
1.0
2

65.0
12.0

o

5002
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o
1.00 1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P
------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- --- --

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1. 00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

* Speed and density are highly variable for LOS F

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1 Dir 2

* 3014
*F

* 2704
*F

* Maximum Service Flow must not be greater than 2200 for 2 lanes.

* Maximum Service Flow must not be greater than 2200 for 2 lanes.
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HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name WFWY2015.HC3
Location. ............ SR 67
From/To WOODSIDE/RlVERFORD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information 2015

A. Geometries and Traffic Input Data Dir 1
---------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

5576
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o
1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV v; P------------ - - --- -- --- ----- ----- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 l.00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1

5002
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

-------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

2009
E

60.1
33.45
32.57

60.1

1802
D

63.0
28.61
27.86

63.0



HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name EFWYX.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To RIVERFORD/WINTER GRD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 08/18/98
Other Information EXISTING

A. Geometrics and Traffic Input Data Dir 1
---------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

2719
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P------------ ----- ----- ----- ----- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1. 00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1. 00

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

1470
C

65.0
22.63
22.03

64.9

2447
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o
1.00

Dir 2

1323
C

65.0
20.35
19.82

65.0
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HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name EFWYXP.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To RIVERFORD/WINTER GRD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 08/18/98
Other Information EXISTING + PROJECT

A. Geometries and Traffic Input Data Dir 1
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak lS-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

3059
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o

1. 00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrairi Type T R HV W P
------------ - ---- ----- ----- ----- --- --

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1. 00

c. Level of Service Results Dir 1

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

1653
D

64.2
25.74
25.07

64.2

Dir 2

2787
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

Dir 2

1506
C

64.9
23.21
22.60

64.9



-HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0373
================================================================
File Name EFWYXP6.HC3
Location 3R 67
From/To RIVERFORD/WINTER GRD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 08/18/98
Other Information EXISTING + PROJECT

A. Geometries and Traffic Input Data Dir 1
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population -Factor

3059
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P
------------ ----- -- --- -- --- ----- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

1102
C

65.0
16.95
16.51

65.0

Dir 2

2787
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

Dir 2

1004
B

65.0
15.45
15.04

65.0
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HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================

Page 1
Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name EFWY20154.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To RIVERFORD/WINTER GRD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information 2015

A. Geometries and Traffic Input Data Dir 1 Dir 2----------------------------------------------------------------
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak 15-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (0), One (1) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

4624
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o

4148
0.95

5.0
1.0

2
65.0
12.0

o
1.00 1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Terrain Type T R HV W P------------ ----- --- -- - - --- ----- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density (pc/mi/ln)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

Dir 1 Dir 2

* 2499
*F

* 2242
*F

* Speed and density are highly variable for LOS F

* Maximum Service Flow must not be greater than 2200 for 2 lanes.

* Maximum Service Flow must not be greater than 2200 for 2 lanes.



HCS: Freeways Release 2.1f
================================================================
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Center For Microcomputers In Transportation
University of Florida
512 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611-2083
Ph: (904) 392-0378
================================================================
File Name EFWY2015.HC3
Location SR 67
From/To RIVERFORD/WINTER GRD
Analyst CJM
Time of Analysis PM PEAK
Date of Analysis 01/08/99
Other Information 2015

A. Geometrics and Traffic Input Data Dir 1
---------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2
Traffic Volume (vph)
Peak-Hour Factor or Peak IS-min Volume
Percentage of Trucks
Percentage of Recreational Vehicles
Number of Lanes
Free-Flow Speed (mph)
Lane Width (ft)
Obstructions-No (OJ, One (I) or Both (2)
Distance from Pavement Edge (ft)
Driver Population Factor

4624
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

B. Adjustment Factors
---------------------

E E F F F
Te:r.rainType T R HV W P------------ ----- - ---- ----- ----- -----

Dir 1 LEVEL 1.50 1.20 0.974 LOO 1.00
Dir 2 1.50 1.20 0.974 1.00 1.00

C. Level of Service Results Dir 1-------------------------------------------------------------- Dir 2

Maximum Service Flow (MSF) (pcphpl)
Level of Service (LOS)
Projected Speed at Flow Rate (mph)
Density {pc/milIn)
Density (veh/mi/ln)
Speed of prevailing traffic (mph)

1666
D

64.1
25.98
25.30

64.1

4148
0.95

5.0
1.0

3
65.0
12.0

o

1.00

1495
C

64.9
23.03
22.42

64.9
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"INTERSECTION·
Signalized Intersection .
CAPAC)ITY ANALYSIS

'"Sa. "'I "~ ~ _ @o. RTEP.M. \\
\'uooOS\(k( ~ . BY CAJ-\ DATE \\ \-2,;-3---

TIME ~ ~

INTERSECTION

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIC FLOWS:

-- NORTH

PHASE 1 " PHASE.2·

.> w."-:;

TOTAL OPERATING LEVEL (ILV/HR).

""I" " L: "I
""" ~~.

REMARKS:
~M.'5'\l~ .+-!fao~""

- -'Sv\ -

" PHASE 4PHASE 3

IS . ..• ¥ < 1200 (LV/HR.

o > 1200 BUT <1500 ILV/HR•

o > 1500 ILV/HR (CAPACI1Y)



INTERSECTION'
Signalized Intersection .
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

INTERSECTION U'VI' J=?f> V'!\ l.,f lr--
. ~GZ>9Sw.r ~

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIC FLOWS~

~ - INDICA""'"'.@)......--.--"" CD
NORTH

-

PHASE 1

- .x: s:~f -'.J:"'VI
.1 LL.

.

. PHASE.2

., ., '::.

TOTAL OPERATING LEVEL (JLVIHR) .

I ~:O I
REMARKS: .

1-b\~

.. @CO.RTE..P.M----;r-\, _

BY pt",,.... DATE -='"l\'-';\::-Z!?'"-- _
. TIME AM® '

....1\0 -

PHASE 3 . PHASE 4

IS . " JG< 1200 ILV/HR. . . .

o > 1200 BUT < 1500 ILV/HR.

ci > 1500 ILV/HR (CAPACITY)

•',.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

CRITICAL LANE VOLUMES (JLVlHR)1~:~II ~2111- __PHAS_E_3__ nl-. __ PHA_S_E_4__
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INTERSECTION
Signalized Intersection
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

INTERSECTION 'SR \.0-, ~ ~J.S 1~I2QfOI2.D ~ @:y. CO. RTE PM \\
BY C~~ DATE ~\\'b\q"b
TIME AMC@

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIC FLOWS:

~-c )

~

("~
~..::
Jl I ~ t,o

---. ~r-- ~.
, ~~~i - INDICATE ~rt-=·G) rJ,:o<1. j ~

I Li
NORTIi

LANE VOLUMES (ILV/HR)
PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3 PHASE 4

.. or;; r";:
c; <A ,,"1\

\...v...l,.l
j )j-l; 14
1 I ,-~,-,o

~. ~(S).. ....(~-..- (PD'. ~l~ii "' tf. ~---. .
. \ - I

Nt-l~ - -- I~~j I ~ .J
:c .-

CRITICAL LANE VOLUMES (ILVIHR)

1
PHASE 1

II
PHASE 2

II
PHASE 3

I I
PHASE 4 I2s\ G1,9 ilb

TOTAL OPERATING LEVEL (ILV/HR) IS .•• [J< 1200 ILV/HR.

I L
I

. 0 > 1200 BUT < 1500 ILV/HR.

\D~I.P ti > 1500 ILV/HR (CAPACIlY)

REMARKS: e)c '",:::,.-,\~ \..::> -\- \'.(0..0 ~ ,n_~ v->\ fv\rn.P......-rLo~
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INTERSECTION
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CAPACITY ANALVBIS
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'~'
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o > 1500 ILV/HR (CAPACITY)
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APPENDIXD

APPENDIXD

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies
That Commented on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

A draft version of this EIR was circulated for public review from February 18, 1999 to April 5,
1999. The following is a listing of the names and addresses of persons, organizations, and public
agencies that commented during this public review period.

NAME ADDRESS

FEDERAL AGENCIES
US Fish and Wildlife Service Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA 92008

STATE AGENCIES
California Department ofFish and Game 1416 Ninth Street

P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District II
P.O. Box 85406
San Diego, CA 92186

COUNTY, CITY, AND OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES
San Diego County Flood Control via Inter-Office Memorandum

City of Santee 10601 Magnolia Avenue
Santee, CA 92701

Padre Dam MWD 10887 Woodside Avenue
P.O. Box 719003
Santee, CA 92072

Local Agency Formation Commission 1600 Pacific Highway,
(LAFCO) Room 452

San Diego, CA 92101

San Diego County Archaeological Society P.O. Box 81106
San Diego, CA 92138

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project ErR D-l



APPENDIXD

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies
That Commented on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

(Continued)

NAME ADDRESS

ORGANIZATIONS
Lakeside Design Review Board No Return Address Given

Lakeside Land Company 10101 Riverford Road
Lakeside, CA 92040

1. Whalen Associates 4517 Santa Monica Avenue
San Diego, CA 92107

Lakeside Community Planning Group P.O. Box 2040
Lakeside, CA 92040

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc. P.O. Box 985
National City, CA 91951

Grabhom Engineering Corp. 10601-A Tierrasanta Blvd., #353
San Diego, CA 92124

INDIVIDUALS
Randy K. Lang P.O. Box 85304

San Diego, CA 92186

Upper San Diego River Improvement Project EIR D-2

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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APPENDIXE

Responses to Comments and Recommendations
Received on the Draft EIR
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Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

Crav na\,j~
C:;OHl:\llk

k (YI / tYlL-
Governor's Office of Planning and Research

ST.-\'I~: o r (ALlfOK:,\IA

RECEIVED

April 12. 1999 APR 161999

IEPARfMENT Of PlAHHIW
"'-Ill I "~,, .1{'~

KlERSTEN RYDBHCK
SAN DIEGO COUNTY. DPLU
5201 RufT" Rd
SuiteD
San Diego. CA 92123·1666

SUbject: UPPER SAN DIEGO RlVBR IMPRUVEMENT I'ROJECr
SCHI: 98041146

Dear KIERSTHN RYDBECK:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR 10selected Slale Ilgentie! fnr review. On
the enclosed Notice of Completion fonn rlease nok thallhc ClclifinghlMc has cbecked the stale agencies
that reviewed your document The review period is now closed and the comments from the responding
agency (in) is (are) enclosed. If'hh cornmeal f18ckagcis not in order, pleese DoliC)'lhe Slate
Clearinghouse immcdillCly. Pkme refer 10 dIe project's e1g1lt-digil State Clwinr,house number in future
correspondence so Ibat we may respond promptly.

Please note thllt Stt\ion 21104(c) oflhe Califomia Public ResourcCl> Code suies that:

UA responsible or omer public ageney shall onl)' make subSlanlive comments ~gardin& those
activilics Involved in a project which are within en area of expertise oftht agency or which are
required to be carried uul ur approved by the agency. Those comments dulll be ~upportcd by
specific dOtumenlation."

These eOll1menl'i are forwarded fOl use in preparing your final cnvironmmllli document. Sbould you need
more inrunnwiun ur clarification ofilic enclosed comments, we recommend that you oontll(;llhc
commenting agency dirwly.·

This lener a~kn(lwltdges Ihal )'011 have ':OOlr'i,:d with the Slat,:".Clo:vioghCMe rwlew requirementS for
draft CIIvironmcnlBldocuments, pursuant to tho California Environmental Quality Ad. Please contlU.1lhe
Stale Clearinghouse at (916) 44~.Q613 if)'ou have My questions R'garding Lbeeovironntenral review
precess,

