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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS
FANITA RANCH

Santee, California
March 25, 2020

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Fanita Ranch Specific Plan (Proposed Project) area consists of approximately 2,638 acres of
land located in the northwest quadrant of the City of Santee in eastern San Diego County. The
Project proposes to develop a Master Planned Community consisting of 2,949 residential units, up to
80,000 square feet (SF) of commercial uses, and supporting civic, park, and open space uses.

This transportation impact analysis has been prepared to address potential impacts on the circulation
system due to the traffic generated by the Proposed Project. This report includes the following
sections:

= Project Description

= Study Area, Analysis Approach & Methodology
= Existing Conditions Discussion

= Significance Criteria

= Analysis of Existing Conditions

= Trip Generation, Distribution & Assignment

= Analysis of Existing + Project Scenario

= Near-Term Cumulative Conditions Discussion

= Analysis of Near-Term Cumulative Scenarios

= Year 2035 Conditions Discussion

= Analysis of Year 2035 Scenarios

= No School Scenario Analysis

= SR-52 Westbound Ramp Evaluation

= Bicycle/Pedestrian/Transit Discussion

= Access Assessment & On-Site Circulation

= Vehicle Miles Traveled Assessment

= Transportation Demand Management

= Construction Traffic Assessment

= Project Design Features, Significance of Impacts & Mitigation Measures
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1  Project Location

The Fanita Ranch Specific Plan area consists of approximately 2,638 acres of land located in the
northwest quadrant of the City of Santee in eastern San Diego County. Santee is located
approximately 18 miles east of downtown San Diego and the Pacific Ocean. Santee is accessible via
State Route 52 (SR-52), which connects to Interstate 5 (I-5) in the west and State Route 67 (SR-67)
in the east. SR-67 and State Route 125 (SR-125), which also connects to SR-52, both provide
connections to Interstate 8 (I-8) south of Santee. From SR-52, Fanita Ranch is proposed to be
accessed from the future extensions of Fanita Parkway via Mast Boulevard or from Cuyamaca Street
and Magnolia Avenue. Figure 2-1 shows the Project vicinity map and Figure 2—-2 shows a close up
of the Project area.

2.2 Project Description
Fanita Ranch is a Master Planned Community consisting up to 2,949 housing units, up to 80,000 SF
of commercial uses and supporting civic, park, open space uses, and a K-8 school site.

Since the completion of the transportation analysis included in this report, the Project Description
has slightly changed, resulting in a shift between residential densities, changes to park acreage, and a
reduction in school students from 1,000 to 700 students (staff included). With these changes, the
resulting trip generation decreases as compared to the numbers analyzed in this report. Therefore, the
analysis presented herein provides a conservative assessment of the local transportation system.

Table 2-1 summarizes the Project land use types and quantities, showing a comparison between the
land use plan analyzed in this report, and the most recent changes to land uses proposed in the
Specific Plan. Figure 2-3 depicts the conceptual site plan for the proposed land uses.
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TABLE 2-1

LAND USE SUMMARY
Proposed Specific Plan Land Use @ Land Use Analyzed?
Land Use Area Residential | Commercial Area Residential | Commercial
(Acres) (Units) ® (Square feet)© (Acres) (Units)® | Square feet)®
Residential & Village
Center
i d
Eglf‘f’afggigtgu Acre) 36.5 acres 435 60,000 SF 365  acres 435 60,000 SF
9&‘2 g’tdf;tDU Acre) 310 acres| 445 - 309  acres| 445 -
Medium-Density
Residential (MDR) 67.0 acres 866 - 61.3 acres 790 -
(Average 13 DU/Acre)
Low-Density
Residential (LDR) 240.8 acres 1,203 - 249.7 acres 1,279 -
(Average 5 DU/Acre)
Subtotal 375.7 acres 2,949 60,000 SF 378.4 acres 2,949 60,000 SF
Non-Residential Uses
School ® 15.0 acres - - 19.2 acres - -
Special Use 31.9 acres - - 33.5 acres - -
Agriculture 38.2 acres - 20,000 SF 36.2 acres - 20,000 SF
Active Park f 19.7 acres - - 19.9 acres - -
Community Park 19.7 acres - - 19.9 acres - -
Passive Parks 58.3 acres - - 53.5 acres - -
Neighborhood Parks 30.4 acres - - 27.2 acres - -
Mini-Parks 16.4 acres - - 14.8 acres - -
Community Park 11.5 acres - - 115 acres - -
Open Space 256.0 acres — — 228.0 acres - -
Roadway Right-of- 1933 acres - B 193.9 acres - B
Ways
Habitat Preserve 1,650.4 acres - - 1,672.9 acres - -
Subtotal 2,262.8 acres - 20,000 SF 2,257.10 acres - 20,000 SF
Total Project 2,638.1 acres 2,949 80,000 SF 2,635.5 acres 2,949 80,000 SF
Source: Fanita Ranch Specific Plan
Footnotes:
a. Since the preparation of this transportation analysis, the Project site plan has been altered resulting in an overall lower trip generation. The description

f.

of the Project, trip generation calculations, and traffic analysis provided in this study utilize the land use quantities prior to the change in the site plan,
which represents a conservative analysis.

Up to 15% of units may be transferred between villages and land uses provided the ADT for the entire project does not exceed the proposed trip
generation and the receiving land use area does not exceed the maximum density permitted.

Commercial square footage may be transferred between villages and provided the ADT for the entire project does not exceed the proposed trip
generation and the receiving land use area does not exceed the floor-area ratio permitted.

Includes 1.5-acre fire station.

School site would accommodate up to 1,000 students. Since preparation of this transportation analysis, the number of students has been reduced to
700 students, resulting in a lower trip generation. The underlying land use for the school area is MDR. If the reserved school site is not acquired for
school use within two (2) years of approval of the final map, the MDR land use may be implemented and the maximum total number of units in the
Specific Plan Area shall be 3,008 units. A separate analysis with the additional MDR units without the school is provided in this report. Additional
details on “No School” scenario are provided in Section 13.0 of this report.

A 10,000 SF recreation center is proposed as part of the Community Park. This land use is included as a separate line item in the Project trip
generation calculations later on in this report.

General Notes:

1

2.

The Project also proposes a trail network throughout the site. The trails would traverse through parks, open space, and habitat preserve. Any trips
associated with trails would be captured through the park trip generation.
DU = Dwelling Units
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Development of the Project is clustered into three (3) Villages to preserve natural open space areas,
and drainages and key wildlife corridors. These three (3) Villages are Fanita Commons, Vineyard
Village and Orchard Village. Villages are arranged around a centralized Farm that will provide food
and a focal point for the community. Additional agriculture is permitted throughout the Villages to
support farming and wellness as the central theme for Fanita Ranch. Fanita Commons serves as the
main Village and includes a Village Center that consists of a mix of retail, residential, civic and
office uses, with a strong physical connection to the central Farm. A Village Green provides a
central gathering place for the community and allows farm events to extend into the Village Center.
Fanita Commons also includes a Community Park, a K-8 school site and an Active Adult
neighborhood. If the Santee School District does not acquire the school site, the underlying Medium
Density Residential (MDR) land use designation may be implemented. In that case, the maximum
total number of units permitted in the Specific Plan would increase by 59 units for a total of 3,008
units. The Vineyard and Orchard Villages include smaller mixed-use Village centers that allow for
neighborhood serving uses, office space and other community services and amenities, as well as
Medium Density Residential and Low Density Residential neighborhoods. A variety of parks are
located within walking distance of all homes, and a comprehensive system of walking and biking
trails connects the homes to key destinations throughout Fanita Ranch.