Sincerely,

~~~~<h
Senior Planner, Stare Clearinghouse

Enclosures
ec: Res01U'te' Agency

Page I



Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

NEPA: OO~NOI . OTHER: t3,§JOlnl Documenl
10. PONDI 1., Pinal Documont11. lmin.els HI. omer _
12. eA

OI.!BIROJ:one
'O.DL."d OM.lon (SubdMllon.

P.~I M.p, TraclMap,010.)
1'.QUHParmt' .:

...§Wast- Mgm' PI,n
. 13. CIltJ\DIlI pra .. ",.

,., R.e1.m~lon Plan

~=~:Mrn.,., ~ waR.t _
~::.. 1'Jiitmon': 1'}'po, _

~:~:ll,'pn!rgl commercia'

• Cr.. rillahov.e COllIUI: DeLh::l. Wynn
(916) 445-0'13

• Rev""" DCI": ....1:-~~-..!i.1-
t· Rnlllw to ""ocy ~ •.1:.-..-fi_
ne)' R',,10 SCM -!:f--_1-..-i1.,
I COMI'LlANCB --.!L..!i-...§1...

ProJee:t Sent '0 .h. roll~wlnlStale' As.aeloo

.::....x.....Rq .......
;.__ Dntllli

__ Cot'tal Comen
__ c.....JC .....
__ CollOdollwSd

:x:.~~:O'::••.~
__ DIlla Prot~tlon :
__ Porulr)' '.

::&::~~D:'f'Q.rv.tIO"

__ ReelamoUon
__ Bay CoN A DIY Comm
__ DWI\
__ ons

DUI Tron.p II •• ,
__ A"OMlllko

--x~mllllL__ nUll P1lM1na
__ Hou,tn, .. 0.".1
__ '004 A Aploul"",
__ " •• Ith a. W,llVI

""," ..'.'"

St-IWCOII'II",.r Svu
0...-' a_rvlt..-c.••PAt.

:x~:OW"I' MllIllOil__ :::g:; ~~~::~ Prol
:::R: .WRCSI WtrQualll¥--;r~~:;~::~
::x::'TD,.t Subce.crc

'YlhlAdlt CvrntllDnl
__ ~et\onl

I,uhp-ndlnl COMm
__ I!nt'l)' Comml .. IOft
-It-t4AHC

==S-:'':IcM,:::·~~rn
....lS...- Stili LIndA! COmm
__ Tahoe Ral PJln

-_."",," -----_·.Olhllf: _~ _

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••Page 2



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

POrE 62
r, •

us fish and Wdd.lift 5eIVjcc
CeTlIWd Fitb vnd \V.\J1ire omc~
~nl)Low Avmuc:. WC!l
ca,lsllaCl, CA 9100'
(160)131·".0
fAX(760)I3l.'902' 9613

CAIl<pl.o!Filhl c.""
1416Nlntb SLlCd
fOlkIlI 9'4209
Satlamtnlo. CA 942-44·2090
(916) 01].9101
fAX (916) 611·2.lI1

APR 05 1999

Ms. KI""Oll Rydb<ck
County of SIn 01'10
D'Jlanmont ofPl,nniog IUIdLand U ..
521l11MU. Road, Suite B
SIn Di,go. Califomi192123·1666

1Ul: Commentson thelipper Sin Diego lliver.lmprov,mmt Project (USDRIP)Pio~anuull!,
Drift l!uviron • ...,,,llmpoet R'port (oma), CPA 99-03. WO NO 98.10.014, SCII
98041146

Dcar Mo, Rydbeck:

'Ihe U,S, FI.h end Wildlif, Scsvi ce (Service) Ind the CoHo,n" Oeparlmom of Fioh IUIdGam.
(Department), rcfemd 10u fhe wildlife .g .. ,I... bavo Imowed tho abov, rer""","" dowment
and .ubmitlhe following "",un,nl. and lecomn",nd.tlon •. Tho propoaed proj"l indudo. 0
GCDoral Plan Amendment end a Zono Redu.lflc8tion of approximately SS2 l~reJ\1ihkh are
_,nlly port .!the RiVOlW,y A Specifl, PI,. for the Upper San Diego lliv", ImprOvemoll1
ProJ~' 1'td1V.lopm.nt area, Tbis project area is located in the unincorporated cOInmunity of
Lok,sid. in Ihe County of S.n Diego and ,ncomp"llOl 1341al11p'looll and a Z,25 mil. Itrelel1 of
Ih. San Oi,go River. ThOl. SS2 601.1 a" ,ilualedwt of tho City ofSaot .. an~ laolud.lando
'OIl Iud ",ulh orth, S.n Diego ar.:.r which IOmlina .. II Hii!lw.y 67. Proposed lOning .nd land
use designltlon, indudfl eppl'~ma.I~1y 400 leln of industrial. 69 &eftS ofslnglf-ramily
'ClidClllial, 23 0= of commeroio!, and on ox;,ling elemontlf)' achool, middle scIIool, and fi,e
Jtalion. Approximately 1S t lcres within Ihe Industtlal1.one Irtd (our acri3 within the C16 lone
would not be developed bcc&\UCl1bi .. 1'rc.tBe would be louted within tht San Diego Ftood
C9ntrol ChlMel after channel construction.

This proPo8ed project area i, louted in on urbanized ilfOiloncrlllly SUlTounded by an aJS0111tltnt
or oommctcia~ industrial! aOO inslilulional uses_ Adj'teut to lhc propo,ed project she b the
Willowbrook COUIlIYaub••ingle·family '''id'nlial hom .. , V.riOllI commercial I.d ind"I,iaJ
UK' incbJdina a rodeo Bround and the Lakeaidc: TownCenler. Pre6ent land UICl withiulhc l1foject

Page 3



Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

01\/05/1'399 17:32 6194&74299
Hi - '-;'j NVit ~·I i (It. rYl~

PAGE OJ
l. ~

M,. Rydbeck 2

area i,varied, but a mlj"rity oftb", site slilll'ernains in variOulllt~a~ o(Burogite mi~ing
aCtlvhin within ,h. Slln Diogo River, Other activlti •• I(lcated WIthin lhe pl'oJect area II1cludc
heavy equipment stOJage. 8 muW)'. firo 'tation, egg finch, huilding .l1lltupply store., toner"t,
prod\Jot manufacturing. bammatlUml;turer, gu stllion, and two schools. B.btJna re.ideJitial uses
within th' proj~ct area consist ofappcoximately 32 single fimUy home., Iix. duplexes. and OJ

mobile home park.

Tho DEll ,ummari.ed tho perUneot romponen15 of III.prop.,ed projecl as follows:

a.pool tho Riv.rWay Spt<ifte Plan.
Am,"d the Land Ulelil.m.nl10 change tho l.nd.1f de,lgnation fOI tho USDIUP ar ..
from (21) Sp«ltle PI.n Ar .. to (6) Residential, (13) G.n.raI Commercial, (14) Servlce
Comm.relal.nd (16) Gonoral Impactlndu"rial.
Rocl",il'y the .oning linm ,h. eUllenl 588 and S80 zon .. te aS7, C34, 1;36, and MS4.
Amend the Ulkellde Community Plan to rernov. relOrences to Ih.lIlv01Way Specifio
Plen.
Amend the ChCllI,tioll Elornenlln downgrade ibe ,Iatu. of certein road segmenta in
Lek.~de end to delete a road sosm.nl.
Amend Seclion 5454 oflbo Zonin8 Ordinance.
!\opt.1 S.tdon 6878 ofth. Zon\ns Ordin ......
Amend Article V, Stctioll6 ofthc 'Ruoutee Protecdoft O,dinlUl&e
Repe.1 Articl. 111,SeCtion 7 ofth. Blolcgltal Milig.tion Ordln'rlco.

BiOlogical 1I110Uftl$

The blologjcal character (If lite project Mea WK' derived Cram two biological SUfVc)'I 'Q11ducted in
lWID, J998. supplemented with addlllonaJ Information ftom "xisllng documents. four major phlht
commuflitin were ub~c"'cd onsite which include; 1) I\Iden\J non-native granlan<b and recently
disturbed areas; 2) riparian habitalt; l) aariculturlll areas; and. 4) roaslallage scrub. The
riparian areas \Vere further divided into open watlT, emergent riparian. riparlan woodland, riparian
sClUb, di,lurbed riparian. and wet mcadow. At<ordill~ to th. DElR, lb. majority ofll"
vegelation ollih. proposed pllljt<:la ... would.ba oharacl.ri7.14 as IUdtral andlol non.nallv.
, ..... Iand due 10 paal and presenl diltur~an<c. The riparian habitlll has also hten disturbc.1 by
sand mining aetivitiu. and hence, f~e riparian woodland iJ cllJsiOed as mature with IIUlo ,hnlb
undentory. The document did not specify a.CfCl8C amounl, for each ortbe hr.bitat :ypCJ found
enslte..

According to the biological rcsoun;e, st:ctiun uribe OEIR and prcvioul biological survoy ••
seventy-five avian sJlf.cies hlVtl btlll:l1 oblerved wi~hjn the project area, Tho DBIR .. tted that thl,
rdativc:ly high number oraviDn :speciea i,dlJc to the diYer~it)' of habitat typlU within the project
OlUa. de.pilO the low quality oreolit. hlb"a,. Itwoo aI,o lte10d that lbo"glon IUpport. or haa
historically cupported, S2 lensitive 811imaJ species. 16 't'nailivo plant 'p(.aes. and Ihree sensitive
habitat types. However. tho onl)' listed spedes obut\lcd onsite wu 6 pair offederaUy \hreate'ued
coastal Clllifbrni. gnlttatchen (Pulivplilu "C11/fornlcuca/I/om/ca). Olhu Icnsillve 5pecics
observed onsttc include San Diego ambro~a (Ambrosio pumilia), yellow-breasted chat (/c:16rio
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M •. Rydbeck

.,,."') and the orange-throated whip,ai! (C/I,midIJp/Joro.!tvP'1)1ItTU. /;trdinlll). A1tho~gb nOl
m«ltionod in the roport, it II the wikUire agencies' undentanding th,t the fedend and lIl:do
endangered Imt Boll15 vireo (Vireo bt/fji pu~ill"J) hu beon observed wi1hin tho riparian. h.bi~fll
noar the Ch.ne! Road bridge uOlSing

General Commtnh

The DBIR distuSSed the thrH larHAt o~iltiIl81C:l:lam.tlon In4l0r .and and 8'llvct minen in tho
proJeetaraa alonalh' 3111lDiego River whicb con,i.t ofLakeside-e.stor IV (\2\ acte.), Calmal
(103 at"'), and Woodward S.nd and Maleriall (l3 a"eI). Only tWO milis.'ion piaN were
di,cu&&e<la. approved plana within tha prop.,ed project area. Ona mitisation plan i. a Oood ... y
.labDl .. Uon projC9t located withln tbe 20-'010 Bill Sign. Trow,S oil. in th, ...... n porllon of
tho river, Th. other project ls for tlte Coun,y nrSan D1eso (County) and inohJd .. an approved
rev.getation plan for!. 98 eer .. located In the 15 au. Laka.ld. Sanitation Ui.lriet plOparly In ihe
mo!! .. estem end oflhe .Ile

Tlte DEIR did nul include a third mitigation ptan permltled by Ih.Corp. in \99310 Ih. c..'or
Group which Ineluded a 39 lere .ite eon.i'lilli oflwo plr<:el~ ona til" orRivcrford Road Bnd lh.
second.ast orpalmDrlv., A404 permit (91·20016-TCD) wllhsuad to the ClItorG5oup ror
tha fill ofabandoood borrow pit ... d cltaMoIi .. tion oflhi' porlion oftha SanDicgo RiYcr. The
mitigation for impacisio wetland habitat 85 ,tated in the Corp' Public Noti~ would im::ludo
creation of approximately 11.0 acre!J of wetland habitat including riparian romt, fmhwatcr mtlr.h
and mul~1 scrub. Tho DEIR dl.eUlled 'be Lakasida CutorlV portion oflhe projeeland staled
th81 ttle impacts for th~rectft1nation pfal'!will be reduced to a level below sianific;:anc.e by
adhe:OhC6 to tho USDRIP BIIVBA mitigation measuruillitated in a bioloaieal report written by
TWBlological S ..... i... (t997). Th.L.k.~de Lind ))ov.l.pm,m Company ba. aubmltled.n
BppliClltion fbr an additional 404 permll (97.2011\-TCO) 110mlite Colp" .nd I 1603 lIom Iho
Depertblent. for lmplemenl!tlon of surface nnd mining reclamation aclivilitl on their remaining
107 aue.. Their propo.ed project will romovo 9.0 acre. of wad and andrlPlri" woodland
habitat, and allow for the cbannelization arlhe San Dic:so River witbin their property boundaries.
Ptcsentty the applicant i,pJoposilil tD mitiSlte [0' the direct imp.,t. to 9.0 acres of wetland
habital wi\hju.l over. 1:1 mitigation ratio. It i. also the und'l$unding oftho wildlife asenel",
lhallhe Lakeside Land Daveloprocnt (o",pany i,eunendy walkinS Wi'h lho Counly 10 amend
their IJtrmitl regardlns tho .rorementioned activittet. Plea,e cbrilY the status of.1M project l."1d
how the mitigation obligation is con,;,lcnl wilb the R.ivefWay PlAn

ThelJHlR ,'a'ad 'hat "Neither Ihe RivOfWay Specific Plan nor Ihe ,"opo,ed project is SUbJecllo
AnielelV, Seclional, 2, and 6 afth. Cuunly'. ReIDur .. Prolection Ordin.n .. (RPO), whlcb
appUot to weillnds, wetland buft"ertarllt,and 'tnsitive habitat land,. respectively." Attitle IV,
SoctiO:lS " 2, and 6, orthe County's RPO b.1vt esl,bli3hcd suidollriollo limit dovclopmcR\
Bellvill" In sensitive we'land are .. and "10 a1101V development when &It feulble measures
necessary to protect and preSeNe the sensitivt- habitat land, Ire required al a condition of permit
appro .. 1and whe .. ,nitiNation provid,a an equal or 1\10..... benefit 10 the aI\'oelOd .pecieau It ia
unda .. tand.ble th.lllD. 'oction oflhe RPO .. a. 00' a part orlhe RjverWay Plan .in .. this Plan
addrascd minimization and mitigllrion for implcb ta wetland ha.bilals However, it is not dear

3

A-I

A·I: The Lakeside Land Development Company project and the other reclamation
plans are not part of the project analyzed in this EIR. They will be mitigating their own
impacts under the terms and conditions specified in their permits. The reclamation plans are
discussed in the UDRIP EIR as background information and to provide an understanding of
current and planned reclamation activities in the area, The County Department of Planning
and Land Use is currently processing a minor amendment to the Lakeside Land Develop-
ment Reclamation Plan.

A-2

A·2: Article Y.6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance specifically exempts any
project locatcd within the USDRIP redevelopment area boundaries from the requirements
of the RPO, Therefore. the RiverWay Specific Plan has always been exempt from RPO.
Although the RiverWay Specific Plan would be repealed by the proposed project, prop-
erties in the USDRIP area are, and would remain. exempt from the RPO, However, future
projects would be subject to the Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) as stated in the
project description (EIR. page 1-7), All discretionary permits require compliance with the
BMO. Impacts to wetlands, wetland buffers, and sensitive habitats would be addressed by
the BMO under Articles IV (administrative process and evaluations), V (project design
criteria), VI (habitat-based mitigation), and VII (species-based mitigation).
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why these: JettloM orttlc 1\1'0 would be amtr.dc<! undu tho proposed project. Please olaril)owhy
thuo .ectio .. of'holU'O would not be appl~able to 'bi. panlcul" pl0p0led proj.ct.

The DBIR "'Ied 1hal implCh tu weiland. ,,,,,,<ell by the C.unty flood contrnl pl.n 'hall be
mitiaatod in I«:oJdant.e with the Biological Mitiga!ion Ordinance tBMO). However, it is not·
cl.. r in thl' document why lilt Multiple S i<. C<lnmVllliulI P,ulI'w, (MSCPI II 0;01"'lOoded
to ,rldlua implOlS to thiJ USDRlP ar6l. The document BtlOIII t t pro ee 11.e II no In I
PI'!.Approvw Mit184tion Area "lndiel1ing thai de"clopnlent will be lubject to lellltrinaent
roql,ll,~enl'." The County's Subarea,Plan lui.' dosi~ed tIItU.tlSt ~ndWIll ofRlverfold !lold
as Pfe~ArJ'lrovcd MiliptioD Arcas which qUilhnn Iho lite IS I DIOlo81w Resource: Coro, Area

The: OEIR included a .5c,tion called "Plan to Plan Compad'on" (pago 2.2·11) tllalllddresscd lbe
•ianJ0c:anl bioloSI'1lI dUr."n," bet_n II" Ri't'W,y Sp eeiRo PI'n .nd the propoled rezonlns
plan. PI,,~the p,.p •• ed pr.ject "",mng would e1iminalelhe p1annina bulf,r whleh "'IS
ntlblj,1~ ooder the R.iverWay Plln, The pll.lnnlngbur., wee 8 50 foot wid" buft'er apJjacent 10
Ihe biologioe\ brJf('cr. Th blolos"nl and pl.nnin! bunt,. wcre d$Signed to B"i.tt. in reducihS tl~
direct and indirect edge effeC1.lnocillled with the dnetopmenlofthe upland area. Tho plannin~
buner was also de.igned to accommod.te a 1rall wNcb wO\Itd hav, allowed putive rf(l(otion
web a. hlklog Ind horseback ridins "dj.'Cht to the river. "he: DEIR .tlttd thatllmtl propuDl:d
projecl il implem .. ted then development <ould <n«o.'" I.th. edse .flh, biological bI'l!l:r
whioh would lnelud. the Ouodw,y .nd Ibe .i.. , bMla. P, .. eody 1he biotogi«1 bulTer ..
<.n,IIll"ed .n the Lekeoidol.and Develop"'''lllt. COnliJtl of. 310 1 slope. Tho eilOllnllion of
Ihe 10f.ol buff or .t tho lOp .flh, ,lop' dinunl.sb.. Ib, .","'1 buftiri"ll"peo1lioco dev.10l"""'1
would bu aUowed up tv till edge ur the 3 10 I slope. Delrimental tdao cIl'ot.IJ wO\lJd include
i.nt;roa'Scdnolle, acceu by hURW\llnd pett. lighlins. and inlnulon by (crallnlmlls. Also the
elimination ofthi. buft"'CJc!t.ign, .....hich hIS boen implraucnted by t\\"o Ipplltad. alOft! the San
Dicao Ri"17. would lead 10 grtller inconsistency when futuru appli'llnfl develop with this buffer.
Tile w11dUr•• gendes recommend 8 minImum orll 100 foot Unur bUfl'Cfbetween d,ve!Clprnmt and
wetland habirK1Sto reduco tdge effetu

. Tb, pI.n to plan c.mparlson oI,u ."te<! Ih'l tbe propoled p,oj«4 wo.!d red"", tho 1<"'Ilelltlon
requirem"18 within Ih. noodway. "AJ1tio1lgh Ih. Counly 1I101oat"l MltiS"lo. Ordlnan,e and
Clean IVII .. A'I S8OIion 404 wetland resul.,i ••• would loqui" .void .... oI'wedancla and
mitisation where no feasible Illt,"ati\'C~ e~'St to avoid impacts, the potential e.lstllhlt wetllnd
rniti&.tlnlJ would not occur at the same I,velu atrrently required in the RivtrWay Specific P1an.'1
We "" v.ry ooncemed regarding 'he funhertDSSor .dditlonol noodploin ,...,Ioing 1I0!1l1ho
d".neli .. ti •• oflho San Di'll. Rive' .lo'l! thi, 225 Olil' dreleh in Llkeoide. Pi.... d.ber,l.
on this reduced rltJVegelatioR plan, bow :lti'i wuuld impKt Iho ovm.ll hllegrlty at the San Diego
Rivvr in (hi. 1101. Ind how 1M no-net·lou policin tor wetlands would be mel.

The wtldlll"c agenciOi would also flke 10 'j(Tew lhallmpacu to Itest R,U', viu,:o have not been
addressed under thi. VEla. Project impactl £rom c.hlnncliationofll',i. porliOll ortlle Sill Diego
Rlver h.Y8 Irnpllatloo, I. the river I)'".m up",eam and d.W1lSIl .... of dte propll.lOd ploJect.
Rt~very urthe least BtU'. vireo is an r.dditionat concern IiQC.O criteria for doWn ~.stin81hc vireo
will be accompli.hed DIlly when leveral hundred or more bleeding plir alO pn;twtcd and managed

r.ACJ: 05

4

A-2
] Cont.

A-3

A-4

A-5

A-3: The USDRIP project was discussed in Section4.3.5 (Processing Projects
with Partial Approval for Open Space) of the Multiple Species Conservation Plan
(MSCP) County of San Diego Subarea Plan where it was determined that areas
subject to permitting through Section 404 of the Clean Water act to be exempt
from MSCP Subarea Plan requirements. The MSCP is not being amended to add
the USDRIP project for two main reasons: (I) The USDRIP area has been sub-
jected to extensive mineral extraction for many years and the habitats that exist
presently in the river are the result of an extensive level of disturbance. The
County is attempting to reduce additional regulations in order to stimulate eco-
nomic development in the USDRIP area. The high level of disturbance does not
warrant a high level of regulation; and (2) there are a number of reclamation plans
and permits already approved in the project area which have already set the
rehabilitation and preserve requirements for this area .

A-4: The County of San Diego agrees that the USDRIP area, though exempt
from the MSCP, would likely qualify as a Biological Resource Core Area under
Article VI, Section A( I)(a) and (b) ofthe BMO.

A-S: The County of San Diego concurs with this comment. However, current
and pennitted projects within the USDRIP area must comply with the tenns and
conditions of their existing penn its and agreements, including buffer areas. Fu-
ture deve!opmentprojects within the USDRIP area must comply with the County's
BMO and other local, state, and federal regulations as well as the terms and
conditions (such as the maintenance of buffer areas) of subsequent penn its and
authorizations applicable to that specific future project. The County does not
feel it is necessary to establish a standard butTer width in the USDRIP area
because much of the area is already severely disturbed. Appropriate buffers will
be established on a project-by-project basis as future projects are proposed.

A-6: Three areas within the USDRIP area were identified that would have the
potential to be significantly impacted by future development projects allowed
within the USDRIP project area. These areas are identified on Figure 2.2-2 and
discussed on page 2.2-10 of the Draft EIR. Wetland impacts from the flood
control plan approved for the RiverWay Specific Plan were to be mitigated by the
revegetation requirements contained in the RiverWay Specific Plan (see pages
2.2-10 and 2.2-11 ofthe Draft EIR); however, since the RiverWay Specif ic Plan
would be repealed, the mitigation measures specific to that plan would no longer
be required unless specifically mandated under the tenns and conditions of exist-
ing permits. The following are mitigation measures to replace the RiverWay
Specific Plan (page2.2-11 of the EIR):
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at .everal drainages in San Di8io County indulling the San Dieao Ri,.... lie""" it would be
b~eJiaal to addres. Fotentitllmpacb to tbil eRdanaered spettes 8.'i & whole tlthee thin on l\ tate

by usc basis

One of Ih. obj«live. oflh. RiverWay Specific PIM wa.tht im~,ove_1 o.ftha San ~ego ~ver
by the es l,bli.!," .. nt ofrlpari .. ro,." designed 10 support a va",lY of.WlI~Uf•• pecles, tn<ludlng
the lean BeU'. vireo. Th, Riverway Plan would etUe. 49.2 1Cft't ofnpanan foros! IJld pr~'t1V"
32.2 ecree of existing riparian (1,)10'1. Tot~ preservation end ereatioD would bUpprOKimaldy 92
Acra. which included buffera, open waler h'bilat and scrub babila!. The wildlife agencies are
cOntemed tbattha pr,p'led proj"t, which will evonlually illlllitl hundreda of acre. of upland
and ,",Uand babit,I., .bould be directed and manag'" by a compl8hensiva and cohesive habilat
man.g,mont plan. FJiminalion oflh' RiverWoy Plan wiU allow pi.... moaI Impl"",nlation oflhc
'emalnlng p,oJect. along lho Son Di.go River wlrichmoy l'ad to in",ndAent wUglllon, an
ovCR!J «duelion in habltll prewv'lion, and uncoordinated maoagemenl praeli", •. Thorefore,
we recommend thot if the RiverWoy Pion is e1imiMledthen anolher plan .hould be doveloped to
odd, .. s developmentond open ap"e man.gernent within 10 thi. "'etch of tho San Diogo Rivor ill
o compreh..,.i .. ond regionallJlllll101.

'[h. wildlife agen,iea' prim,ry concern ro, thi•• Oelch of the san Diego River i. that 0 ,ea.onabl.
flnodploln b•• Ilowed to .. main intact "d th.t habi!.t cr.. lion ,nd preservAtion offset the
proposed impatt. anoci.led with dlvolopment or~averalllundred lues oruplend land. We
bditvc that an overall pliO that allow. for a Yiablt and )elr·'UllaiPina lip.dan WUMSOTalODS lhl6
stretch of the San Diego River while 11m allowing 'easonable build.. ut of lb. 'dJocent upland i.
achievable. The Ion ohome aspectl ofrhe RiverWay Plan would greally diminish the ove,,11
;n"erily oflhl. area by elimlnotlng planning boff." ond allowing d.velopment to en"o"h up 10

th. edge oftbc hoMO!.

Zoning Chongu

It la our undarstandlng thallhe p.opo.ed p,oje<l would chang, zoning 10MS4 Oenmllmp.tI
luduloi,1 which WOlIldallow for oUldoOIIlOrog. of good •• ""h IIlumb«, ,wa, <on,lnlelioll

. equipmenr, and m.nu!iCtured iteml. I ho D~IR .laIOlI"'t typically Ibl. wne i. found nw raD
and llUcking ftcilitie.< The wildlif. agetlCi" are concertled lhatlhi, tOna cltang. hll not been
adequately addressed In the DEIR in I.gord, to potential direct ,nd/o' indirect eRi:ct110wildlif.
iolh. floodpiJin. It would app... Ihat if Iho plaoning bull'er I. eliJllinotodand oO!aand heavy
equipment can be !lorlCll adjacent to tho river then runoft'o(peuodltmiCld, would be a pQtcntld
Impact that requlrOi asae5ll1\entin this 08LR.

n.OBIR .Iso dlsculled a roning ,hango ftom lho -I'" Floodploio O";goalorlhat culrently
"ill. on Ih. Rivet c""'m;) and floodpl,;n to"W" Zona Flood Cbaond DeaillJl8lor. Apparently
the W Dtsisnator rUri~t:Idevclopmmt in til: IOO-)UI fluodplaill unhm a Rood control plan Is
odopted. TheDBIR ,nlO' th" the COU.ly 80ard orSupervi .. n adopted lOch. pllllTin 199Z, bllt
doe. nol ,Iabo'''e ony f1Jrtheton lh. Oood cool,ol plan ond how thi. lOno cbonge could Imp,,,
th.o native habitat in tile ri\o'el. Tho dowment ~tl1tsthat the P Designator is moan' (01 slreams
Imlue meaDl to be left in a more mtural slite and boca this may he the more appropriate zOno
to safeguard the rivff a.nd floodplain.

PAGE 1I6
r. ~

JA-7Cont.

A-8

}_9

A-to

}-I1

A-6 Cent,
• Impacts to wetlands caused by the County flood control plan will be mitigated in

accordance with Article III, Section 9 of the BMO which requires that a finding be
made that a public facility or public project is mitigated,

• All wetland restoration, revegetation, and creation activities will be conducted within
the San Diego River floodplain,

• Impacts to all wetland resources will be mitigated by creation and restoration of
wetlands which replace the functions and values of the resources disturbed.

• For all impacts, there will be no net loss of wetland acreage or wetland functions and
values,

A-7: The County of San Diego concurs that impacts to the least Bell's vireo were not
specifically called out in the Draft EIR. This is because no development projects are
proposed at this time and it is speculative to assume that significant impacts to the least
Bell's vireo would occur. Future development projects within the USDRIP area must
comply with CEQA and the County's BMO, As noted in Response to Comment A-4, the
USDRIP area is exempt from the MSCP; howe vcr, the County would require mitigation
for potential impacts to the least Bell's vireo or its habitat through the BMO (specifically
refer to BMO Article VII, Sections 2(a), 2(d) and 4(iii», The BMO would apply to any
discretionary action in the USDRIP area which includes application of the B Designator or
a grading permit. Furthermore, as addressed in Response to Comment A-4, consultation
with the USFWS under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act would be antici-
pated for future projects through the COE 404 permitting process, It is assumed by the
County that Section 7 related Biological Opinions issued by the USFWS, as part of the
404 permitting for future development projects, would be consistent with the USFWS
RecovelY Plan for the Least Bell's Vireo, These existing regulations would substantially
reduce impacts to the least Bell's vireo on a project-level basis to less than significant.

A-8: The RiverWay Specific Plan Habitat Management component was prepared in
1990, but was never permitted for implementation by the Army Corps of Engineers or
U,S, Fish and Wildlife Service, nor was it ever implemented by the County Redevelop-
ment Agency due to lack of funds, In addition,the plan was based on the San Diego River
Habitat Conservation Plan (1989) which was never adopled, Although a comprehensive
plan may result in more consistent mitgiation and management along the river, wetland and
species impacts for this project are adequately mitigated by the measures listed in this EIR
(see response to comment A-6),

A-9: See response to comment A-8.
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04/DS1l999 17: 32 61C]4674299m- 5-S9 RJ~ ~:Lj 1M m DEPT CF FISH AND GAM
/1\1. n\!o IOU 'JI ;)·'IJ,

Ms.Rydb.ck

SUmtl1R1')'

1. The complenou of an approved oomprebeniiv' plannina docuJ1'\ent rr\:\y (.onstilute a lignUkaDt
elulngeundertho C.Ufornlll!nv!ronmenl.,QualityArA ond it ... y be u~sl)' 10 IIIl1yodd'.IS
lhosenowchang.. with Inoth" resional pl.nllin8document Tho wlldU~'8"""" or. cone.rood
Ihaladdr... i"ll imp<cuon the 5sn Di.so Riveron I proJOC\ byprojectbUi' wouldload10 further
pi"o-meaJin8 lad c:ampUcate leS1Qnal plannins for thi" area. Therefore, b~use rer.onlng
propORl to diminatc a comprehensive planning documr.nt. 1111,Impactlu a1grUficaut and neod. to
be fullyaddrOlsed.

2. Th. propo.ed projectwouldhay•• igniliClIII implicatio.. to .tatOlnd fed .... llistcd spaei..
including.ev,ral .... ltiv•• peeiesand weilandh.bita... ProFO,edprojoollmp"18hev, not b.•."
adequatelyeddrwed Inthe DI!IR.

3. Theeliminationof the plenninebufforcouldhavea .igniflClllteffooton the ripotl.nhabitet
wilhintho ,Iverbed. W. requestdarificationAlto whythisbufferwouldberel1llWedwllhtho
rw:oniT18 of the prbJeet uca under the aurrentpropoliJ.

4. lh. DEiR .t.ted ShatIher,;. s polentislfor. reductionorrev.gotatlonoblls,,!on iflh.
RiverWayPlani. elimlnat.d. Plel1CdcscribeindetailthemitigolionmOlSur"propo.. d Inlieuof
tholo propovod under the RiverWiy PI~n.A Tt4uction in mitlgadon requirements m"y be
liigniOcant lod need!! to bo funy addressed

S. Plean clqrilYwhythe proposedPlujoelshouldnotb. sobjecHoMiddV, Section. 1,2, end
60fth.RPO

6. The Luk.,id. L.ud Dev.lopm'lllCompanyI, Inlb. Jlfocm or applyingror rederAi.Ilsto, and
CountypOlmit.lbr Jlfo).. t developmentwhicbimp.ct. riparianwoodland.nd openWile,
h.bit.lS. 11I. our und'lStllJ\dill8thallhi, projetl ahouIdb. reviewedas. componentoflh.
RivcrW.yPI.n. Howwouldth. re'on!ngofthin"a aff.. llh. proc~si.. olth. Lakoslde
Developm.ntCompanyproJoet?

7. The ,on. ela.. ificartonM54 adjacentto lhe ~anDje80Riverdocl nolappearto b. compatibla
with sen'itivehsbitat;. MS2maybelho appropriateao.. cl&sli6catioofor IsndadJe.. nt to the.
floodplain.

8. Ther neoignatorproVld.. noodplaiopro,ectlonfor the SanDiogoRivet. Th. wUdlifa
"gencleB recommend thai this dulanalion remlin 10 csnsure additional pretection for aft important
and IeIlllitivo relourc:.o In San Dieao County,

In oooolul;ol\lh. wildllf.ll8cu.... araS... ttyconcernedthlltbe propoa.dproJcotwillrosullin
lignificantdegradllionofth. upperSanDiesolll.u andI" associated.. naitlveb.billll' snd
• pWJios, l'he County 1:'1proposing to repoal USDRJI' wilhout any equivalent lOvel of Plott-dinn
andmili.s'io,. wblchwouldthen.pp... (0 m.b it incon~stlllllwiththe .. emptionin lh.
County', MSCP Subarea Plan, WfJ IUOmmend Ibtl iFtho ~vc:rWay b flimlDlted IMn :l\no1her
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]A-16

]A-17

]A-18

]A-19
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A-IO: The proposed zoning change is consistent with the current land uses within the
USDRIP area (see response to comment A·8). Also, as discussed in Section 2.7 (Haz-
ards) of the Draft E1R (pages 2.7-1 to 2.7-3), some of the existing industrial uses within
the USDRIP area have historically used and/or handled pelrochemicals within the area of
the San Diego River of concern. The E1R evaluated potential impacts to water quality
from petrochemicals (page 6-22) and concluded that any future development would be
required to comply with the San Diego County Storm water Quality Management Ordi-
nance (Section 67.800 et. seq) which requires use of Best Management Practices (BMPs)
and pollutant prevention procedures. Compliance with this ordinance would reduce
impacts to a level below significant.

A-l1: The W designatoris discussed within the draft E1R (see pages 1-4, 1.5 and 2.7-
3 of the Draft EIR). The zone change from F to W Designator would not impact the
native habitat in the river because a flood control plan has already been approved and
partially implemented and the change in zone is only to make the zone consistent with
the plan. The W Designator specifically applies to rivers where an approved flood
control plan exists as in the case of this stretch ofthe San Diego River. Also, please refer
to response to comment C·I .

A-12: Please refer to response to comment A-S.

A-13: The County disagrees with the comment that project impacts have not been
adequately addressed. Please refer to response to comment A-7.

A-14: The planning buffer would be removcd because it is part of the RiverWay
Specific Plan which is being repealed. Please refer to response to comments A-5 and
A-8.

A-IS: Please refer to response to comments A-6 and A-S.

A-16: The USDRIP area has been exempt from the RPO since 1990 (see page 1-6 of
the EIR). See response to comment A-2.

A-17: The Lakeside Land Development Reclamation Plan was approved in 1997.
The USDRIP project would not have any affect on the Reclamation Plan. The land uses
are essentially the same as under the RiverWay Specific Plan. Please refer to response to
comment A-I .

A-18: The EIR evaluated the M52 zone as an alternative to M54 in the Lakeside
Planning Group alternative (pages 4-13 to 4-18) and it was concluded that biological
impacts would be substantially the same as the proposed project.

A-19: Please refer to response to comment A- J 1.
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p~ es

MI. Rydbcck

comprehensive pl.n .hould be initi.ted 10 ,ddreSl development snd open SP'" m,,,,semeDt
within the Son Die80 River.

] A-20
Cont.

A·20: Please refer to response to comments A-3 and A-S.

Thank you Ibr this opportunity 10 comment and offer our M188e1tinn:l and recommendationa
,eguding tb. propo.ed rWlnina of'the USDRtP ilea tfyou IlIv•• nyquesti ... or commenl.
pi ..... ont,c' SI&oYHtwill.n .meDepartment (619-467-4229) or P'lriee'uhfield oflhe
Servi •• (760-431.9440).

8~rely,

~" ..,illlnt FJeld Sllpervilor
U.S. Pllblllld Wildllf1l88!Vloo

William E. ripP'"
Habitat Conaervatiorl Sup.rvicol
Calir.rni. Dep8Il1llClll oCFbhe.d Oame

ce: Terr] Dick,rs.n, CeliC.mi. D.panmenl of filII and Game, Lollll Deeell
re'ryD ... , U.S. Army Corp.ofEnjlin,eu, San Dieso'
EllubQlh WMI_. Environmental P,01e,lion As~ncy,San Francisco

)·6·99.CO·196

Page 9



Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

;.:, ;·,3 ili ,:&3 fli (I.l1IAIl5 fUBLit Tl,liS m NO. 619 688 1299

STATE OF CALifORNIA. BUSlNns. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUS1NOAGENCY ORA.Y DAVIS, GaWlfnor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11
P.O. BOX 85'08

l j~ DIEGO. CA 9218S·6408
"'HONE: (SI9) 8BU9S'
FAX: 'BI9) 888·<299

April 2. 1999
11·S0.Q67
P.M. 3.91

";1Ms, Mosie Boyd
StBte Cleerin9house
1400 Tenlh Slreat
sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Boyd:

pran EIR for Iha UDDarSan DIego R;YIlr ImDrovernBnl prola.l· SCH 98041148

Cellran. OI.lrlct 11 comments ere e. follow.:

, The currenl (December 1994) Cellrans Transporiallon Concapt Raporl
(TCA) for tha Stata Aoula 67 (SR·67) call. lor a slx·lana fraaway soinh 01
Maplavlaw Sireet. Tha TCR elso notas that the exlBling ·.19nalizad
lntersecllon at Mapleview Sireat should be upgraded to a rull Interchange.

, Tho resulls 01 Inlersecllon Capacity Analysis Indlcata that the SR·67
northbound off·rampIWlntargardens BOUlevard intersection and SR·67
southbound ramps/Rivenord Road Inlarsocllon would oparala at laval of
Sarvlce (lOS) F wllh Ihe addlUon ollho tralllc ganereled by the proposed
project. Callrans requl,as lOS C or better al Slata owned lacilllle s,
including Intersaclions. II an Inlar.acllon Is curranlly below lOS C. any
Increase In delay Irom project gene,aled tralllc mus, be analyzad and
miligatad. The devoloper should make e 'fel' share' contribution loward
Ihe improvemenle on SR·67.

• GeDmalrie design 01new liieillUes .hould normally be based on esllmated
Iralllc 20 yealS aller completion of construellon. Tha tralllc forecasts
should be revlsad based on the SANDAG S.rl.s 8 roglonal land use
prolectlons and north San Diego County Irafflc model lor tho Ramona
area.

I, Callran. no longor maintain. both metric and Imperial version. 01 the
Standard Plans. Specifications. Spacial Provisions and manuals.
Therefore, all plans, 8S well BS encroachment pormll applications
submilled 10Callrans must be stalad in melric unils.

P.

B-2

']B-3
!JB-4

B-1: State Route 67 (SR 67) is analyzed as a six-lane frecway south of Mapleview
Street (see page 29 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR). The existing signalized intersection
of Mapleview StreetlSR 67 is considered an interchange as shown on Table 2.1-2 of Ihe
EIR.

B-2: The EIR analyzed these ramps on page 2.1-20 (Table 2.1-2) and concluded that
impacts to these ramps would be significant. Mitigation cited in the EIR (pages 2.1-9 and
2.1-10) would reduce impacts below significnat. However. as explained on page 2.1-11,
mitigation measures are considered infeasible and all traffic impacls would remain signifi-
cant and unmitigable. The County does not have a mechanism to require "fair share"
contributions by developers. A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be adopted
per CEQA Section 21081.

B-3: The SANDAG Series 8 Model was used to forecast future traffic volumes in
the project area. The Horizon Year for this model is 2015. This is the most current model
available for future forecasts. Several traffic models were considered by the County,
including the north San Diego traffic model for the Ramona area. and it was concluded that