A Special Use area is located in the southernmost portion of the Specific Plan Area, which was
previously graded for a park and is not suitable for habitat preservation. The Special Use area allows
for a limited range of uses, such as a solar farm, recreational vehicle storage and other similar uses.

Congregate care facilities are permitted within the Village Center. However, should the congregate
care use be developed by the Project, it would replace other land uses that are higher trip generators.
Therefore, the highest intensity land uses were included in this analysis and a congregate care
facility was not analyzed.

The Farm is the community focal point for Fanita Ranch. The approximately 27-acre Farm is located
along the eastern edge of Fanita Commons and the Orchard Village, near the center of Fanita Ranch.
An event barn featuring iconic agrarian architecture will set the theme for the community and
provide a venue for special events and farming operations. The working Farm is planned to include
terraced vegetable fields, pasture lands, limited housing for employees, raised gardens, limited
animal keeping and up to 20,000 square feet of commercial uses. A Community Supported
Agriculture (CSA) program is planned for the Farm. Events would not be daily and would occur
largely outside the commuter AM and PM peak periods. To account for these activities, and as
shown in Table 2-1 above, approximately 20,000 SF of retail space has been assigned to the farm
use for calculating Project trip generationwithin this report.

Active Adult uses are planned for the residential component of the Project. Active Adult residential
is defined as “senior adult housing consisting of attached or detached independent living
developments, including retirement communities, age-restricted housing, and active adult
communities.” (Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition). The manual
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further suggests that residents in these community live independently, are typically active, and may
or may not be retired.

2.3 Project Access

The Fanita Ranch Specific Plan area will be accessed from the south via the northern extensions of
two existing roadways: Cuyamaca Street and Fanita Parkway. Both roadways will be improved from
Mast Boulevard to the edge of the Specific Plan Area to accommodate increased traffic generated by
the Project. Construction of Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street will occur prior to issuance of the
first occupancy permit. In addition, Magnolia Avenue will be constructed by the Project. Each of
these roadways will be built as Project Design Features. Improvements to existing sections of each
roadway are proposed as mitigation measures. For purposes of this report, it is assumed the Project
constructs Magnolia Avenue from Cuyamaca Street to its existing terminus just north of Princess
Joann Road. The timeframe for which the construction of the Magnolia Avenue extension is
analyzed in Appendix Y. Based on the analysis provided in Appendix Y, Magnolia Avenue would
need to be constructed prior to occupancy of the 1,500 equivalent dwelling unit. Section 21.4 later
on in this report provides the calculations for “equivalent dwelling units.”

Further discussion on the Project access road improvements is provided below.

2.3.1 Fanita Parkway

The Project proposes to construct Fanita Parkway from its current terminus at Ganley Road to
connect to the Project site as a Project Design Feature. The Mobility Element classifies this future
roadway as a Two-Lane Parkway (undivided). To accommodate future traffic volumes, this section
of Fanita Parkway will be reclassified and constructed as a Two-Lane Parkway (divided) to enhance
the roadway capacity. The two-lane section of the roadway will be divided by a six to 14-foot raised
median, provide one 12-foot travel lane in both directions, include five-foot bike lanes on both sides
of the roadway with a three-foot buffer on the east side and two-foot buffer on the west side, and
provide a five-foot landscaped parkway on the east side of the roadway with a 10-foot multi-purpose
trail on the west side separated from the roadway by a six-foot landscape parkway. Additional details
on the construction of Fanita Parkway are provided in Section 16.1.1 of this report.

Improvements to Fanita Parkway to mitigate potential Project impacts are also proposed. The
intersection of Fanita Parkway and Ganley Road will be signalized to accommodate future traffic
volumes. In addition, as part of this improvement, the gated vehicular entrance south of Ganley Road
currently used by Santee Lakes as an entry/exit to their campground and RV storage areas will be
abandoned and realigned to complete the west leg (fourth leg) of the Fanita Parkway/ Ganley Road
intersection. This new four-way intersection will accommodate trips into and out of both the Santee
Lakes Recreation Park and the Padre Dam Municipal Water District (PDMWD) facilities currently
accessed via Sycamore Canyon Road. In addition, SDG&E easements and the northernmost access
to the Ray Stoyer Plant on the PDMWD property are currently accessed via Sycamore Canyon Road.
The Project proposes to provide a right-in/right-out only access on Fanita Parkway for the eastern
easement access and a full access intersection with a northbound dedicated left-turn lane to the
PDMWD property on the west side of Fanita Parkway. South of Ganley Road to Lake Canyon Road,
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Fanita Parkway will be improved and constructed as a three-lane divided roadway (Three-Lane
Parkway). This section of the roadway will be divided by a six to 14-foot raised median, provide two
12-foot travel lanes in the southbound direction and one 12-foot travel lane in the northbound
direction, five-foot bike lanes on both sides of the roadway with a three-foot buffer on the east side
and two-foot buffer on the west side, and provide a five-foot landscaped parkway on the east side of
the roadway with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the west side separated from the roadway by a six-
foot landscape parkway. The three-lane Fanita Parkway capacity would be expected to adequately
serve Project traffic and ambient street traffic into the long-term. However, the roadway may be
widened to include an additional northbound through lane completing the Four-Lane Parkway design
should traffic operations on this section exceed specified thresholds. Further discussion on these
threshold indicators is provided in Section 16.1.3.

South of Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard, Fanita Parkway will be widened from a two-lane
undivided roadway to a four-lane divided road (Four-Lane Parkway). The roadway will be divided
by a six to 14-foot raised median, provide two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction, two-foot bike
lane buffers with five-foot bike lanes on both sides of the roadway and provide a five-foot
landscaped parkway on the east side of the roadway with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the west
side separated from the roadway by a six-foot landscape parkway.

Any improvements to the existing sections south of Ganley Road to Mast Boulevard are proposed to
mitigate Project impacts, as later identified in Section 19.1 of this report.

2.3.2 Cuyamaca Street

The Project proposes to construct Cuyamaca Street from its current terminus at Chaparral Drive to
connect to the Project site as a Project Design Feature. From the Project site to Princess Joann Road,
the Mobility Element classifies this future roadway as a Collector with Two-Way Left-Turn Lane
(TWLTL). South of Princess Joann Road to Woodglen Vista Drive, this future roadway is classified
as a Four-Lane Major Arterial. Based on the analysis presented in this report, and as a Project
Design Feature, Cuyamaca Street from the Project Site to Chaparral Drive is proposed to be
reclassified and constructed as a two-lane divided roadway (Two-Lane Parkway). From the Project
site to Chaparral Drive, Cuyamaca Street will include a 10-foot raised median, one 12-foot travel
lane in both directions, a three-foot bike lane buffer on the east side of the roadway with a five-foot
bike lane and a five-foot landscaped parkway. The bike lane and buffer will also serve as an eight-
foot emergency parking lane. The west side of the roadway will provide a five-foot bike lane buffer
with a five-foot bike lane (10-foot emergency parking), with a five-foot landscaped parkway and
eight-foot multi-purpose trail. The east side of the roadway will provide a four-foot nature trail
occurring in a portion of the east parkway. A primary objective of the Specific Plan is to maintain
Cuyamaca Street as a two-lane road as it enters the Specific Plan area, preserving the rural character
of this road. This section will remain the same until it reaches the south edge of Main Village.