the Series 8 model would produce the most accurate forecast volumes.

B-4: The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment; how-
ever. Ihe issue raised is not relaled to an environmenlal issue pursuant 10 CEQA.
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m- HI ;il 6:09 PH CALfiAllS PUBLIC TRlNS PAl NO. 619668 1299 P. 3

Ms, Mosie Boyd
April 2, 1999
Page Two

Our conlacl person lor SA-67Is Pam Klos, Aoute Manager, .1 (6t9) 688~134. For
Tr.ffic Opemllons our conlacl person Is Aichard Coward, Branch Chl.r, 01 (6t9)
688~6'O.

Sincerely,

1M1~u
BILL FIGGE, Chief
Planning Studies Branch

Enclosuro

BFIlS:ds
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I N T BRa P PIC E MBMORANDUM

Date: March 23, 1999
To. Land oevelOpme~y~

Flood Contro~ I )From:

Subject. Draft Bnvironmental Impact Report for Upper San Diego
River Improvement Project - Log ~ 98wlO-014,
SCH#98041146. dated February 18. 1999

This memorandum is in response to a February 18 cover letter that
indicates comments on the Bubject project are due by 4/5/99.

7100d Control has reviewed the subject document. The following
item may result in property owner concerns and/or commentsl
1. The last paragraph on page 1-4 and the first paragraph on page

1-5 indicate that a ~W'designator will be placed on
properties within the river area as a result of the subject
General Plan Amendment. The text also indica teo that the "N"
designator will require implementation of the flood control
plan adopted for the USDRIP area by the Board of Supervisors
(the "1992 River Plan and Profile" prepared by Kent Sturgeon).

The 111992River Plan and Profile" was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors in 1992 separate from and at 8 later date than
the 1990 U6DRIP Specific Plan. Since it was not included in
or approved with the original USORIP Specific Plan documents;
the 111992River Plan and Profile" 10 not directly affected by
revisions to or deletion of the 1990 USDRIP Specific Plan.

The "1992 River Plan and Profile" status can be compared to
that of other Board of Supervisor adopted plans such 88
Official Centerlinea for roads. Changes and other revisions
to Board approved/adopted Official Centerlines for roads
require Board approval/adoption also. Therefore, project
options are to follow, substitute, or revise the "1992 River
Plan and Profile.~ This io different from the process outlined
in the firot paragraph on page 1-6. The text as written may
result in the misunderstanding that the Director of Public
Works can adminietratively rcvioe a Board approved I adopted
plan without the required Board·of Supervisor hearing and
approval to modify the 1992 River Plan and profile.

For questions please ca11 Kent Burnham at (726) 4084.
U5DRlPeir2 .DOC.

C-I

C·I: The County agrees that the 1992 River Plan and Profile was adopted by the
Board of Supervisors in 1992 separate from the 1990 RiverWay Specific Plan. However,
the Minute Order and accompanying staff report adopting the River Plan and Profile
(December 8, 1992) references the RiverWay Specific Plan EIR as the required CEQA
documentation for the flood control plan and mitigation for the plan. The Minute Order
states that "there have been no substantial changes in the project that would result in new
significant environmental impacts."

The purpose of the Zoning Ordinance amendment cited on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR is
not to revise or alter the adopted RiverWay flood control plan. but to allow property
owners to develop their properties once out of the floodplain without being required to
amend the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps for this area. Any
revision, modification or alternation of the flood control plan itself would require the '
approval of the Board of Supervisors.
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CITY OF SANTEE

oorn~~u~@
San ~egoGoun~

DEPT. OF PlANNING & LAND USE

AprilS, 1999

C-Ounty of San Diego
Department of Planning and Lund Use
Attn: Kiersten Rydbeck
5201 Ruffin Rnad, Suite B
Sun Diego, CA 92123

RE: Draft F.nvironmcntallmpac:l Report for the Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Area Zone Reclassificolion and General Plan Amendment

De" Ms. Rydbeek:

The City of San lee has reviewed the Draft Envirorunenlat Impact Report for the Upper San
Diego River Improvement Project and offers the following comments:

I. The Envirorunental Impact Report fails 10 spell OUIhow Ihe lrome ond o!her mitigaticn
measure will be carried out now that the Specifie Pion has been dissolved. The
Enviromncntallmpact Report takes the position IhaL since the County does not have the
funds available 10 construct the required trafflc mitigations, then the mitigations are
unfeasible and the impact" must remain ~ignificanl and unmitigated.

If the County is unable to fund the necessary traffic improvements, then the responsibilily
for construction of those improvements falls upon the individual property owners as
consimction occurs. The trallic analysis identifies Ihe list of required improvements
necessary to reduce traffic impacts to a significant level. The County needs to include A

mitigation measure similar to the one contained in the 1989 USDRIP Envimnmenllli
Impact Report, which enswes!hat these improvements will be constructed us demand
occurs

2. The traffic analysis needs 10 be revised 10 lake into consideration all project related
impacts to City of Santee street'\. The analysis deea rmt evaluale impacts to Mast Blvd. in
Santee nor does it discuss the Santee City Council's decision not to open MoSt Boulevard
10 the east until CalTrans completes !he construction of State Route 52 to State Route 67.
The Enviroumental lmpact Report needs 10 idenlify impacts 10 City slreets with and
without the extension of Masl Blvd.

The 'tudy 01'0 needs to toke into considemtion the City Ordinance that prohihit,
Ihrough-City truck traffic from using City streets. Ihis Ordinance should be factored in
when evaluating truck routes for the proposed heavy industrial land uses.
10601 M'llnolia A\~m~ • Santee, Califo",;, 92071·1266 ' (619) 258-4100

QI'ri ...........""d>Jrorr.

0-1

}2
JO-3

D-l: As discussed on page 2. J - J J of the EIR, the mitigation measures are infeasible,
due to funding constraints, and impacts cannot be mitigated to a level below significant.
As provided in Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County is considering the
economic benefits that outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects of the project and may
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.

D-2: It should be noted that the intersection of EI Nopal/Magnolia Street and the EI
Nopal street segment in the project area were analyzed as shown on pages 26 and 28 in
Appendix C of the Draft EIR. This analysis does not evaluate Mast Boulevard in the
short-term because Mast Boulevard does not exist west of Riverford Road in the short-
term (see page 14 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR). Because of the City's decision not to
extend Mast Bouelvard until SR-52 extension is complete, the EIR assumed that Mast
Boulevard would not be extended in the short term. The EIR evaluated the project for the
year 2015 condition assuming both Mast Boulevard and SR-52 would be completed
concurrently.

D-3: The point of the comment is unclear. The County assumes that trucks are and
would continue to observe the City'S ordinance and that the City would enforce the
ordinance. The project site is located adjacent to SR-67 (without travel on City streets)
which has direct access 10 1-8, providing access 10 anywhere in San Diego.
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County of San Oiego
Dl8n Enviroomealallmpacl Repon for Upper San Diego River Improvemenl Project Area Zone Reclassification
and General Plan
AprilS. 1999
Poge2

3. The noise study does not take into consideration traffic noise based on the traffic
projections in the Traffic Study. This noise should be laken into consideration along wilh
the point-source noise coming from the industrial uses in evaluating overall noise impacts
to adjacent residences. The Environmental Impact Report actually makes a finding that
Mast Blvd. will act as a noise buffer for residential uses across the street from industrially
zoned properties, without acknowledging the traffic noise from the street itself.

4. The Scenic Highway's Element of the City of Santee's General Plan identifies SR67 as a
Scenic Road Corridor. While outside the City's boundaries, the proposed plan identifies
additional heavy industrial zoning along the north side of the freeway almost the full
length ofthe project area. TIle City believes the inclusion of a less intensive zoning
district along the freeway and adjacent to residenlialland uses to address aesthelic and
land use compatibility issues is appropriate.

5. The City is concerned with the statement in the Environmentnl Impact Report that Public
Service impacts relaling to Sheriff's and Firc Protection will be significant and
unmitigated. The Environmental lmpact Report needs 10 evaluate the impacts of the
additinnal demand on the City of Santee, which provides service to this area under an
Automatic Aid Agreement.

The City appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the Draft Environmentnllmpact
Report. We would also appreciate receiving a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Report
whcn it is available. lfyou have any questions on our comments you can reach me at (619) 258-
4100 extension 173.

D-4

0-4: The County does not agree with the statement. Table 2.3-1 of the Draft EIR
contains the results of existing and projected afternoon peak-hour noise levels adjacent to
roadways in the project area. There would be increases in noise levels along all of the
roadways based on future traffic volumes; however, as stated at the top of page 2.3-6. the
increases would not be perceptible (under 3 dB) and not significant. Although existing
noise levels along Riverford Road and Riverside Drive are above 65 dBA. the increase in
noise levels from the proposed project would not be perceptible and would be less than
significant. The statement about Mast Boulevard as a noise buffer between the residential
area in the northwestern portion of the site and proposed adjacent industrial uses is
correct. The traffic noise along Mast Boulevard would mask any noise that might ema-
nate from the industrial uses because noise generated by Mast Boulevard would be higher
than noise generated by industrial uses. The extension of Mast Boulevard. a Circulation
Element roadway, has already been approved and funded; thus, it is not part of this
proposed project.

0-5: The County does not entirely agree with this statement. Industrial develop-
ment already exists north of SR-67 in the USDRIP project area east of Winter Gardens
Road. The Draft EIR evaluated an alternative that included M52 industrial zoning north
of SR-67 and west of Winter Gardens Road (Lakeside Planning Group Alternative. Sec-
tion 4.5). The Draft EIR recognized that this alternative would reduce impacts associated
with noise. land usc, and aesthetics. However, this reduction would occur north of San
Diego River adjacent to residential areas, not adjacent to SR-67. As discussed on pages I-
4,2.6-2. and 6-8 ofthcDraft EIR. implementation of the "B" Community Design Review
Special Area Regulator on all parcels zoned commercial and industrial would require
compliance with the Lakeside Design Guidelines (which address aesthetic and land use
compatibility issues) and would reduce impacts to less than significant.

0-6: The Automatic Aid Agreement (AAA) between the fire protection district and
the City of Santee would not be affected by the proposed project. The AAA allows fire
protection units from other jurisdictions to assist each other in responding to emergen-
cies. Under this agreement. the available station closest to the emergency responds to thc
call. The Heartland Zone, of which the USDRIP area is a part, includes the eastern areas
of the County including Lakeside. Santee. EI Cajon, and other areas. This area is highly
developed and future industrial development in the USDRIP area has been planned for 10
years. The AAA is routinely reviewed by the Fire District and the City for any probtems
or the anticipation of increased demand. According to the Lakeside Fire Protection
District. the AAA is working adequately at this time and the City has not identified any
problems with respect to unmet demands. Should future development hinder the ability
of local service agencies to adequately respond to calls under the AAA. then these issues
would be addressed at that time by Ihe fire protection district and surrounding jurisdic-
tions. As explained on page 2.4-5 of the ElR, the specific number of Sheriff deputies and
other sworn officers and associated equipment cannot be estimated until further review is
conducted by the Sheriff's Department on a project-by-project basis ..

Page 14•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

D-5

}-o



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

CITY OF SANTEE
INTER-OFFICE MEMO

TO: Scott Johnson. P.E., Associate Engineer

FROM: Dennis D. Barnes, P.E .. Senior Traffic Engineer :tr"irIJ
DATE: April 1, 1999

SUBJECT: Review Comments on EIR for Upper San Diego River Improvemenl Project

I have completed my review of the subject EIR document and have the following commenls:

1. None of the City's prior traffic sludy comments were addressed in the submitted EIR
document. Therefore; I have attached a copy of that letter which was sent to the
County at their request. These comments should be add"'ssed as part of the review
process. If they are nol addressed, Ihen an explanation needs to be provided by the
agency in response to the requested information.

2. Tha traffic study racommands deleting Mapleview St",et batwaan Rivarford Road
and Winter Gardens Boulevard from Ihe County's Circulation Element. This removal
would displace a 4.000 average daily traffic volume 10adjacent facil~ies. We do nol
recommend removal since it would offer relief '0 State Route 67 dUring incidents on
the freeway.

3. The traffic sludy did nol contain any discussion or analysis of traffic impacts 10SR·
67M100dside Avenue Interchange intersections as well as the inlersection of
Woodside Avenue/Magnoiia Avenue in Ihe City of Santee.

Attachments

C: Niall Fritz
Ca'Y Stewart
Traffic File

USORlP EIR uceee

}-,
J~8
]D-9

D-7: Please refer to response to comments 010 through 0·14.

D-8: Page 34 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR discusses the proposed deletion of
Mapleview Street from Winter Gardens Boulevard to Riverford Road. the SANOAG
Series 8 Model was run with the assumption that adjacent intersections and street seg-
ments to this segment will be deleted. Pages 26 and 28 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR
show that the adjacent intersections and street segments to this segment are calculated to
operate at LOS D or better with its deletion. Traffic incidents on freeways often cause
short-term traffic impacts on adjacent streets which cannot be avoided. There are alterna-
tive reoutes to SR-67 along Woodside Avenue and two access points at Riverford Road
and Wintergardens Boulevard which would help alleviate the problem.

D·9: The Woodside Avenue/SR 67 ramps were analyzed as shown on page 2. I-20 of
the Draft EIR. The amount of project traffic forecasted was considered too small to
warrant analysis of the Woodside AvenuelMagnolia Avenue intersection located approxi-
matcly 1.4 miles to the southwest.
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CITY OF SANTEE
WAYOI,.., ....
anCOl1!C1.

~ .. !o"c11.........
::'~..,January 29. 1999

Mr. Francisco Oritz
Associate Transportation Specialist
Department 01Public Wor1<s
5555 Overiand Avenue
San Diego. CA 92123·1295

SUBJECT: REVIEW COMMENTS FOR TRAFFIC STUDY FOR UPPER SAN DIEGO RIVER
IMPROVEMENT PLAN

I have completed my review of the sUbject traffic study for the Upper San Diego River
Improvement Plan prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan. Based Onthis review. I have the
following comments:

1. Incorrect legend in lower right hand comer on figures number 4 and 10. / ...:.:....'"~;..
2. Grarnmaticalenors on psges 20 and 40 (see attachment).
3. Figure 6 should be revised to show the specific traffic distribution percentages thet would

be distributed onto the luture Mast Boulevard extension.
4. The traffic study does not include an Interim analysis lor years such as 2005 and 2010

and the relaled traffic impacts on signalized intersections in the City of Santee if Mast
B.oulevard Is not extended. Of pariicular importance is the inlersection of EI Nopalend
Megnolie Avenue. Since ~ cannot be guaranteed thai the monies will be there to allow
this assumed extenslon,tnterim mitigation measures should be addressed as appropriate.

5. The tra fflc study does not address the impacts on Ihe major signalized inlersections in Ihe
City of Sentee for the yeer 2015.

If you have any questions or need addilional infonnatlon, please contact me at (619) 256-4100
XISg.

Sincerely,

~}~
DENNIS D. BARNES, P.E.
Senior Traffic Engineer