As part of the extension of Cuyamaca Street, the intersection of Cuyamaca Street and Princess Joann
Road will be constructed as a Project Design Feature to provide a stop-sign on Princess Joann Road.
In the southbound direction, one left-turn lane and one thru lane will be constructed, northbound will
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provide one right-turn lane and one thru lane, and the westbound direction will provide a shared
left/right-turn lane.

Improvements to Cuyamaca Street to increase the capacity to its four-lane classification are also
proposed. As a Project Design Feature, and to aid in the transition from two to four lanes, Cuyamaca
Street will be designed as a Four-Lane Major Arterial from Chaparral Drive to Woodglen Vista
Drive. The four lanes would continue south of Woodglen Vista Drive to Mast Boulevard as
mitigation for Project segment impacts. Improvements to Cuyamaca Street between Chaparral Drive
and Mast Boulevard would include reconstructing the median and restriping the roadway to provide
a total of four lanes (Four-Lane Major Arterial). This roadway is already divided by a raised median
and provides the curb-to-curb width of a Four-Lane Major Arterial. This section of the roadway will
be reconstructed to provide a 16-foot raised median, two 12-foot travel lanes in both directions, five-
foot bike lanes on both sides of the roadway separated from the travel way by four-foot buffers, and
continue the five-foot landscaped parkways on both sides of the roadway with five-foot sidewalks.

The increases in capacity to the existing sections south of Woodglen Vista Drive to Mast Boulevard
are proposed to mitigate Project impacts, as later identified in Section 19.1 of this report.

2.3.3 Magnolia Avenue

The Project proposes to construct Magnolia Avenue from its current terminus at Princess Joann
Road to connect to the Project site as a Project Design Feature. The Mobility Element classifies this
future roadway as a Four-Lane Parkway. Based on the analysis provided in this report, the traffic
volumes forecasted on this future connection do not require the full construction of the roadway to
four-lane standards. Therefore, Magnolia Avenue is proposed to be reclassified as a Two-Lane
Collector and will be constructed from its future intersection with Cuyamaca Street to Princess Joann
Road to provide a 12-foot painted median, one 13-foot travel lane in each direction, five-foot bike
lanes on both sides of the roadway separated from the travel way by two-foot buffers, and continue
the five-foot landscaped parkways on both sides of the roadway with a five-foot sidewalk on the
west side of the roadway. Additional details on the construction of Magnolia Avenue are provided in
Section 16.1.1 of this report.

As part of the extension of Magnolia Avenue, the intersection of Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia
Avenue will be constructed as a Project Design Feature controlled by a traffic signal. In the
southbound direction, two left-turn lanes and one thru lane will be constructed, northbound will
provide one shared thru/right-turn lane, and the westbound direction will provide one left-turn lane
and one right-turn lane.

Lastly, the “special uses” on the site for the RV parking and solar panel operations will take access
solely from the current terminus of Carlton Hills Boulevard north of Lake Canyon Road. Very few
Project trips are expected to use this access as the special uses associated with this portion of the site
are low trip generators. No changes to roadway classifications or capacities are required to
accommaodate future traffic volumes associated with this area of the site.
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3.0 STuDY AREA, ANALYSIS APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

3.1  Study Area

The study area was based on the criteria identified in the San Diego Traffic Engineering Council
(SANTEC)/Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San
Diego Region, March 2, 2000, as well as collaboration with the City of Santee staff. Based on this
criteria, the study area was generally determined by the limits or extent of where 50 peak hour
Project trips would travel in either direction to/from the site.

Using the above criteria along with input from City staff, the Project study area includes the

following locations:

Intersections

1. Princess Joann Road / Cuyamaca Street
(future intersection)

34.

Town Center Parkway / Cuyamaca Street

2. Princess Joann Road / Magnolia Avenue 35. Town Center Parkway / Riverview Parkway
3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway 36. Riverview Parkway / Magnolia Avenue

4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street 37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps

5. Woodglen Vista Drive / Magnolia Avenue 38. Woodside Avenue / SR-67 NB Off-Ramp

6. EI Nopal / Cuyamaca Street 39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue

7. El Nopal / Magnolia Avenue 40. Mission Gorge Road / West Hills Parkway
8. El Nopal / Los Ranchitos Road 41. Mission Gorge Road / SR-52 EB Ramps

9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway 42. Mission Gorge Road / SR-52 WB Ramps

10. Lake Canyon Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard 43. Mission Gorge Road / SR-125

11. Lake Canyon Road / Halberns Boulevard 44, Mission Gorge Road / Fanita Drive

12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street 45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard
13. 2" Street / Magnolia Avenue 46. Mission Gorge Road / Town Center Parkway
14. Carefree Drive / Magnolia Avenue 47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street

15. Riverford Road / Riverside Drive 48. Mission Gorge Road / Riverview Parkway
16. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 EB Ramps 49. Mission Gorge Road / Cottonwood Avenue
17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps 50. Mission Gorge Road / Magnolia Avenue

18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway 51. Woodside Avenue North / SR-67 SB Off-Ramp
19. Mast Boulevard / West Hills High School Driveway 52. Woodside Avenue / SR-67 NB On-Ramp

20. Mast Boulevard / Medina Drive 53. Fanita Drive / SR-52 WB Off-Ramp

21. Mast Boulevard / Pebble Beach Drive 54. Fanita Drive / SR-52 EB On-Ramp

22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway 55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street

23. Mast Boulevard / Carlton Hills Boulevard 56. Cuyamaca Street / SR-52 WB Ramps

(Continued on Next Page)
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Intersections

(Continued from Previous Page)

24. Mast Boulevard / Halberns Boulevard

57. Cuyamaca Street / SR-52 EB Ramps

25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street

58. Magnolia Avenue / SR-52 WB Ramps / SR-67 SB Ramps

26. Mast Boulevard / Park Center Drive

59. Magnolia Avenue / SR-52 EB Ramps

27. Mast Boulevard / Magnolia Avenue

60. Prospect Avenue / Fanita Drive

28. Carlton Oaks Drive / West Hills Parkway

61. Prospect Avenue / Cuyamaca Street

29. Carlton Oaks Drive / Pebble Beach Drive

62. Prospect Avenue / Cottonwood Avenue

30. Carlton Oaks Drive / Fanita Parkway

63. Prospect Avenue / Magnolia Avenue

31. Carlton Oaks Drive / Carlton Hills Boulevard

64. Prospect Avenue / SR-67 NB Off-Ramp

32. Riverwalk Drive / Cuyamaca Street

65. Prospect Avenue / Graves Avenue

33. Riverpark Drive / Cuyamaca Street

66. Mast Boulevard / Weston Road

Street Segments

Princess Joann Road

Mission Gorge Road

1. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue

17. Western City Limits to West Hills Parkway

Woodglen Vista Drive

18. West Hills Parkway to SR-125

2. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue

19. SR-125 to Fanita Drive

El Nopal

20. Fanita Drive to Carlton Hills Boulevard

3. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue

21. Carlton Hills Boulevard to Town Center Drive

4. Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos Road

22. Town Center Parkway to Cuyamaca Street

5. Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road

23. Cuyamaca Street to Riverview Parkway

Mast Boulevard

24. Riverview Parkway to Cottonwood Avenue

6. SR-52 to West Hills Parkway

25. Cottonwood Avenue to Magnolia Avenue

7. West Hills Parkway to Medina Drive

Prospect Avenue

8. Pebble Beach Drive to Fanita Parkway

26. Fanita Drive to Cuyamaca Street

9. Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard

27. Cuyamaca Street to Cottonwood Avenue

10. Carlton Hills Boulevard to Halberns Boulevard

West Hills Parkway

11. Halberns Boulevard to Cuyamaca Street

28. Mast Boulevard to Mission Gorge Road

12. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue

Fanita Parkway

13. Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos Road

29. Project Site to Ganley Drive (future)

14. West of Riverford Road

30. Ganley Drive to Lake Canyon Road

Carlton Oaks Drive

31. Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard

15. West Hills Parkway to Pebble Beach Drive

32. Mast Boulevard to Carlton Oaks Drive

16. Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard

Fanita Drive

33. Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps

34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Avenue

(Continued on Next Page)
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Street Segments

(Continued from Previous Page)

Carlton Hills Boulevard

Riverview Parkway

35. Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard

52. Mission Gorge Road to Town Center Parkway

36. Mast Boulevard to Carlton Oaks Drive

53. Town Center Parkway to Magnolia Avenue (future)

37. Carlton Oaks Drive to Mission Gorge Road

Magnolia Avenue

Halberns Boulevard

54. Cuyamaca Street to Princess Joann Road

38. Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard

55. Princess Joann Road to Woodglen Vista Drive

Town Center Parkway

56. Woodglen Vista Drive to El Nopal

39. Mission Gorge Road to Cuyamaca Street

57. El Nopal to Mast Boulevard

40. Cuyamaca Street to Riverview Parkway

58. Mast Boulevard to Riverview Parkway

Cuyamaca Street

59. Riverview Parkway to Mission Gorge Road

41. Project Site to Magnolia Avenue (future)

60. Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps

42. Magnolia Avenue to Princess Joann Road (future)

61. SR-52 Ramps to South of Prospect Avenue

43. Princess Joann Road to Chaparral Drive (future)

Woodside Avenue

44. Chaparral Drive to Woodglen Vista Drive

62. East of Magnolia Avenue

45. Woodglen Vista Drive to El Nopal

N. Woodside Avenue

46. El Nopal to Mast Boulevard

63. Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue

47. Mast Boulevard to River Park Drive

Riverford Road

48. River Park Drive to Town Center Parkway

64. Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps

49. Town Center Parkway to Mission Gorge Road

50. Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps

51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Avenue

Freeway Mainline Segments

State Route 52

State Route 67

1. Santo Road to Mast Boulevard

5. Riverford Road to SR-52

Mast Boulevard to SR-125

6. SR-52 to Bradley Avenue

State Route 125

2.
3. SR-125 to Cuyamaca Street
4. Cuyamaca Street to SR-67

7. Grossmont College Drive to SR-52
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3.2 Analysis Approach

Given the scale of the Proposed Project, development of the Project will occur over several years
with buildout occurring over a 10- to 15-year period. In order to provide for a worst-case analysis,
significant impacts were measured assuming construction of all the entire Project at once. Potential
Project impacts were then tied to a unit occupancy amount to identify the point in time in which
mitigation measures would be needed.

Table 3-1 shows the analyses performed in each of the scenarios to determine the potential impacts
to the road network. An explanation of each scenario is provided following Table 3-1.

TABLE 3-1
LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS SCENARIOS

Scenario |

Analysis Performed

Proposed Project — Existing & Near-Term Conditions

e Existing Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

e Existing + Project

. . . Dail Analysi
e Existing + Cumulative Projects aily Street Segment Analysis

e Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project

Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Analysis

Proposed Project — Year 2035 Conditions

e Year 2035 Baseline
(Without SR-52 Widening)

e Year 2035 With Project
(Without SR-52 Widening)

Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Daily Street Segment Analysis

Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Analysis

Timing for Magnolia Avenue Extension Scenario @

e Existing + Project
(Without Magnolia Avenue Extension)

Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Daily Street Segment Analysis

No School Scenario®

e Existing + Project
e Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project

e Year 2035 With Project,
(Without SR-52 Widening)

Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Daily Street Segment Analysis

Footnotes:

a. The “Timng for Magnolia Avenue Extension” analysis uses the Existing + Project network without the assumed connection of
Magnolia Avenue. The purpose of this scenario is to identify when Magnolia Avenue will be constructed. Appendix Y contains the

analysis.

b.  The “No School Scenario” analyzes the changes in the Project without the proposed 1,000 student school, and with a 2% increase in

single-family residential units.
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Existing conditions represent the existing on-the-ground network and traffic volume conditions at
the time of data collection in January/February 2018. Further details on the existing conditions in the
study area are provided in Section 4.0 of this report.

Existing + Project conditions represent the operations of the existing street network with the
addition of the traffic generated by the complete development of the Proposed Project. Although this
represents an unrealistic condition in which 100% of the Project would be built and added to existing
conditions, it has been included in compliance with CEQA.

Since the completion of the transportation analysis included in this report, the Project Description
has slightly changed, resulting in a shift between residential densities, changes to park acreage, and
a reduction in school students from 1,000 to 700 students. With these changes, the resulting trip
generation decreases as compared to the numbers analyzed in this report. Therefore, the analysis
presented herein provides a conservative assessment of the local transportation system.

Existing + Cumulative Projects conditions represent the time period in the near future when it
would be expected that other nearby development or infrastructure projects would contribute to
cumulative growth in the area which would increase the overall study area traffic volumes. An
ambient growth factor of two percent (2%) of existing traffic volumes was also included (in addition
to individual projects) in the Existing + Cumulative condition to account for possible growth in the
area due to unforeseen development projects in the area that could occur prior to completion of the
Project. Section 9.0 discusses the cumulative conditions in greater detail.

Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project conditions represent the time period in the near future
when traffic generated by the total Project would be on the street system and when it would be
expected that other nearby development or infrastructure projects would contribute to cumulative
growth in the area which would increase the overall study area traffic volumes.

Year 2035 Baseline assumes the Adopted General Plan land uses and traffic volumes represented in
the Adopted Mobility Element traffic model. The existing street network is assumed in the analysis
of Year 2035 conditions with the exception of the future connections of Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca
Street and Magnolia Avenue. This is due to the infrastructure improvements needed to provide
access to the adopted land uses within the Project site. Notably, any SR-52 widening was not
assumed to be completed by Year 2035 and Mast Boulevard is not extended between the City and
County boundaries. Section 11.0 provides more information on the Year 2035 assumptions.

Year 2035 With Project assumes the baseline conditions of the Year 2035 scenario with the net
increase in intensity of the land uses within the Proposed Project site. The net increase in traffic
volumes with this change was added to the baseline Year 2035 conditions for the “plus Project”
condition. Section 11.0 provides more information on the Year 2035 assumptions.

No School Scenario analyzes the effects on the study area street system without the inclusion of the
school in the Proposed Project description. Without the school, an additional 59 single-family units,
or approximately 2% of the total residential DU of the Proposed Project, were assumed. Therefore,
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the total number of units increases from 2,949 DU with the school to 3,008 DU without the school.
The baseline Existing, Existing + Cumulative, and Year 2035 scenarios were analyzed without the
inclusion of the school. Section 13.0 provides more information on the No School Scenario.