Attachments
DDB:ddb
C: Cary Stewari
H.\?8AllHES\CIQue.. TrdI::Sldr bUSDlt~. Ptadec

10601 Magoolia Avenue • Santee, , .alif'ornia 92071·1266 • (619) 256·4100

D·IO: The legends were corrected to delete the references to ADTs shown midblock.

D·ll: The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment; how-
ever.the issues raised are not at variance with the existing content of the Draft EIR and no
formal response to this comment is required.

D·12: The analysis was done without the Mast Boulevard extension, to be conserva-
tive. The SANDAG Select Zone model shows that 14% of project traffic is forecast to
use Mast Boulevard.

D·l3: Based upon County of San Diego requirements, both the near-term (Existing,
Existing + Project) and future (Year 2015) analyses were conducted. These analyscs are
summarized on pages 26 and 28 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. It was assumed that
Mast Boulevard would not be extended until SR 52 is extended. The EI NopallMagnolia
Avenue intersection was also analyzed as shown on page 26 in Appendix C of the Draft
EIR. Until project-specific development is proposed, it is not known when or if interim
mitigation would be required. The EIR states the roadway improvements needed to
mitigate the project, as required by CEQA. However, the County cannot ensure that the
mitigation measures will be implemented due to funding limitations; therefore, impacts
cannot be mitigated to a level below significant.

D'14: The project will not add significant traffic to the City of Santee until Mast
Boulevard is extended; however, Mast Boulevard will not be extended until SR 52 is
extended. SR 52 would be expected to absorb a tremendous amount of Mast Boulevard
traffic. Since this is the case, City of Santee intersections were not analyzed.
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•( H C I N ( e • S

YEAR 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES

The SANDAG Sertes 8 traffic model was used to estimate long-Ierm cumulative fUlUre
Iraffic volumes In the projecl area. The model's horizon year is 2015. SANDAG uses a
Iransportation planning computer package called T{anplan which provides a framework
for pertorming much 01 the computer processing Involved wilh modeling. Tha project
land usas were enlered exac!iy as proposed Inlo the model. Key network assumptions
for the Vear 2015 analysis included SR 52 being exlended from SR 125 to SR 67. Mast
Boulevard being connected between lhe exisling County and City of Sanlee portions,
Mapleview Sireel being extended westward Irom Channel Road to Wlnler Gardens
Boulevard, and completion 01 a lull interchange on SR 67 at Mapleview Street. ;
Cumulative projects such as Fanila Ranch and Santee Trolley Square were included as '

~::::~I outputs streel segment AOT's and peak hour Intersection tum movements.l:~i··,·
The ADT's which the model outpulS are considered to be accurate for planning
purposes and were used dlreclly as outpuffed by the Series 8 model. The peak hour ",
volumes outputted by the model require signilicant modltlcanon because the SANDAG •
model is not as accurate in determining peak hour intersection turn movements as it Is L~
ADT's. SANDAG recommends mat these outpuffed volumes should never be used ivn~'
directly. The SANDAG model oulpuffed Intersection peak hour lum vOlumeslWere usea'· .
as a "S1artingpoinl" in delermining the luture (2015) peak hour volumes. Volumes that
appeared Ineccurate were revised based on fUlUre ADT's and on the relationship
between exisllng peak hour tum movements and the existing ADT's.

The Sertes 8 model run was conducted 10 forecast Vear 2015 traffic volumes in the
projecl area. To be conservalive, II was decided to assume buildout of all 01 Lakeside in
the analysis. Since the Sertes 8 Vear 2015 model essumed 85% 01 the ultimate
Lakaslde Buildout, the outpuffed Series 8 traffic volumes were Increased by 15% to
represent buildou! 01the entire area, Exhlbll 9 shows these ultimale volumes.

Exhlbl19 shows the estimated Vear 2015 ADT's and PM peak hour volumes assuming
full Lakeside buildout. The volumes on this exhibll include the project traffic as
~.

SIGNIFICANCE CRrTERIA

DIRECT PROJECT

Table 5 shows a summary of lhe County of San Diego traffic Impact significance
criterta. this lable shows the allowable increase in Intersection delay or street segmenl
vic (volume/capacity) ratio for a particutar LOS. In general, the worse the intersacnon
operales, the less change in delay is allowed due to a project. II the values In the table

- 20·
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•r H (j I N I I I 5

3) Improve Lakeside Avenue to a four lane Colleclor Road lrom Riverside Drive 10
Channel Road.'

4) Improve Channel Road 10 a four lane Colleclor Road from Lakeside Avenue to
Woodside Avenue.'

5) Improve Woodside Avenue to a four lane Coilector Road .from Winter Gardens
Boulevard to Rivertord Road.

CUMULATIVE

Intersections

1) SignellZe the Riverside DriveNista Camino inlersection.

2) Signalize the Riverside DrivelLakeside Avenue inlerseclion.

3) Add one lhrough lane in eech direction on SR 67 al Lakeside Avenue.

4) Provide a full interchange on SR 67 at Mapleview Street.

Street Segments

1) ImProve Rlverlord Road 10 Four-lane Major Road Standerds.

2) Improve Mapleview Street to Four-Lane Collector Standards.

Freeways

No mlligation necessary.

Incorporation of thase measures would mlligete all Impacts to below a level 01
significance. As shown in Tebles 7 and 9, all intersections and slreet segments ere
calculated to operate at LOS 0 or better with mitigation. Riverton! Road would opemte
adequately as a Major based on the detailed Inlersectlon analysis.

FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS

It Is assumed that project and cumulative impacts would be partially mitlgaled by
con~ibutJng a fair share lowards the necessa'Y improvemenls. The formula which was
used wlis the amount of ~aJ!iC~ proJect adds to an Intersection or s~eet segment

-40-
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Padre Dam Monicipal
Water District

It'IRR7\fu~Avt!''II,,,,IPO &IX 71900.1
San/De, CA 9207N~OO3

TekplXXJe: 6/9'448-31"
FAX A11'iJislr<lh:n. 619·449·9469

FA><OpofatlclIs: 619·119·9531

AECEIVED

April I, 1999 APR 2 1999 Board of Directors:
Jesse T. Qil(on

p.,;sionl

Mark Robak
r.....wnl

Andlow J MeflShek
a~:J

lex 8oswo~
Civ!'lOi',M'"

OM Mt:M.Oiln
a....~!:

lEPARTUENT Of PlANNIW
'Nn I "'No 1It:f>

Kierslen Rydhcck
County of Son Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, California 92123-1666

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT IlEPORT FOR UPPER SAN DIEGO
RIVER IMPROVBMENT PROJECT; GPA 99-03, LOG NO. 98-10.014,
SCH NO. 98041146.

Thank you for providing Padre (Jam Municipal Water District (District) a copy of the Draft
F.nvironmenlalimpaci Report (DEIR) for our review and comment.

We concur with the analysis round in Section 6.1.3 Public Utilhles (Woter Services nnd Wa!'ilcWaler
Services) of the DElK, which stales that the project's demand for water and wastewater service will
be substantially the same as identified under lhe Specific Plan, because of similarity of the
proposed land uses.

We conclude thai the adoption of the project will not negatively impact the District's abifity to
provide its mandated services.

If yeu have any questions, please contact Mr. Steve Weston 0.1(619) 2SH-4632, OJ Mr. Don
Chadwick at (619) 258.4637.

PADRE DAM MUNICIPAl. WATER DISTRICT

Roland D. Rossmiller, P.E.
Director of Engineering and Plnnnlng

cc: General Manager
Board ofDireclors

RDR:DC:
191)1 I

E-\ Eol: The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this letter.
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1600 Pacific Highway. Room 452
San Die90, CA 92101. (619) 531·5400

San Diego Local Agency FormationCommission

Chairman
BilHo,"
County Board 01
SI4lI"'lSort

Vic. Chairwoman
Julanne Nygl ard
COooetmomblr,
City of ealhbad

M.mb.rs

Dianne Jacob
County BOlrd 01
Supermorl

Lori Howard
Coundmcmbel.
cay orS.n,"

HanyMalhi$
Coundlrroember.
ely 01 Son Diego

Dr. man U. Chids
Heb Waler District

Ronald W, WooIlon
Vl1la Fifll Protection District

Andrew l.Vanderlaan
PublicM,mbef

Altemat. Members

Gr.gCox
Covn~_of
Superviso"

ShirlD~Horton
Ml)IOr.
CifyofChulBVtSla

Juanvarga!
eounoimembe,.
Clly of San Q;ego

Bw Pocklington
South Bay Irt1gallon OIslrlcl

Guy W, Winlon III
PubkMember

Executive Officer
Mkhael 0, Ott

Co"n •• 1
JOM J. sansone

website: www.sdle1co.com

March 31, 1998

Klersten Rydbeck
Project Managei (Environmental)
Department of Planningand Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road. Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123·1666

SUBJECT: Notice of Availabilityof a Draft EnvironmentalImpactReport
• Uppar San DiegoRiver ImprovementProject;GPA 99·03.
Log No. 98·10·014. SCH98041146

Dear Ms. Rydbeck:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). We ollar the followingcomments.

The arrangementof the Draft EIR is confusing in that public services are
discussed In separate sections. It would be helpfUlto the reader if each
sectionwes footnoted to indicatewhere in the reportaddijional information
on public services can be found.

The report concludesthat therewould be significantenvironmentaleffects
associated with frra and police protection, but that there would be no
significant effects associated with the provision of water and sewer
services. In responding to the Noticeof Preparationof this EIR, a copy of
which Is Includedin AppendixA of the Draft EIR, LAFCOstaff prOVideda
number of comments regarding tha provision of public services to the
project area. Our comments noted that the project area is wholly or
partially within a number of govemmental agencies and Indicated that
modlficatlonsto ihe spheresof Influenceandboundariesof these agencies
may be necessary. We further Indicated that, unless there ere special
circumstances. Individual services, such as sewer and water, should be
provided by a single agency and the EIR should Identify the preferred
service provider.

While the Draft EIR describes tha existing water and sewer service
responsibililles, ij does not address sphere of influence or Jurisdictional
changes that would reduce the fragmentation of services In this area.

F·I: The project does not include any jurisdictional changes (i.e., annex-
ations or detachments) to change service providers. These changes would
occur at a project-specific level; the County will not make this determination at
this time. The County recognizes that any future jurisdictional changes will
require compliance with CEQA and a separate CEQA analysis will be done at that
time.

F-l
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Kiersten Rydbeck
March 31, 1999
Page Two

likewise, the report notes that some parcels are not within any water or sewer agency, but
fails to Indicate which agency can best serve lhese areas. It is not sufficient to indicate,
as the report does In the discussion of wastewater services (6-17), that annexation of
territory not wHhlna wastewater agency will be made to whichever agency has the capacity
to serve the area at the time service is required. Additional analysis of water and sewer
services and Identification of the most appropriate water and sewer service provider for the
entire project area should be Included in the EIR. The most appropriate service provider
should be determined In consultation with the affected agencies and lJ\FCO staff.

Failure to address service related Issues ea~y In the review process, as has been the F-I
history of the USDRIP project, can be costly and result in delays. A determination of the
appropriate service providers for the USDRIP area should not be postponed and should
be addressed In conjunction with this EIR. Unlass the Draft EIR is revisad to address
public service related fssues LAFCQ will be unabte to use thjs document es e responsible
agency for future jurisdictjonal chanaes. Thfs wflllllsult fn additional environmentel Illview
and needless delavs As the lead agency for environmental review, we defer to your
judgement on this matter. However, we believe that Incorporation of our comments and
suggestions In the final EIR wlll result in a more adequate document.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments further, please contact
me at 531-5400.

Sincerely,

04/f
M {;...~fr z;

QECONVER~
Local Government Analyst

JFC:hm

cc: General Manager, Padre Dam Municipal Water Dlst~ct
General Manager, Lakeside Water District
General Manager, Riverview Water Dlst~ct
Manager, Liquid Waste Division, County Department of Public Works
Trish Butler, BRG, Inc.
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San Diego County Archaeological Society

Environmental Review Committee

28 MIUclt 1999 RECEIVED

APR t 1999

To: Mr. Kiersten Rydbcck
Department nfPlannin8 nod Land Use
County of Sao Diego
520 I Rullin Road, Suite B
San Diego, Callfomia 92123-1666

1EPAflTMENT OF PlANNINf
ANII 'ANn 1I~~

Subject: Programmatic Draft EnvironmentalImpect Report
Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Log No. 98-10-014

Dear M s, Rydbeck:

1have reviewed the cullul1l resOW<:C8 .. peels of the aubject Programmatic DEIR on behalf
oflhis committee ofthe San Diego County An:haeological Society.

Based on the infonnation contained in the DEm. we have the following comments:
(I) Figure 2.5·1 include! the annotation "Source: Brian F. Mooney Associates 1989." Thill is

beyond the County'a normal 5 year horizon for updated e"ln",1 ",sowee. ",porta and
OI1lIlyses. Therefore the figure .hould be reviewed and updated as appropriate.

(2) The cultural resources mitigation measure! cited in the DEm omil any requirement for
cwation. The attached copy of the SDCAS Policy on Cwation provides relevant information.

Thank you for including SDCAS in the COMly's environmental review process for this
project.

Sincerely,

~f.t~.
Environmental Review Committee

cc: Brion F, Moone)' Associates
SDCAS President .
file

P,O, Bo .. 811M . San Diego, CA 92138,110& . (619) 6U·09J5

lG-I

jG-2

G-t: The County does not concur with the comment. The County does not
have a five-year horizon when determining if an archaeological study is ad-
equate. Archaeological studies are reviewed on a project-by-project basis taking
into consideration whether site conditions have changed and whether changes
in archaeological regulations might affect the study's conclusions. The 1989
study prepared for the RiverWay Specific Plan EIR was reviewed by the County
staff archaeologist and determined adequate to address impacts at a plan level
for the USDRIP project. As described in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, the project
area is heavily disturbed with mining activities and industrial and commercial
development which makes it virtually impossible to survey the project area for
cultural resources. The cultural resources study performed in 1989 for the
RiverWay Specific Plan was only able to predict which areas of the USDRIP
project area may contain cultural resources based on field observation and land
uses which include the extensive mining in the area. Land uses have remained
the same on the USDRIP site since 1989. The proposed project is a rezoning of
the properties and does not include any proposed development at this time.
Therefore, use of the 1989 study is appropriate at this time.

G-2: The County concurs with the comment. The third mitigation measure in
Section 2.5.4 has been modified to add that artifacts collected during a data
recovery plan for a cultural resources site determined to be "significant" accord-
ing to CEQA and County significance criteria shall be curated in a qualified
facility. The revision can be found on page 2.5-4 of the Final EIR.
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SDCAS POLICY ON CURAll0N
(Adopted by SDCAS Board on 10121197)

(1) For mitigation of impacts to cultural resources to b. complete, all collections resulting from
survey, testing, salvage excavation and monitoring activities must be curated in a qualified
facility. "Qualified" is intended to mean one which meets the standards of36 CPR 79 and any
and aU applicable federal, state and local laws. In the context of this policy, "collections"
includes the artifacts and other collected material, plus all field notes, pholographa and other
documentation relating to them:

(2) To ensure reasonable accessihility to researchers, colleclions from within San Diego County
should be curatcd within the county.

(3) Jurisdictions should require curation, as discussed in (I) and (2), above, for all collections
resulting from new projects under their purview.

(4) Where a new project relies upon previous archaeological fieldwork as a basis for mitigation of
a new project, the applicant must be responsible for locating, inspecting and upgrading, as
necessary, all collections from dIe previous fieldwork. The inability to locate such collections
will make reliance upon the work that produced them impossible, and new fieldwork should be
required.

(5) Jurisdictions should support and help archaeologists and others to solve the problem of locating,
upgrading and curating earlier collcctions for which no provision was made fur curation.

C:\WPWIN6D\wrOOCS\SDCASIJ::RC\MlSC"aJRATIONOO2
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i~\~ ,'I,' '"'\1'", r-, J' IY\ L.

LAKESIDE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
March 21,1999

10: Kiersten Ryd~ck
Department of Planning and Land Use

SUBJECT: Drafl Environmental ImpacI Report for the Upper San Diego River
Improve,nent Proje<:l OPA 9!l.Q3

Dear Ms. Rydbeck.

The Lakeside Design Review Bonrd discussed the Draft El\vironmc:ntallmpacf
Report for the USDRIP General P1o" Amendment and Zone Reel ass ifleauon al
our meeting held March 10, 1999. The following motion was approved.

The Lakeside Design Review Board find.tha'ibe dr....' EIR does not adequalely
address the Issue. raised in our letter submhted May 17. 1998. which appears In
AppendiXA. The Draft E1Rfall. to properly Identify impact. and fails 10
propose adequate mltigallons.
I. The EIR must eva/lillie poJentitd impacts of Ihe lane reclassification

reRa,dins 'lie QtltMlicJvlsllal impacts associated with :
n, Loss of/he Design Crueria appearIng In the Rivorwa.ySpecifiC Plan.
b. Indoor uses allowed in an M52 tonI: ,,'er.fUf outdoor uses al1mv~d in

anM54 ~ne.
Table 5-1

Aes!helic", The proposed mlligalion is inadequate to reduce impacts to a
level 01' in.ignillcancr. Building or parking setbacks are proposed to mitigate
impac.. 10the river corridor. BUI'here I. 00 method proposed to implcmenllhis
crilella. Setbacks of Ihls son do nOInppear In Lakeside'. Design Guideline •.
Further, unless a building pennills requlred, there I. no mechanism 10 trlggtr "
s(',tback requin:ment for a use such as vehicle parking or equipment F.toragc:.

}-I
p.6.8

The Lakeside De.lgo Ouldelines were not fo,mu\.'ed '0 deal with
mitigation of noise, dust. Odor, or other nuisance impacts strongly assoctated with
outdoor Industrial or commercial uses. It I. more appropriate not to create the
ne.d for mitigation of futu .... nu.... nee sltuatloas throuUh tb. applkatlon of
11000plannlDlI and zoning. Further. Ihe use of '0' deslgnalors should be
IIIUizedwhere impact. rna)' potenliaU)' occur afler .. I«tioo of th.. leasl impact;.\·e
zoning. Ho\Vever,once agam, mlliaation \ViIIonly occur if a discl"Iionar~ permit
is required.

}-2
1'h. dEIR equale. !he ...... allowed in the MS2 and M54 zone•. This is nol a
valid comparhon. Indoor versus outdoor u.e. have very different visu.llmp.cI9.
and adequate mitigations arc not proposed.

San Diego Counl~
DEPT. OF PLANI'lING , LAND USE

H-l: The County does not concur with the comment. The method to implement Ihe
building and parking setback mitigation measure will be through the "8" Community
Design Review Special Area Regulator which will be placed on all parcels zoned commer-
cial and industrial in the USDRIP area. Compliance with the "8" designator will be
triggered by any proposal to establish a use (including equipment storage and parking) and
require design according 10 the Lakeside Design Guidelines and the mitigation measures
included in the Draft EIR. Page 2.6-2 of the Draft EIR describes specifically which design
criteria included in the Lakeside Design Guidelines would reduce visual impacts including
screening and landscaping. The Draft EIR acknowledges that RiverWay Specific Plan
Design Guidelines are more specific than the Lakeside Design Guidelines because they
address revegetation and planning buffers (i.e .• setbacks) along the river channel (page
2.6-3). This is considered a significant impact of the proposed project. The mitigation
measure to reduce impacts has been amended as a result of comments received on the
Draft BlR. The revised measure included In the Final EIR is as follows:

• Prior to issuance of a building permit for properties bordering the river. Ihe applicant
shall take the aesthetic value of the river into account. No construction of buildings
shall be approved within 25 feet of the exterior bank of the flood control channel. This
buffer is intended to provide a natural visual transition between the river corridor and
adjacent industrial development and to allow enjoyment of the natural selling of the
river corridor. Native plants should be used in this area in order to achieve a natural
interface with the river corridor. Landscaping should be designed so as to visually
screen activities of adjacent development from the river corridor; parking may be .
allowed within the buffer in conjunction with a IO-foot screened landscaping buffer
designed to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning and Land '
Use. Parking lot and security lighting shall be shielded to avoid light spillage into the
river corridor in accordance with terms and conditions imposed by the wildlife agen-
cies. '

This mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.
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LORD 3/21/99 -2-

2. The Em must propose mtttgattons Jor all atstllt!lidvisaat impact. identified.

The dEIR only finds significant visual impacts to the River Corridor and proposes
mitigations tIlat cannot be tmplemented under the Lakeside Design Guiddines.
The dEIH fail. to reeogni ze the significant visual Impacts of M54 zoning, WIdthe
loss of rhe RiverWay Specific Piau Design Guidelines which are much more
stringent than tile Lakeside Design O"ldelines.

Throughout the Riverway Specific Plan there arc criteria ...hlch requite
compabllity and high visual quality. Many are sne specific such a., providing
bllfh:ring adjacent to the Home of Guiding Hands. These requirements cannot
simply be replaced wich Lake.ide'. Design Ouidelines. The pro{l0sed mitigation
of a '0' deslgnalor is Inadequate to teduee impaots to a level of tnsignificance.

3. Regalding the lnitia! Study Form (Attachmenl A), the LDRB strongly
disagrees with Ihe staled proiect. objective 01 .... redaclng discrel/onary
a('ploval requirements: .... '', Tills slwald not he a purpose of the proposed
Generat Plan Amendment unless a goal Is 10 eliminal. community Input and
uccountabl//ly to the ComntJlIllly oJ Lakeside.

This objective continues tl>appear in the dEIR. Good lllanning for a project of
this ma,nltude would consider the stated communi!)' desites for the area, and the
known IIlcomratihililies of adjacent industrial and residential zoning. Otherwise
the concept 0 zoning and community planning is lost. The proposed :ronln&of
MS4 is inconsistent with the existing and desired land uses (schools, residences,
golf course, river corridor and vi'suall)' attractive development) nnd would add
bligbl to the community.

Other ;ssues are:
TableS·J

Noise: The proposed mitigation Is inadequate to reduce impacts to a level
of insignificance. No method i. proposed to implement a noise study.
Discretionary review (i.e. site plan) is initialed only if a buildin, pennit is required.
A truck repalr {It outdoor storage operation can operate on a site without penn Its
being required.

p, 2.~·1
Ills probably too mucb to expect that the prepareI' of the dral! ElR for the

USDIUP project, .. project that wili have tremendous impacts to the Lakeside
community. would be famUiar enough with County Land Use 10 know Ihat it is
the LAKFSIDE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD (not Committee) who applies
Lakeside's Design Ouldellnes.

The vote to submit this response WM 7-Yes, O· NOt O·Abstain.

SUbmitted by,
. ,..,/£A'~I

~Ckelfo~ai;

".0'5

}-6
] 11-7

H-1: The County does not concur with the comment. The Draft EIR concluded that
impacts regarding noise from outdoor industrial uses adjacent to residential areas is sig-
nificant and recommended mitigation measures on pages 2.3-6 and 2.3-7. Dust generated
from construction is discussed on page 6-12 of the Draft EIR and concludes that con-
struction-related emissions would be short-term, would occur only intermittently as
individual projects are built, and is not considered significant. Also, as discussed on page
6-8 of the Draft EIR, existing land use regulations such as the "B" designator (see re-
sponse to comment H-I), future CEQA compliance, and compliance with the noise
ordinance, zoning ordinance, and Lakeside Community Plan, impacts related to land use
compatibility would be less than significant. Also, industrial uses that are more intensive
in nature (e.g., recycling operations, storage and distribution, swap meets, scrap opera-
tions, etc.) and are more likely to create significant nuisance impacts require minor and
major use permits under the M54 zone (page 6-8 of the Draft EJR), which could be
conditioned to prevent nuisance impacts.

H-3: The Draft ErR acknowledges that the primary difference in the M52 and M54
zones is the M54 zone allows outdoor storage. The "8" Designator would mitigate
impacts to below significant.

H-4: The County docs not concur with the comment. The Draft ErR discusses
aesthetic impacts with regard to future projects that may be proposed under the USDRrp
site zoning. As discussed in response to comment H-I, the combination of the "B"
designator on all industrially- and commercially-zoned parcels and the mitigation measure
cited on page 2.6-3 of the Draft EIR would mitigate aesthetic impacts to less than signifi-
cant. The Draft EIR acknowledges that RiverWay Specific Plan Design Guidelines are
more specific than the Lakeside Design Guidelines (page 2.6-3). Also see response to
comment H-I. Also, the Draft ErR acknowledges that the M52 Buffer Alternative and
Lakeside Planning Group Alternative are environmentally superior to the proposed project.

H-5: Please refer to response to comments H-1 and H-4.
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8·6: The County does not concur with the comment. While one of the project
objectives is to reduce discretionary approval requirements to encourage economic devel-
opment in the area. the County has incorporated standard County regulations into the
USDRIP area that did not exist under the RiverWay Specific Plan. These include compli-
ance with the "B" designator. the Biological Mitigation Ordinance. and Article IV. Section
7 of the Resource Protection Ordinance (which regulates impacts to cultural resources). as
well as future CEQA review for projects that require a discretionary permit (such as a .
grading permit). The area has been planned for industrial development since the adoption
of the RiverWay Specific Plan and. as discussed in various sections of the Draft EIR. the
proposed zoning is generally consistent with uses allowed under the RiverWay Specific' .
Plan. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR to mitigate significant impacts
regarding aesthetics and noise.

8-7: The County does not concur with the comment. Discretionary review will
occur whenever a proposed project is subject to the B designator. the BMO. or when a
project requires a grading permit. It is not true that a truck repair or outdoor storage
operation can operate without a permit. Because these uses would only be allowed in the
M54 zone. they would be subject to the B designator which includes screening require- :
ments. The County Zoning Ordinance for the M54 zone also states that all outdoor.
storage areas would be subject to screening requirements (Zoning Ordinance Section:
2540). The Lakeside Community Plan will also be amended to include the addition of a.
policy requiring future development in the USDRIP area to comply with the mitigation
measures identified in the EIR including mitigation for noise impacts.

8·8: The Draft EIR has been corrected to reference the Lakeside Design Review
Board. Please refer to page 2.6-2 of the Final EIR.

Page 28•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••



•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

10101 RMttxd Ra.,
l.IknIdI, C~ V2O&O

T... IIW .... 3
Fu:11'-44t-illt

Lakeside Land Company
April S, 1999

Vi. US Mail and fax to: 619-694-3373

AprilS, 1999

Ms. Kiersten Rydboc:k
County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Rullin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

Dear Ms. Rydbec:k:
We have reviewed the Upper San Diego River Improvement Projec:t Programalie Draft

Environmentallmpael Report, dated February 18, 1999 (the "EIR").
Our comments are as fotlows:
I. The biological resources indicated as existing on our property are overstated in

quanlity and quality. The County declined 10 use our t998-99 site-specific sludi" and
instead used binlogical assessments &010 preceding years.

2. The average fifty foot Planning Buffer on our property will remain in perpetuity even
after lbe implementation of standard toning. This is because of the conditions contained in
our Reelamatien Plan, Alroy Corps 404 Permit, and California Department of Fish and Game
Slreambed Attention Agreement

3. The area identified as •Arca 3" at page 2.2-)0 and in figure 2.2·2 is part of RP97.00I.
Thus, mitigation has already been imposed for development impacts in Ibis area.

4. Areas of our property ou!Side the river channel are designated as core biological .....
in the MSCP. The vegclation in these areas of our property is highly disturbed and do .. not
exist under normal circumstances. As the COWIty is aware, the entire project silO was
pennitted prior to the effective d&le of the MSCP. Moreover, the co," designation WllS

administered on the property without coordinaling with us. For these reascna, we feci the
core designation is not justifiable or proper.

To the extent the proposed project will impose additional rnitigation requirements upon
us, we arc opposed to the rcmcval of the USDRIP MSCP exemption. Inslead, the C01Dlty
should explore alternatives that do not require removal of the exemption.

If you have any questions or comments, pl eas e fccllrcc 10 conlad me at your
convenience.

LAKESIDE LAND CO" INC,

,~«r~
Mark Kennedy, General Counsel

}-t
}-2
JI-3

}4
}-S

1-1: The Biological Survey Upper San Diego River Improvement Project
Lakeside Caster JV Parcel, prepared for the Lakeside Land Company by TW
Biological Services, 1997, was incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR con-
sistent with CEQA Section 15150 and provided background information on the
quantity and quality of biological resources on the property. The 1997 study is
adequate for the programmatic-level of analysis done for this EIR. More de-
tailed species surveys done for individual sites, such as the Lakeside Land
Company's, is appropriate for individual project applications and permits,

1-2: The County agrees that any terms and conditions contained in existing
penn its and reclamation plans already approved would remain in effect

1-3: The County of San Diego concurs with this comment

14: The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment The
USDRIP area, though exempt from the MSCP, would be subject to the BMO as
staled on page 1-7 of the EIR. Habitats within the USDRIP area would likely
qualify as a Biological Resource Core Area under Article VI, Section A( I)(a) and
(b) of the BMO. The County of San Diego Subarea MSCP and the BMO have
been the subject of, and are the result of, substantial public involvement and
comment; therefore, the designation would be justifiable and proper. Only future
development on the property, which is not covered under RP 97-001, would be
affected by this designation.

1-5: As noted in response to comments 1-2 and 1-4, new or additional mitiga-
tion would only be imposed on future development on the property that does not
conform to the terms and conditions of the existing permits and agreements. The
Draft EIR will not, and is not intended to, result in the removal of the USDRIP
MSCP exemption (please refer to response to comments A-3, A-4 and A-5).
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1111 J. Whole" Associates rD) rn©rnowrn ~
lnJ APR n 5 1999 ~

Oalancillg rb e needs 01 tb c e n vrr en e e n t wit h lhoHsahBi~6BUnPJ-
DEPT.OF PI.AN~ING & LAND USE

April S. 1999

M,. !<iersten Rydbcck
Department of Planning and l.and Use
5201 Rollin Road. Suite B
San Diego.CA 9212.1·1M6

RE: Cununenls on Ibe USDRIP Progranonatic Draft EIR

Dear M,. Rydbcck:

Tl .. nk you for the upportunity 10comment on Ibe USDRIP
Programmatic Draft BlR. Our firm represents the Helix Companies.
The following ore the Helix Companies' comments on the document:

Sail Diego, CalilOl'nia Aesthetics

91101·1905 1. How do the Lakeside Design Guidelines incorporate the Centerline
Ordinance?

619,7ZZ·5ll56 2. On page 2.6-3 under Section 2.6.4 titled Mitigation Measures, It i'
stated that:

619.112·6450 FAX "Jendsceping within the buffer shall be done in accordance with
the Lakeside

Design Guideline requirements."

What arc the specific requirements of the lakeside Design Guidelines
for landscaping within the flood control channel buffer? Inwhat way
would these requirements mitigate impacts to the nesthetic value of the
communlly from the proposed action?

3. What are the specific requirements of lb. Landscaped Street Edge
Zone as mentioned. on page 2.6-2ln the firstsentence of tile second full
paragraph, for all front and side street property lines? In what way
would these requirements mitigate impacts 10 the aesthetic value of the
community from tile proposed sction?

4. What are the specific design requl..rements with respect to screening,
landscaping and architecture of the Lakeside Design Guidelines (or