Timing for Magnolia Avenue Extension Scenario analyzes the timing for the construction of
Magnolia Avenue. Appendix Y provides the results of the Timing for Magnolia Avenue Extension
analysis.

3.3  Methodology

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

3.3.1 Intersections

Signalized intersections were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour conditions. Average vehicle
delay was determined utilizing the methodology found in Chapter 19 of the Highway Capacity
Manual 6™ Edition (HCM 6), with the assistance of the Synchro (version 10) computer software. The
delay values (represented in seconds) were qualified with a corresponding intersection LOS. City of
Santee and Caltrans location-specific signal timing information such as minimum greens, cycle
lengths, splits for the freeway interchanges and real-time peak hour field observations were included
in the analysis, where available.

The procedures from the HCM 2000 methodology were used at intersections where the HCM 6 is
limited in its analysis capabilities. For example, the HCM 6 cannot analyze clustered intersections
where multiple intersections are operated by a single traffic signal controller.

Unsignalized intersections were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour conditions. Average vehicle
delay and LOS was determined based upon the procedures found in Chapters 20 and 21 of the
HCM 6 with the assistance of the Synchro (version 10) computer software.

Peak Hour Arterials — Peak hour arterial segment analysis is based upon comparison of the pre-and-
post project arterial running speed (by direction) through a series of signalized intersections. The
speed of vehicles on urban streets is influenced by three main factors: street environment, interaction
among vehicles, and traffic control. As a result, these factors affect quality of service. There is a
distinct set of urban street LOS for each urban street class. LOS based on prevailing speeds and class
of arterials determine the operations of arterials. The Arterial Class is calculated based upon the
procedures found in Chapter 10 of the HCM 2000 with the assistance of the Synchro (Version 10)
software using the distances between intersections and the link speeds.
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Table 3-2 is based on information in the HCM 6 that shows longer running times on networks with
short segments. This would cause longer travel times and lower LOS than using the free flow speeds.

= Travel Time = Running Time + Signal Delay (intersection delay)
=  Arterial Speed = Total Distance / Total Travel Time

=  Segment Distance = Total Distance / Number of Segments

=  Flow Speed = Free Flow Speed (FFS) / Link

TABLE 3-2
ARTERIAL ANALYSIS DEFINITIONS
Speed (mph) Segment Distance Class

1t029 any v
30t0 35 <2000 ft. v
30t0 35 >/=2000 ft. i
36 to 45 any I
above 45 any |

Source: HCM 6

The Arterial Class is calculated automatically based on the distances between intersections and the
link speeds. The speed is the total distance divided by the total travel time. The segment distance is
the total distance divided by the number of segments. The Flow Speed is the free flow speed or link
speed input for each link.

3.3.2 Street Segments

Street segment analysis is based upon the comparison of daily traffic volumes (ADTS) to the City of
Santee’s Revised Roadway Classifications and Standards table provided in the City of Santee
Mobility Element. This table provides segment capacities for different street classifications, based on
traffic volumes and roadway characteristics. For locations within the County, the capacities taken
from the County of San Diego Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Trips were used in the analysis. One
segment in the study area is located within the City of San Diego: Mast Boulevard between the SR-
52 Ramps and West Hills Parkway. The capacity for this segment was taken from the City of San
Diego Roadway Classification, Level of Service, and ADT Table.

Table 3-3 illustrates the City of Santee Roadway Classifications and Standards. The City of Santee,
County of San Diego, and City of San Diego classifications tables are also attached in Appendix A.
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TABLE 3-3

CITY OF SANTEE ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS

Street Description/ Sub- LOS/ADT Threshold
Classification classification # of Lanes A B C D E
Circulation Element
Prime Arterial Median 6 lanes 25,000 35,000 50,000 55,000 60,000
Major Arterial Median 4 lanes 15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000
Median 4 lanes 15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000
2 lanes w/
Parkway w/ TWLTL TWLTL 5,000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000
— 2 lanes 4,000 5,500 7,500 9,000 10,000
2 lanes w/
w/ TWLTL TWLTL 5,000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000
Collector Industrial Collector | 2 lanes 2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 8,000
ngl'scetr:r'a' 2 lanes 2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 8,000
Non-Circulation Element
Industrial Local 2 lanes — — 2,200* — —
Residential Local 2 lanes — — 2,200* — —
Cul-De-Sac Street 2 lanes — — 300* — —
Hillside Street 2 lanes — — 700* — —

Notes:

1.  TWLTL = Two-way left-turn lane.
2. “*” Represents design capacity of non-CE road. LOS does not apply to non-CE roads.

Source: City of Santee Mobility Element

3.3.3 Freeway Mainline Segments

Freeway segments were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour based on the standards outlined in
the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies using Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM 6th Edition). The freeway analyses were conducted using the Highway Capacity Software

(HCS version 7.3). The freeway analysis is based on assessing freeway operations based on traffic

volumes, freeway network and other segment specific characteristics and reporting freeway volume

to capacity ratio, speed and density. Freeway density is a measurement of the flow rate (in passenger

cars, per hour, per lane) over the average passenger-car speed in mph which results in freeway LOS.
Table 3—4 presents the freeway segment criteria based on density.
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TABLE 3-4

FREEWAY SEGMENT LOS CRITERIA

LOS Volume-to-Capacity (v/c) | Density Range (pc/mi/ln)
A 0.00-0.30 0-11
B 0.31-0.50 >11-18
Cc 0.51-0.70 >18-26
D 0.71-0.89 >26-35
E 0.90-1.00 >35-45
F >1.00 > 45

General Notes:

1. Source: Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, December 2002
2. pc/mi/ln- Passenger car per mile per lane

Per the City’s guidelines, the freeway analyses significance criteria may use the “Volume to
Capacity” ratio (V/C) or “Speed” as the measure of effectiveness (MOE) to determine impacts on
freeways. While freeway density and the corresponding LOS have been reported in the analyses,
VI/C was used as the MOE to determine significant project impacts on freeways given the software
limitations in reporting speeds at congested conditions (i.e. LOS F).
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4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Effective evaluation of the traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project requires an
understanding of the existing transportation system within the Project area. Future roadway
classifications were obtained from the Adopted City of Santee Mobility Element. Existing roadway
classifications were based upon field observations with Mobility Element capacities applied.
Figure 4-1 shows an existing conditions diagram, including signalized intersections and lane
configurations.

4.1  Existing Street Network

The following is a brief description of the key roadways in the project study area. Unless otherwise
noted, roadway classifications are from the City of Santee General Plan.

Princess Joann Road is classified and currently built as a Residential Collector. As a residential
roadway, Princess Joann Road is built with speed bumps for traffic calming. The posted speed limit
is 25 mph and on-street parking is permitted. Princess Joann Road will connect with the planned
northward extension of Cuyamaca Street.

Woodglen Vista Drive is classified and currently built as a Residential Collector. The posted speed
limit is 25 mph, though certain sections are built with speed bumps and a 15 mph advised speed. On-
street parking is generally allowed.

El Nopal from Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue is classified and currently built as a
Residential Collector. This section of EI Nopal is built as a two-lane undivided roadway, with speed
bumps constructed on the western portion.

From Magnolia Avenue to the Santee city limits located just west of Los Ranchitos Road, EI Nopal
is classified as a Collector and is currently built as a two-lane road with a two-way left-turn lane
(TWLTL) median. The posted speed limit on this section is 35 mph.

Continuing east, from the city limits to Riverford Road, EI Nopal lies within unincorporated San
Diego County. This section of EI Nopal is classified as 2.2E Light Collector within the Lakeside
Community Planning Area of the County’s General Plan Mobility Element. The roadway is
currently constructed as two lanes with a striped median and a posted speed limit of 40 mph
consistent with its classification. Curbside parking is generally prohibited, except between Los
Ranchitos Road and Mountain View Lane.

Mast Boulevard is a key east-west roadway in the City of Santee that is classified as a Four-Lane
Major Arterial. The small section from the SR-52 ramps to West Hills Parkway is located within the
City of San Diego. This section is classified and currently built as a Four-Lane Major Arterial. From
West Hills Parkway to Fanita Parkway, Mast Boulevard is currently constructed as a four-lane
divided roadway with landscaped median. Between Fanita Parkway and Carlton Hills Boulevard,
Mast Boulevard is built as a four-lane roadway with TWLTL median. From Carlton Hills Boulevard
to Park Center Drive, the roadway transitions back to four lanes with a raised median. Between Park
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Center Drive and Grand Teton Way there is another short stretch of the roadway built as four lanes
with a TWLTL median, before the roadway transitions to two through lanes with intermittent turn
pockets until Los Ranchitos Road. This section of Mast Boulevard between Magnolia Avenue and
Los Ranchitos is classified as a Two-Lane Collector. The posted speed limit on Mast Boulevard
ranges between 35 mph and 40 mph and on-street parking is permitted intermittently.

Mast Boulevard currently terminates at the Santee city limits, before picking up again roughly 800
feet to the east in unincorporated San Diego County where it is classified as a 4.1B Major Road. Per
the City of Santee Adopted General Plan Mobility Element, there are no plans to connect Mast
Boulevard between the City and County.

Carlton Oaks Drive is a generally east-west roadway classified as a Collector. Between West Hills
Parkway and Carlton Hills Boulevard it is built as a two-lane roadway with TWLTL median and
painted bike lanes in both directions. The posted speed limit is 35 mph and curbside parking is
generally allowed on both sides of the street.

Mission Gorge Road is a principal east-west roadway in the City of Santee. From the western city
limits to SR-52 it is classified and currently built as a Four-Lane Major Arterial. From SR-52 to
Riverview Parkway, it is classified and currently built as a Six-Lane Prime Arterial. From Riverview
Parkway to Magnolia Avenue, it is classified as a Four-Lane Major Arterial, however it is currently
built as a six-lane road with a raised median. The posted speed limit varies between 35 mph and 45
mph. On-street parking is prohibited and no bicycle facilities are provided in the study area.

Prospect Avenue is an east-west connection and is classified and currently built as a Collector with
TWLTL. Class Il bike lanes are provided between Fanita Drive and Magnolia Avenue. The posted
speed limit is 35 mph and on-street parking is allowed.

West Hills Parkway is a north-south roadway connecting Mission Gorge Road and Mast Boulevard
at the western edge of the City of Santee and is classified as a Major Arterial. It is currently built as a
four-lane road with a painted double-yellow median. West Hills Parkway is built with Class Il bike
lanes on the shoulder, with on-street parking prohibited. The posted speed limit is 45 mph.

Fanita Parkway is classified as a Residential Collector between Mast Boulevard and Carlton Oaks
Drive, and as a Parkway north of Mast Boulevard to Ganley Road. North of its existing terminus,
Fanita Parkway is planned to be extended as a Parkway per the Adopted Mobility Element. It is
currently built as a two-lane undivided roadway for its entire length between Ganley Road and
Carlton Oaks Drive. The posted speed limit is 40 mph north of Mast Boulevard and 35 mph to the
south.

Fanita Drive from Mission Gorge Road to Prospect Avenue is classified and currently built as a
Four-Lane Major Arterial. South of Prospect Avenue, Fanita Drive is classified as a Collector and
narrows to a two-lane undivided roadway. On-street parking is prohibited between Mission Gorge
Road and Prospect Avenue and allowed intermittently south of this point. Class Il bike lanes are
provided and on-street parking is prohibited. The posted speed limit is 40 mph.
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Carlton Hills Boulevard is classified as a Collector from its northern terminus to Lake Canyon
Road and as a Major Arterial from Lake Canyon Road to its southern terminus at Mission Gorge
Road. From Lake Canyon Road to Mission Gorge Road it is built as a four-lane divided roadway
with Class | bike lanes. The posted speed limit is 35 mph and curbside parking is allowed.

Halberns Boulevard is classified as a Residential Collector north of Lake Canyon Road and as a
Collector from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard. From Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard
it is currently constructed as a two-lane roadway with TWLTL median and Class Il bike lanes. The
posted speed limit is 25 mph and on-street parking is allowed.

Town Center Parkway is classified as a Major Arterial. From Mission Gorge Road to Cuyamaca
Street it is currently built as a four-lane divided roadway with Class Il bike lanes and a posted speed
limit of 35 mph. From Cuyamaca Street to Riverview Parkway it is classified and currently built as a
two-lane Parkway with a TWLTL and shared-lane pavement markings for bicycles. The posted
speed limit on this segment of Town Center Parkway is 25 mph. No on-street parking is allowed on
any portion of Town Center Parkway.

Cuyamaca Street is a significant north-south roadway in the City of Santee. From its existing
northern terminus to Town Center Parkway, Cuyamaca Street is classified as a Major Arterial.
Between Town Center Parkway and the southern City limits, it is classified as a Prime Arterial.
North of its existing terminus, Cuyamaca Street is planned to be extended as a Parkway per the
Adopted Mobility Element. It is currently built as a two-lane roadway divided by a raised median
with a cross-section to allow for the median to be reconstructed allowing for four lanes from its
northern terminus to Beck Drive. South of Beck Drive to Mast Boulevard, an additional northbound
thru lane is provided. The posted speed limit along this section is 35 mph. Class Il bike lanes are
provided and on-street parking is prohibited. South of Mast Boulevard to Town Center Parkway, it is
built to Four-Lane Major Arterial standards providing Class Il bike lanes with on-street parking
prohibited. From Town Center Parkway to Prospect Avenue, it is built to Six-Lane Prime Arterial
standards. Bike lanes are not provided and on-street parking is prohibited. The posted speed limit is
35 mph.

Riverview Parkway is classified as a Parkway. There is currently a gap between the existing
portions of Riverview Parkway generally to the west and north of the Las Colinas Detention Facility
that is planned to be completed in the future, per the Adopted Mobility Element. It is currently built
with two lanes in each direction separated by a TWLTL. Class Il bike lanes are provided and on-
street parking is prohibited. No posted speed limit was observed in this area.

Magnolia Avenue from Princess Joann Road to Mission Gorge Road is classified and currently
constructed as a Four-Lane Major Arterial. The section from Kerrigan Street to 2" Street and
between Braverman Drive and Mission Gorge Road it is divided by a TWLTL while maintaining a
Major Arterial cross-section. Class Il bike lanes are provided and on-street parking is permitted
intermittently. The posted speed limit is 40 mph. North of its existing terminus, Magnolia Avenue is
planned to be extended as a Parkway per the Adopted Mobility Element as a Four-Lane Parkway.
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From Mission Gorge Road to the southern Santee city limits it is classified and currently built as a
Six-Lane Prime Arterial roadway. South of the Santee city limits, Magnolia Avenue narrows to a
two-lane undivided roadway.