industrial uses? In what way would these requirements mitigate
Impacts to the aesthetic value of the community from the proposed
action?

] J-1

J-2

}-3
}-.

J·t: The Lakeside Design Guidelines do not incorporate the Centerline Ordinance,
but the Centerline Ordinance would apply according to the terms of the ordinance.

J·2: The mitigation measure on page 2.6-3 of the Draft EIR has been amended to
more specifically address the landscaping in the 25-foot buffer. The visual impact of the
removal of the more stringent landscaping and planning buffer requirements included in
the RiverWay Specific Plan is considered significant. As a result of comments received on
the Draft EIR, the mitigation measure on page 2.6-3 of the E1R was strengthened to
include more detailed landscaping requirements. See page 2.6-3 of the Final EIR and.
response to comment H-I.

J·3: The Lakeside Design Guidelines includes guidelines that apply specifically to
industrial development (pages 54-56) requiring a Landscaped Street Edge Zone. This 20-
foot-deep zone is located within the front setback along the street frontage. Within this
zone the guidelines require the planting of 15-gallon trees per 300 square feet of total
setback area and shrubs. The landscaping requirement would lessen the visual obtrusion
that could occur with the development of large industrial buildings along the street front-
ages.

J·4: The Lakeside Design Guidelines include requirements for screening, landscap-
ing, and architecture within the Industrial Development section ofthe guidelines (pages 55
and 56). These guidelines would reduce the visual impacts associated with large-scale
industrial development within the USDRIP area. The Guidelines are available at the
County Department of Planning and Land Use.
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5. What are the Impacts tu cormnunity character and recreational
elements due to the removal of the pla.nning buffer along the river
which included trails and additional revegetation beyond that
proposed by this project?

Reversion to General Zoning

6. The document does not adequalely discuss the impacts of changing
the current land use regulations to new, potentially less stringent oncs
to surrounding residential property values and overall conununity
character. Residential property values and com.rnunity character could
be adversely effected by the zone change. increased industrial use,.
unmitigated traffic impacts, and inadequate police and fire services that
would be associated with the repeal of the RiverWay Specific Plan.

We understand that the project area would return to its original zoning
with the repent of this plan. a more general zoning that includes
heavier industrial uses and allows for an additional 160 acres of
industrial use, from 240 to 400 acres, a 75% increase. We also
understand that Impacts to traffic, police and fire would be
unmitigated.

What would be lhe iInpacls to residential property values and
community character both within and surrounding the project area due
to this zone change, increased industrial use, and the unmitigated
impacts?

Land Uses within the Flood Control Channel

7. In the Summary under Project Synopsis on page 5-2, the first full
sentence on that page reads that 151 acres within the industrial zone
will be undevelopable, because of their location within the San Diego
River flood control channel, once the flood control improvements are
implemented. However, it is unclear whether .devefoprnertt would be
allowed in the interim and whether any other uses would still be
allowed following these improvements, such as materials storage.
Would clevetop merrt be allowed in these 151 acres prior to the
itnplementation of flood control measures, and, what, if any, uses
would be aUowed following these measures?

8. When is the Flood Control Channel scheduled for completion?

1-6

1-7

J1-8

J-5: The visual impacts associated with the removal of the RiverWay Spe-
cific Plan Design Guidelines are discussed on pages 2.6-2 and 2.6-3 of the Draft
ErR. Community character is discussed on page 6-8 ofthe Drafl ErR under Land
Use Compatibility. The Drafl ErR concluded thaI the proposed projecI could
cause an adverse aesthetic effect on the projecl area from the repeal of the
Specific Plan and Ihe associated design guidelines. This impact was considered
significanl and mitigation is proposed. Because the projecI area is already devel-
oped with industrial and other uses, and because future developmenl will have 10
comply with the Lakeside Design Guidelines, impacls 10 community character
were considered less than significant.

J·6: The issue raised regarding effecls of the projecl on property values is
not related 10 an environmenlal issue pursuant to CEQA. CEQA does not require
an analysis of economic effecls (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15131 and 15382).
Therefore, no formal response 10 this parI of the commenl is required. The
impacts 10community character.Iand use compatibility, and aesthetics are evalu-
ated in the Drafl ErR as described in responses 10comments H-4, H-6, J-3, J-4 and
J-5. Significanl impacls to traffic and police and fire protection services cannot
be mitigated and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this projecI will be
considered by the Board of Supervisors.

J·7: The 151 acres referenced in Table I-I of the Drafl ErR would be zoned
M54 under Ihe proposed project. However, because this 151 acres will be a flood
control channel (approved by Ihe Board of Supervisors in 1992 bUI currently
only partially complete), no industrial developmenl would be conslrucled within
Ihis area. The flood conlrol channel is only partially complete and is being
implemented as individual reclamalion plans are approved and implemented. No
interim development would be allowed in this area because Ihe parcels would be
zoned with a "w" designalor which requires implemenlation of the flood conlrol
plan prior to developmenl (see pages 1-4 and 1-5 and 2.7-3 of the Drafl ErR).

J·8: The flood control channel is being implemenled as reclamalion plans
are approved and implemenled along the San Diego River. To dale, one large
portion of the flood conlrol channel has nol been permitted or implemented. This
area is shown as the Calm at Reclamation Plan in Figure 1-3. The applicanl has
submitted an applicalion for Reclamation Plan Modification, which the Depart-
ment of Planning and Land Use is currently evaluating. It is not known when the
plan would be approved or implemented.
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Alternatives

9. In the Summary under Project Alternatives, all but the M52 Buffer
Alternative are referred to as not being environmentally preferred. In
this section, nothing is mentioned about whether the M52 Buffer
Alternative Is environmentally preferred or not.

10. With regard to the No Proj<et/Existillg Entitlement Alternative, it is
stated that this alternative docs not meet the project objective of
eliminating the County's funding commitment. It i. also stated thai the
County lacks the financial means to implemenl the mitigation measures
associated with this funding commitmenl. From comparison, it
becomes unclear whether the County Is obligated to implement these
measures under the R1verWay Specific Plan.

Under Ihe existing plan or other approved mechanism, is the County
currently obligated to implement all of these necessary mitigation
measures?

11. Assuming the necessary mitigation would take place, would the
RiverWay Specific Plan (Existing Entitlement Alternative) be the
environmentally preferred alternative?

Traffk

12. On page 2.1-9 In Section 2.1.3, specifically the "Plan 10 Plan
Analysis" subsection, it is stated that the trafflc impacts and
corresponding mitigation measures are Virtually Identical. However,
upon review of Section 2.1, it is unclear whether all of these necessary
traffic improvements would be made under the existing plan.

Under the R1verWay Specific Plan, is the County obligated 10 make all
necessary traffic improvements to Ihe USIJRIP project area, and, If so,
what is the schedule of completion for these improvements? If the
County Is obligated 10 make these improvements under the existing
RiverWay Specific Plan but not under the proposed plan, how do Ute
Plans then compare?

13. With regard to traffic impacts, please discuss the impacts associated
with increased truck !raffle due 10 a shiltloward heavier induslrial uses
having a damaging effect on the condition of the roads servicing the
industrial sites. We are concerned that the Increased truck trafflc on the
roads servlclng the project area and surrounding communities,
preduminanUy two-lane undivided roads in less Ihan fair shape, could
be considered a significant impact.

J-IO

J-9: Section 4.4.3, page 4-13 states that the M52 Buffer Alternative is considered
thc environmentally preferred alternative.

J-IO: It is not clear what the commentor means by "these necessary mitigation mea-
sures." The RiverWay Specific Plan contains financing strategies for funding public im-
provements in the Specific Plan area. The County designated the USDRIP area as a
redevelopment project in 1989 as a means to finance the major improvements included in
the RiverWay Specific Plan. Funds to implement the improvements were anticipated
from tax increment to be generated by new development in the USDRIP area. These funds
have not been realized because of the slow rate of development in the project area. With
the repeal of the RiverWay Specific Plan, most of the associated improvements stated in
the Specific Plan would not be funded by the County unless other funding sources become
available.

J-lt: The County assumes that the commentator meant the "necessary mitigation"
as the mitigation measures required by the RiverWay Specific Plan EIR. The conclusion
regarding the Existing Entitlement Alternative is discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the Draft
EIR. As stated, "the impacts of this alternative are substantially the same as the pro-
posed action, however, since there are no means to implement mitigation measures that
would reduce significant traffic impacts, they would remain unmitigable and unavoidable.
With the exception of the biological impacts, this alternative is not the environmentally
preferred alternative."

J-12: As stated on page 2.1-11 of the Draft BlR, it was estimated that implementa-
tion of the RiverWay Specific Plan would require approximately $26 million in roadway
improvements. These roadway improvements are required to accommodate the pro-
posed industrial, commercial, and residential development in the Specific Plan. The
proposed project to replace the Specific Plan with conventional zoning would not sub-
stantively change the land use type and intensity proposed for the USDRIP area. Because
most of the future land uses and intensities would remain the same under the proposed
project, traffic generation would also be similar requiring comparable roadway improve-
ments. The traffic analysis done for this Draft EIR identified the roadway improvements
required to fully mitigate the traffic impacts of the project. These may differ somewhat
from the RiverWay Specific Plan roadway improvements since the traffic study for the
Specific Plan was done 9 years ago.
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What would be the impact to these roads from an increase in truck
traffic, both as a potentially significant envlrorunental effect and
cumulatively?

14. On page 2.1-6 under Existing County Improvement Mechanisms it
is stated that two projects are currently scheduled in the USDRIP area,
the widening of Riverside Drive and the Channel Road Bridge. The
Widening of IUverside Drive is said to be on hold. Wh is this ro'ect
on hold and when is it scheduled for <:oInpletion? seC annel Road

n ge Improvement project as part 0 t e Capita hnprovement
Program still scheduled for completion by May 20001 Ifnot, when is it
planned to be completed? What are the temporary Impacts associated
with these irnprovem.ents?

Noise and Air Pollution

15. The Lakcside Farms Elementary School is located in the R5.1
Residential zone above the Willowbrook Mobile Estates along
Riverside Drive. It is also'adjacent to the C34 Commercial zone and
within 500 feet of a proposed M54 Industrial zone. It is considered to
be a "noise sensitive area" as weU as B "sensitive receptor." What
would be the potential impacts to the elementary school due to an
increase in noise and air pollution Irorn heavier industrial uses in this
industrial zone? What mitigation would be proposed for these
potential impacts?

Biology

16. On page 2.2-11,Section 2.2.3 the second to last sentence under Plan
to Plan Comparison states that:

"Impacts from completion of the County flood control plan may
not be adequately mitigated since the approval of this plan relied on
the RiverWay Specific Plan IU. mitigation for wetland impacts. This is
considered a Significant impact."

In the folfowbog section titled Mitigatiun Measures, no mitigation for this
Plan to Plan impact is proposed. What 1T\itigationis the County
proposing to reduce the wetland impacts from the repeal of RiverWay
Specific Plan to below a level of significance?

J-15

J-16

J-17

J-18

J-13: Please refer to response to comment J-IO. As stated on page 2.1-1 I of the EIR,
future private development projects may be required to construct some of the roadway
improvements listed as mitigation measures in the E1R.

J-14: The sand mixing activities already produce heavy truck traffic in the area (for
example, the Nelson and Sloan operation). Roadway maintenance is ongoing throughout
the County, The County uses developer exactions, gasoline tax, TransNet revenue, and
federal and/or state resources to fund the maintenance and capital improvements of its
roadways (see pages 36 to 38 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR).

J-15: The issue raised is not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA and
no formal response to this comment is required.

J-16: The issue raised is not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA and
no formal response to this comment is required.

J-17: The parcel on which the Lakeside Farms Elementary School is located is zoned
RS3 and is cited in the Draft EIR as a sensitive receptor where noise impacts from
commercial and industrial uses would be considered potentially significant (page 2.3·6).
The mitigation measure for this significant impact is stated on pages 2.3-6 and 2.3-7. The
area is already developed with industrial uses; air quality impacts were evaluated in the
EIR and concluded to be less than significant.

J·ts: The County does not concur with the conclusion the eommentor is
making. The mitigation for this impact is clearly stated on page 2.2-11 of the Draft
E1R
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Other Comments:

17. On page 4-9, Section 4.4.1, second line and on page 4-9, the fourth
sentence of the third paragraph In Section 4.4.2, the reference to Figure
4.5-1 should be changed to refer to Figure 4.4-1.

lB. On page 5-1, first paragraph In Section 5.2, the sentences should
read:

"...future generations will be unable to reverse."

19. On page 2.3-1, second paragraph under Section 2.3.1, the words
"steady slate" are commonly hyphenated to appear as "steady-state."

On behalf of the Helix Companies,]. Whalen Associates appreciates
this opportunity to comment on the USDRIP DEIR. If you have any
questions or would like to discuss these comments, please do not
hesitate to call us at (619) 222-5856.

cc: Gregory Lambron

}-19
JJ-20
JJ-21

J-19: These typographical errors have been corrected on page 4-9 of the Final
EIR.

J·20: The typographical error has been corrected on pageS-I of the Final EIR.

J-21: The issue raised is not related to an environmental issue pursuant to
CEQA and no formal response to this comment is required.
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P.l)2

LAKESIDE COMMUNITY PLANNJNG GROUP
PO BOA 2040 Lakeslde, CA 9:lO4O

March 25. 1999

TO Klers'.n Rydbeck
Department orf1ftDnlng and Land U••

SUnJECf: DmftlilJ"hI>DlUenlallmpa<1 Report for GI'A '19-03

K·l: The County does not agree that the EIR fails to address the differences
of community impacts associated with M52 and M54 uses in the USDRIP area.
The County addressed this issue in Sections 4.4 (M52 Buffer Alternative) and 4.5
(Lakeside Planning Group Alternative).Tile Lake.id •.Cc>mmunily11anning Groopat .. pecial m«ling held March 24, 1999 reviewed

(he Draft &vlronmentallmpact Report for OPA 99-03. The foliowiDI resolution ,vas adopfed.

RESOLlTflON 9')-0\

RESOLlTflON OF1'HE LAKESIDE COMMUNITV PLANNING GROUP
I" TH E lilATIER OF THE UPPF.R SAN D1l!C',o RiVeR IMPROVEMF.NT I'ROJEC"f
PROGRAMMATIC DRAFTENVIRONMENTAL1MPACf REPORT:

WHEREAS, the Upper San 010&0 R1verltnprov.me., Project Ptl>arammatle Dran
Environmolllalimpael Report i.lnappropriat. in ito objectlv, and di,ingenuou. in il. re,ull"
and

WHERP.AS,lhe droll EIR eOl1.islenlly nusrepu.eor. MS2, U.nited Impoellndllstriat, .nd
M54. Oenemllmpl'cllndustrial as bcidg c5.5CotiaJly equivalent in ra.",dtillget"»m.munity hnpects,
in dear vtctauon of the l,aning ordlnal\ce (ZO) secrlon 2.520.M.5'2lnttllt. end ZO Ie(1JQn2.340.
~54 blenl, the cleardistinrtion' in the enclosure matrix (Z06816) and tilt long experience of
the Lakeside COlOmunity Planning Group. Bod

WHEREAS, lbe conlinuauon or lbe processing of Ihl' dran EIR ec become a final EIR would
be malt-null)' damaging to the community ofl..ekeslde

NOW, THERIlFORE, BE rr RESOLVlID Ibal,lbe LaIt .. ida Community Planning Group
demands thallNS dra1't HIR be withdlawn and rewritten to lncorporate an eeeurate and honesl
.valu.lion orlb dlff.fOllceS of c:ommunlty Impact. associated with MS2 and MS4 uses in Ihe
lISDRIP 0'" In line with the LCPG's leUerdstedJun. 1. 1998 in r•• pon•• tl>thi. EIR'.
notice of preparation, AppendixA.

PASSED AND AOOr'fED hy Ihe Lakeside ConunlUlity P1.nnlng Gmup 00 the 24th day of
Meech, 1999 by the following vote:

AVES. tl
NOES: 0
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT:~I

-U,~.ack ~rd
Choir

c.c. SupervisorDianne1acob

10) ~©[gD\'!J[g ~
In) MAR 2 R 1999 ~

San Diego Counly
DEPT. OF PtANNIN(J .\ LAND USE
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'\ Pacific Southw8St Biological Services .Inc. 1
!
Ii,
!I
I'i!
I'
I'
:j

IA: The County of San Diego concurs with the comment, though the term
"ruderal grassland" does not occur as such in the Draft EIR. However, the tenn
"ruderal non-native grassland"that appeared on line 2, paragraph 3, page 2.2-1 of
the Draft EIR was the result of a punctuation error and will be revised to read
"ruderal, non-native grassland" as originally intended. These qualitative habitat
descriptions are required for future development projects to determine the MSCP
Tier Level of the habitat and the Habitat Based Mitigation, consistent with Ar-
ticle VI, Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the BMO.
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POSIOflicc Box985. NationlilCitv.Califo,nia9t951.098S - (619) .77·5"S. FAX (619)477·:. ' ;

April 2, 1999

PSBSNT536D

Mr. Randy K. Lang
Glclch Real ES1llIe Company
9160 Onunetey Drive
8M Diego, California 92123

Dear Mr. LllIli

Rc: Comments on the Draft Environmcntallmpatl Report, U8DRJP R.edevelopment
Projec~ Lel<aide, San Diego County, Califomla

At yo\ll' IOqucst, Pacific Southwest BlolotlcaI Services,lnc. (Pacific Southwest) revi.wed
excerpts of the Drall EnviIomnentallmpacl Report on the above-refmnced project We
primarily reviewed the Project Oescrip1lon and Section 2.2 Biological Resource sections of the
document. OW' focus wu to critic.ally read the section which relm to the Gleich Family Trust
ownenhip biological rO$o=. Note that Pacific SouthwcSl bas not recently perfonned
extensive and detailed biologieel resource evaluation on the site but"" did visit the slte about.
""ek ago and we are knowledgeable of the ,",ou!<e' In lb. general project vicinity.

We are concerned about the characterization of lb. biologicallC1ourcO$ in Area 1
(designated as Area [ in the RivcrWay Specific Plan (referml to in the DEIR on page 2.2-10).
The document contBio' the following statemeot(,): "In 1IIenorthwtSl comer of the slte (Area I
on Figure 2.2·2), there i, a 30 acre percel th,t i,cumntly domlnated by ruderal grassland and
wet meadow. Sevemllarge willow trees are a1so present that probably rentaln frani the time
when 1IIe entire Ooodplnin was at the same approximate elevation. This ste i' designated as
Planning Aru lin Ibe RMtWay Specific Plan. Oe.elDpmeot in this .,.. would mult In o loss
of more than five areas of potential wetland. In addition, a California gnalcaleher pair (federally
listed as tlueat..,.d) was observed in lb. sou1llwest comer oflhi' parcel. The bird' prilDarily
utiliml habitat 011'·site to Ibe south, hut were noted petehing on shrubs at the propetty boundary.
Development of this parcel could Intpacllbi, speeiea which would be considered asignlficant
impact."

W... ggest lbe following points:

I. The term "ruderal gJ1I!sland" I. not 0 normally accepted .egetation type under the
County of San Diego Guidelines for Biological Report s, Ruderal or Disturbcel,
and .everal types of grasslands lDay be pmenl en the site hut until a su bstantiated
biologieel survey has been perl'onned on the ,ite, the classifi.atlon used in the
DI!IR is inappropriate.
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Mr. Randy K. Lang
Page 2

PSBS N5J6B

2. There is no detailed documentation about the California Gnetcatcber !i&btinS on
the property and whether or not it was performed by a wildlife biologist permitted
by the U. S. Fish end WildUf. Service.

J. Characterization ofloma ofth. sita .. "five aere, of wet meadow or potentlal
wetland"t. premature until. professional d.UnoatioD consbtent with the
standmds of tho U. S. Corps ofBngin eers and/or California Department ofFish
and Game has b.... carried out

If you have any questlons regarding this letter. pl .... do Dot hesitat. to call me or
Michael BVllIlS, Senior Biologi,~ at (619) 477·5333.

Sincerely,

1?~.
R. Mitchel Beauchamp, M. Sc., Pr.sident
Pod/k S.ulh .. ,st Biologicol S""lc89, Inc,

E""d 0B£S u.~6i9 1JdSS1~ 66. 20 Mc:I:::t

L·2: A USFWS permit is not necessary in order to make a positive identifica-
lion of the California gnatcatcher in the field; however, this observation was
made by a biologist with a valid penn it. Subsequent development proposals on
the subject properly will require conformance with the BMO as stated on page 1-
7 ofthe EIR. The BMO will require subsequent documentation, at an appropriate
level of detail, on the presence/absence of the California gnatcatcher on the
property. If the project-level analysis concludes that gnatcatchers are present,
the BMO will require onsite or offsite coastal sage scrub preservation at the
appropriate ratio stated in the BMO; therefore, if gnatcatchers are present, there
will be no significant impacts 10 them from future proposed development.

L-3: The County of San Diego concurs with this comment; however, refer to
response to comment A-I, The County of San Diego supports the federal policy
on "no net loss" of jurisdictional waters or wetlands (see response to comment
A-6),
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Randy K. Lang
P.O. Box 85304

San Diego. CA 92186

April 7.,1999

RO""'l l'ursythe, Project Manager
Dept. of )'Ianning and Land Use, MS0650
5201 R"ffin Road, Suite II
San Diego. CA qz 12J·1666

Rc: EIR Response

Dear lIoh:

On behalf of the Gleich Family Trust, owners of a 37-l1eo: parcel in the northwest corner of the
current Upper San Diego Riwr Improvement Project, I am writing 10 respond to the related
February 18,1999 Draft Enviromnemal lmpact Report ("EIR").

Aller review of the T!JR, and consideration of the comments contuined herein and in Ihe enclosed
letters limn tirabhom Eoginecring COI'p. and Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc .• nf'jhe
alternatives presented ill the EIR. we support the Proposed Land Usc Zone; a, detailed ill Figure
l-t thercin,

11,e M52 zoning of the property suuth of Mast Blvd. as retlected in the M52 Buffer Altemuti ve
(Figlln: 4.4·1 l, appears to be environmentally superior over the M54 zone, while still meeting the
proposed project's ohjectives. Therefore, in the best interest of the community. the south side of
Mast should he zoned with an M52 buffer, without affecting the proposed C36 zone at the Ma,t
Blvd, Riverside Drive. and Riverford Road intersection,

Furfhermor e. iI is our understanding that we will be required to dedicate and construct, not only
ihe southern portion ol'El NopaJ. bul also the extension of Mast Blvd, These contributions will
consume in excess uf six acres "I' our land. COSI upproximately $1.0oo,OUO and benefit the
surrounding property owners, as well as the communities of Lakeside and Santee, T" be fair and
equitable, we respectfully request that these costs be considered in lilt: ullocatio» of infrnstructure
costs among the benefited communities and all development projects in the area,

}-'
}-2

M·I: The County appreciates your comment.

M·2: The County appreciates your comment.
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April 2, 1999
Robert Forsythe
Page 2

We thank you in advance for your. work on the project and serious consideration of lhe above
comments, a. well as those contained in the enclosed letters,

Sincerely,

~
.1fy
andy . Lang

'or Martin L. lIIeieh, Trustee

RKL:lw

Enclosures
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Grabhom Engl.eerlng Corp.
10601·ATlerra ••• I. Blvd.,053

S.n Diego,CA 92124
(619)576-6343

April 2, 1999

Mr. R.ndy K. L.ng
GrelebReal Estale Company
9160Gramerty DrI.e
S.n Diego,CA 92123

RE: Comment. 10USDRIP Dran En.lronmental Imp.ct Rep.rt 2/18/99
Lng No.98·1D-14

De.r Mr. La.g:

Punu •• t to your requ.. t, we bavo ",.Iewed the referenoed dEIR and ofTerlb.
rollowioa commeols. The section numbers referenced to In the romments
eerr .. pond to Ihe dEIR:

2.0 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTALEFFECTS

2.1 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Page 2.1·1 .tat .. "RI•• rford Road II currently da .. lned a. a Prim. Art.rlal
from Highway 67 10RI•• nlde DrI.e buIll propo.ed to be ree1... lned •••
Colledor a. p.rt oflblo proJed".

The Plan 10Plan Analy.l. (p. 2.1·9) .1.1.. "Amendm.nla 10tb. Cou.ty'a
Circulation Elem.nll.ei.d lb. reela.. ln.. t1onofRlv.rford Road 10
a C.lIettor b.tw ... lh. CH!.and-ofTrampaofSR·67.Pa.I ......... Clrculatlon
EI.ment. Tb. peak h.ur 1.I.neello. a.aly.l •• how.lh.1 Rlllerford Ro.d
ean operat•• 1.... pt.ble LOS ... Celleeter, lI.ho.ld be noted Ih.tlh.
forecasted AnT on Riverford Road does aot fitted It, caplci"'''. Tbl.
appean 10b. dlatrep.nl witb Seetlon 2.1.4,MltIgatlnn M... u..... (p. 2.1.101
and 9.1.1,Traa.portallon/Circulalion, (p. 9·2) wbleb sialeibal "Impro.e
RI•• rford Road 10a four lane Major Road from Wood.lde Avenuelo
RI.eraM. DrI.elMa.1 Boulevard".

Oaled on the present ttlt, it b uaclear whit c1assificattoDI are intended for
Ri.erford Ro.d .nd wby a blgber le.eloflmpro.eme.llo olTeredfor
mitlgatlo. Ihal Ibc .llUatl•• warra.'"

N·t: The project description states that Riverford Road is proposed to be
downgraded from a Prime Arterial to a collector between the two onloff ramps at
SR-67. The EIR was clarified on page 2.1-1 to stale that the road would be
reclassified as a Collector between the two onloff ramps.

N-t N·2: The subject segment of Riverford road between the two on/off ramps at
SR 67 is intended to be reclassified as a Four-Lane Collector Road with a capacity
of 34,2000 ADT (as discussed on pages 28 and 43 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR).
Constructing the remainder of Riverford Road to Prime Arterial standards is not
a mitigation measure, but rather the clarification of the build out classification of
Riverford Road north of the SR-67 southbound ramps and as shown on the
County Circulation element.
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Table 1.1-6 Itferred to In Projcct Trip Ccncntlon and Distribution appean
to slgnlOcantly oventate projected tnffic from Ibe singlc family bouing
alta. A denslly of7.3 du/aclt bas been used In IbIs analysis, Tbe tentative
map for Ihe County of Sao DiegoTract No. 5155 wblch 1IC1lnportions of
Specific Plan Artasl, II and III prop.... 83 slogle family lots 00 19.0gross
mes for a density of 4.4 do/aclt. Laod use sludies for tbe County
Assessor's Paml No, 379-ll14-lJ ItOect that approJimately 150single-family
Iotaon 35.5 gross aeres (4.1 du/acre) can be recognired wllh the proposed
RS7 zoning. Tbls auggesta a lower traffic projectlnn (40 pen:cnlless)
aUributable 10 tbe proposed RS7 arta. Only 8 pereent oftbe total ADT Is
allributable to this siogle flmlly laud use.

The lnffic aUllysls does not address the completioo of MasI Boulevard from
lis current westerly lerminus in Lakeside to tbe easterly lermlnua ofMa.1
Boulevard In lhe City of Santee. A specific request for .. me was made by the
City of Santee In Ihelr eommenta dated June I, 1998. It would appear tbat
tbls conuecllou and tbe fulult eltenllon ofEI NopallOulberly to Intersect
wllh Mast Boulevard may reduee traffic implctl on Rlverford Road between
Rlvenlde DriveIM8It Boulevard Ind Woodllde Avenue and po.lSlbly
alleviate Impacta to the SR 67IWoodsldtlRiverford Road access ramps.

Addllinnally, any developereontrlbutions punuant to Board PoUey
J·34 wblcb may be eslabllshed based on this traffle analysis sbould Inelude
tbe cost oCsignlzation at the falure EI NopallMalt Boulevard Intenectlon
and Ibe completlon of Mast Boulevard, "lib Itlaltd draiuage improvements,
10 tbe City of Santee.

1.4.1 Elistlug Condilious

Flrt Protection

Tbe Lakeside Flit Protectlou District Is curreutly rmlvlug FacllitlCl
BeneOIA"eISment feel to Implement their infra.tructult deO<leucy.
Addllionally, the District is lovesliglting additional developer fen to
be paid at issuance of building permits

4.4 ANALYSIS OFTHE M5lBUFFER ALTERNATIVE

Analysis oflbe M51 Buffer Alternative Descriptiou and SeUlugSectloul4.4.1
and 4.4.lltfer 10 Figure 4.5.1 for the M51 Buffer Alteroative. Flgult 4.4.1
appeon to address tbis alternative, nnt 4.5·1.

4.5 ANALYSIS OF THE LAKESIDE PLANNING GROUP ALTERNATIVE

N-3

N-4

}-5

N-6

}-7

N·3: The trip generation rate used for this report was based on the maximum
number of dwelling units (DUs) allowed for the zone as slated in the project
description; therefore, project impacts related to residential development are
evaluated at "worst case."

N4: The extension of Mast Boulevard is a key network assumption for Year
2015 as described on page 15 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR. The analysis
assumes that Mast Boulevard will be extended concurrently with SR 52, the latter
of which will alleviate a significant amount of traffic from Mast Boulevard.

N-S: The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment;
however, the issues raised are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to
CEQA and no further response to this comment is required.

N-6: The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment;
however, the issues raised are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to
CEQA and no further response to this comment is required.

N-7: See response to comment J-19.

Page 41



Response to Comments USDRIPDEIR

4.5.2 Comp.rIson orth. Errects oflhe Lakeside Planning Group
AllerD.tlve 10 tho Proposed Project

Lond Use and Planning (p.MJ)

The EIR does notadd ..... tbe Imp.el oCIDduslrl.lland use I. the
Dorthweslern pOrtlODof lhe proJ ee1where II would be adJateDt to
exlStlDg .... ldeDtl.II.Dd uses to lhe weslln the City oCS.ntee aDd
.. Isllng residen ... to Ihe nortb.

Tmnsporlatlon!C1rcu'at/on (p. US)

Elcepllon Is laken to tbe eomm •• t tbat traffic generatloD .nd
distribution .re .ntlelpated to be tbe same for Ibe Lakeside Planning
Group Alt.r •• tlve .nd the proposed piaD.

The 69 •• resoCproposed single f.mlly I.nd use would generale an
estlm.ted mRllmum of ADTof5,037 (69 acres X 7.3 du/aero X 10
trtps/du) and a probable ADT oU,I05 based on • denslly of 4.5
du/.ere. By eDmp.rtlOn, Indu.trial IaDd nses wonld geDerate
approllmately (69 acres X 90 Irlps/aere) 6,210 trip eDds. Tbls Is .bont
double Ibe prob.bl.trlp generatloD for slDgl. f.mlly resldeDtlallaad
use. AddItIoD.IIy,lbe PM pe.k bODrtrip geDeratlDn for IDduslrl.1
r.Dd us.ge would Curtber ex•• erbate lbe Itreet IDte..... UoDI.Dd
segments th.t would op.rate.t uDlccoplable levels oCservlee. It Is
noted thltlpprollmltely.n .ddltlonaI699 trips would be g.n.rated
outbound during tbe PM peak bour. Tblsls aOOul23 percent more
Ib.n tbe proposed proJ .. t.

4.5.3 CDndu,;on

In consld.ratlon orland use Ind traffic Issues p..... nted h.reln Ihov ..
the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative Is not aupertor to tbe
proposed project. Tbese iss .... aa well as Noise abould be
reconsidered and properly ",n .. ted In T.ble 4-1, Comp.rIsoD of
Project .Dd AIl.m.U ....

If you con.ur wltb Ihese comments,tbey abould be fDrw.rded to:

K lenteD Rydbeck
County ors •• Diego
5201 Rumn Ro.d, Suite B
SIO Dlexo, CA 92123-1666

N-S

N-9

}-IO

N·S: The comparison is made on page 4-14 of the Draft ErR that the M52 zone
would reduce land use impacts where the zone is adjacent to residential uses
compared to the M54 zone because outdoor uses would not be allowed.

N·9: The County disagrees with the numbers cited. The Lakeside Planning
Group Alternative would include only 4 acres of single family residential uses
(approximately 29 dwelling units) (pages 4-13 and 4-25 of the ErR). The total
number of trips generated by the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative is 40,590.
only 1,220 more trips than the proposed project. While the Lakeside Planning
Group Alternative would include 323 acres of industrial uses (73 acres more than
the proposed project), the traffic generated by industrial uses is less than that for
residential uses.

N-IO: The County does not con,cur with the comment. For the reasons stated
on page 4-18, the Lakeside Planning Group Alternative is considered to be envi-
ronmentally superior to the proposed project.
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Plellle give me 8 rail should you bave In)' queslions or additional (ummeotL

Sincerely.

~
Rlcbard G. Grabhorn. PE
P .... ld.nt

RGG:J'1I
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