Woodside Avenue runs from Magnolia Avenue in the west (where Mission Gorge Road ends) to
Chestnut Street (Lakeside) in the east. North Woodside Avenue splits off from Woodside Avenue
east of the SR-67 off-ramp. From Magnolia Avenue to the split the roadway is classified as a Major
Arterial and is currently constructed with four lanes and a TWLTL median. East of the split it is
designated as a Collector with TWLTL and is constructed as a two-lane roadway with a mix of
TWLTL median and striped median with turn pockets. Class 11 bike lanes are provided and on-street
parking is generally prohibited except for a portion of the roadway between Shadow Hill Road and
Northcote Road. The posted speed limit is 45 mph.

North Woodside Avenue is classified as a Collector and built as a two-lane undivided roadway.
Class Il bicycle facilities are provided on both sides of the roadway. On-street parking is allowed on
the north side of the roadway. The posted speed limit is 40 mph.

Riverford Road is located within the Lakeside Community Planning Area of the County of San
Diego jurisdiction where it is classified as a 6.2 Prime Arterial from Riverside Drive to the SR-67
Southbound ramps. South of Mast Boulevard, Riverford Road is currently constructed as a three-
lane undivided roadway (two northbound lanes and one southbound lane) to just north of the San
Diego River. This portion also provides a TWLTL. South of the San Diego River to Woodside
Avenue, Riverford Road is currently constructed as a two-lane undivided roadway. The posted speed
limit is 40 mph and curbside parking generally prohibited. Bike lanes are provided in the Project
area.

4.2 Existing Bicycle Network

Bicycle facilities along Mast Boulevard, Carlton Oaks Drive, Mission Gorge Road, Prospect Avenue
and Woodside Avenue provide east-west connections, while facilities along Carlton Hills Boulevard,
Cuyamaca Street, and North Magnolia Avenue provide north-south connections.

43  Existing Pedestrian Conditions

Newer streets in the City, particularly within the Town Center area as well as along Mission Gorge
Road, have sidewalks which are separated from the street and designed along landscaped corridors.
The City’s current policy is to provide non-contiguous sidewalks on all new and widened streets of
collector classification or larger. Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, curb ramps, and other
amenities such as street trees for shading and pedestrian scale lighting. The northern portion of
Santee is very well-connected by sidewalks. Sidewalks are less prevalent in the older, southern
areas.

4.4  Existing Transit Conditions

Transit service in Santee is provided by San Diego Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS). There are
currently three (3) bus routes and one (1) light rail trolley route serving Santee.
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Route 832 is a loop running clockwise between Santee Town Center and northern Santee via
Cuyamaca Street, Woodglen Vista Drive, Magnolia Avenue, and Mission Gorge Road. Route 832
runs seven days a week with service generally 6 AM to 7 PM weekdays and 8 AM to 5 PM Saturday
and Sunday. Service is as frequent as every 45 minutes during peak periods and is at 1-hour intervals
during off-peak periods and weekends.

Route 833 is a generally north-south route running between Santee Town Center and the EI Cajon
Transit Center, via Mission Gorge Road, Magnolia Avenue, Graves Avenue, Pepper Drive, Mollison
Avenue, E. Bradley Avenue, Fletcher Parkway, Arnele Avenue, and Marshall Avenue. Route 833
runs approximately 6 AM to 6 PM weekdays and 9 AM to 5 PM weekends. Route 833 runs at
approximately 45-minute frequency all-day weekdays and 1 —hour frequency on weekends.

Route 834 is a loop running between Santee Town Center and the western areas of Santee. Route
834 runs along Town Center Parkway, Mission Gorge Road, West Hills Parkway, Mast Boulevard,
and Carlton Hills Boulevard. Route 834 runs a weekday-only schedule, with hourly service from
approximately 7 AM to 7 PM.

San Diego Trolley Green Line (Route 530) serves Santee with one station located at Santee Town
Center. The Green Line runs from the Santee Town Center to Downtown San Diego via Mission
Valley and the Old Town Transit Center. Headways are approximately 10-15 minutes on weekdays
and 10-30 minutes on weekends.

45  Existing Traffic Volumes

Table 4-1 is a summary of the most recent available average daily traffic volumes (ADTSs) from
LLG counts conducted by Count Data in January/February 2018 while schools were in session.
Manual hand counts at the study area intersections, including bicycle and pedestrian counts, were
also conducted on these dates.

Freeway volumes were taken from the most recently available Caltrans annual traffic census data,
Year 2016.

The existing traffic volumes and analysis results will differ from those presented in the Adopted
Mobility Element (data collected in November 2013). This is due to the counts being done in
different years and due to general daily fluctuation along roadways.

Figure 4-2 shows the Existing Traffic Volumes. Appendix B contains the manual count sheets.
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TABLE 4-1

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Street Segment ADT? Source
Princess Joann Road

1. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue 530 LLG
Woodglen Vista Drive

2. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue 1,700 LLG
El Nopal

3. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue 3,780 LLG

4. Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos Road 8,870 LLG

5. Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road 9,810 LLG
Mast Boulevard

6. SR-52 to West Hills Parkway 26,440 LLG

7. West Hills Parkway to Medina Drive 19,540 LLG

8. Pebble Beach Drive to Fanita Parkway 19,590 LLG

9. Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard 16,800 LLG

10. Carlton Hills Boulevard to Halberns Boulevard 19,220 LLG

11. Halberns Boulevard to Cuyamaca Street 20,200 LLG

12. Cuyamaca Street to Magnolia Avenue 18,490 LLG

13. Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos Road 7,710 LLG

14. West of Riverford Road 1,810 LLG
Carlton Oaks Drive

15. West Hills Parkway to Pebble Beach Drive 7,360 LLG

16. Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard 10,560 LLG
Mission Gorge Road

17. Western City Limits to West Hills Parkway 16,510 LLG

18. West Hills Parkway to SR-125 17,000 LLG

19. SR-125 to Fanita Drive 45,440 LLG

20. Fanita Drive to Carlton Hills Boulevard 41,100 LLG

21. Carlton Hills Boulevard to Town Center Parkway 37,960 LLG

22. Town Center Parkway to Cuyamaca Street 28,630 LLG

23. Cuyamaca Street to Riverview Parkway 23,140 LLG

24. Riverview Parkway to Cottonwood Avenue 25,550 LLG

25. Cottonwood Avenue to Magnolia Avenue 24,960 LLG
Prospect Avenue

26. Fanita Drive to Cuyamaca Street 8,900 LLG

27. Cuyamaca Street to Cottonwood Avenue 9,880 LLG
West Hills Parkway

28. Mast Boulevard to Mission Gorge Road 11,610 LLG
Fanita Parkway

29. Project Site to Ganley Drive DNE —

30. Ganley Drive to Lake Canyon Road 2,610 LLG

31. Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard 3,860 LLG

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 4-1

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Street Segment | ADT? Source
(Continued from Previous Page)
Fanita Parkway (cont.)
32. Mast Boulevard to Carlton Oaks Drive 3,330 LLG
Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps 18,990 LLG
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Avenue 11,650 LLG
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard 5,880 LLG
36. Mast Boulevard to Carlton Oaks Drive 10,030 LLG
37. Carlton Oaks Drive to Mission Gorge Road 24,960 LLG
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard 2,210 LLG
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Road to Cuyamaca Street 19,280 LLG
40. Cuyamaca Street to Riverview Parkway 5,660 LLG
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Avenue DNE —
42. Magnolia Avenue to Princess Joann Road DNE —
43. Princess Joann Road to Chaparral Drive DNE —
44, Chaparral Drive to Woodglen Vista Drive 670 LLG
45, Woodglen Vista Drive to El Nopal 4,360 LLG
46. El Nopal to Mast Boulevard 8,860 LLG
47. Mast Boulevard to River Park Drive 19,600 LLG
48. River Park Drive to Town Center Parkway 26,690 LLG
49. Town Center Parkway to Mission Gorge Road 21,850 LLG
50. Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps 39,020 LLG
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Avenue 26,060 LLG
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Road to Town Center Parkway 7,640 LLG
53. Town Center Parkway to Magnolia Avenue DNE —
Magnolia Avenue
54. Cuyamaca Street to Princess Joann Road DNE —
55. Princess Joann Road to Woodglen Vista Drive 2,020 LLG
56. Woodglen Vista Drive to EI Nopal 9,030 LLG
57. El Nopal to Mast Boulevard 13,690 LLG
58. Mast Boulevard to Riverview Parkway 22,440 LLG
59. Riverview Parkway to Mission Gorge Road 25,830 LLG
60. Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps 33,870 LLG
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Avenue 12,600 LLG
(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 4-1

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Street Segment ADT? Source
(Continued from Previous Page)

Woodside Avenue

62. East of Magnolia Avenue 27,210 LLG
N. Woodside Avenue

63. Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue 3,390 LLG
Riverford Road

64. Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps 18,390 LLG

Footnotes:

a.  Average Daily Traffic Volumes collected in January/February 2018

General Notes:
1. DNE - Does Not Exist
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5.0 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Either City of Santee, County of San Diego, or City of San Diego significance thresholds were
utilized depending on the location of the facility. Below are the details on each jurisdictions’ criteria.

51  City of Santee

A project is considered to have a significant impact if the new project traffic has decreased the
operations of surrounding roadways by a defined threshold. The defined thresholds shown in
Table 5-1 below for freeway segments, roadway segments, and intersections are based on published
SANTEC/ITE guidelines with the exception that LOS D is considered acceptable per the City of
Santee General Plan. If the project exceeds the thresholds in Table 5-1, then the project may be
considered to have a significant project impact. A feasible mitigation measure will need to be
identified to return the impact within the thresholds (pre-project + allowable increase) or the impact
will be considered significant and unmitigated.

If project traffic causes the location to degrade from an acceptable LOS D or better to LOS E or
LOS F, or exceeds the allowable thresholds as shown in Table 5-1 below for currently LOS E or F
operating locations, a significant impact occurs.

Under Existing and Near-Term conditions, impacts are considered to be direct. Impacts in the long-
term Year 2035 condition are considered to be cumulative, since the impacts would occur with a
reduction in reserve capacity due to traffic generated by future growth in the City with the buildout
of General Plan land uses.
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TABLE 5-1
CITY OF SANTEE
TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts °
Level of Service with Freeways Roadway Segments Intersections
Project @ Del
VIC vice cay
(sec.)
E&F 0.01 0.02 2.0
Footnotes:

a. All level of service measurements are based upon HCM procedures for peak-hour conditions. However, V/C ratios for
Roadway Segments may be estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Table 3-3 or a similar LOS chart
for each jurisdiction). The acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally “D”.

b. If a proposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are deemed to be
significant. These impact changes may be measured from appropriate computer programs or expanded manual
spreadsheets. The project applicant shall then identify feasible mitigations (within the Traffic Impact Study [TIS]
report) that will maintain the traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If the LOS with the proposed project becomes
unacceptable (see note a above), or if the project adds a significant amount of peak hour trips to cause any traffic
queues to exceed on- or off-ramp storage capacities, the project applicant shall be responsible for mitigating significant
impact changes.

c.  The V/C ratio threshold of 0.02 is based on the fact that such a small change is virtually unnoticeable for the average
motorists. For example: for a four-lane roadway (two lane each direction) with a capacity of 40,000 vehicles, the
peak hour directional volumes are about 2,800. Two percent of that is 56 vehicles per hour which translate to less
than one vehicle per lane in every two minutes for that approach. Such a small change is hardly noticeable to
motorists. Therefore, a V/C ratio of 0.02 is a very conservative threshold.

General Notes:

1. V/C =Volume to Capacity Ratio

2. Speed = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour

3. Delay = Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections.
4. LOS =Level of Service

5.2  County of San Diego

The following criteria was utilized to evaluate potential significant impacts, based on the County of
San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance—Transportation and Traffic, dated June 30,
2009 with a second modification effective August 24, 2011. The County of San Diego’s General
Plan Mobility Element discusses the County’s Level of Service criteria under Goal M-2. It requires
that development projects provide associated road improvements necessary to achieve a level of
service of “D” or higher on all Mobility Element roads except for those where a failing level of
service has been accepted by the County.

5.2.1 Circulation Element Road Segments

This section provides guidance for evaluating adverse environmental effects a project may have on
Circulation Element street segments. The allowable ADT increases on LOS E/F operation roadways
were obtained from County guidelines and are summarized in Table 5-2. The thresholds in
Table 5-4 are based upon average operating conditions on County roadways. Exceeding the
thresholds in Table 5-4 would result in a significant impact. These thresholds only establish general
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guidelines, and that the specific project location must be taken into account in conducting an analysis
of traffic impact from new development.

TABLE 5-2
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION ON
CIRCULATION ELEMENT ROAD SEGMENTS
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON CONGESTED ROAD SEGMENTS

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

General Notes:

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

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

5.2.2  Non-Circulation Element Residential Streets

Per the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance—Transportation and Traffic,
“Levels of service are not applied to residential streets since their primary purpose is to serve
abutting lots and not to carry through traffic, however, for projects that will substantially increase
traffic volumes on residential streets, a comparison of the traffic volumes on the residential streets
with the recommended design capacity must be provided. Recommended design capacities for non-
Circulation Element streets are provided in the San Diego County Public and Private Road
Standards. Traffic volume that exceeds the design capacity on residential streets may impact
residences and should be analyzed on a case-by-case basis”.

5.2.3 Intersections

This section provides guidance for evaluating adverse environmental effects a project may have on
signalized and un-signalized intersections. Table 5-3 was obtained from County guidelines and
summarizes the allowable increases in delay or traffic volumes at signalized and un-signalized
intersections. Exceeding the thresholds in Table 5-3 would result in a significant impact.
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TABLE 5-3
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION ON
INTERSECTIONS
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON CONGESTED INTERSECTIONS

Level of service Signalized Un-signalized
LOS E Delay of 2 seconds or less 20 or less peak hour trips on a critical
movement
LOS E Either a Delay of 1 second, or 5 peak 5 or less peak hour trips on a critical
hour trips or less on a critical movement movement

General Notes:

1. A critical movement is an intersection movement (right-turn, left-turn, through-movement) that experiences excessive queues,
which typically operate at LOS F.

2. By adding proposed project trips to all other trips from a list of projects, these same tables are used to determine if total
cumulative impacts are significant. If cumulative impacts are found to be significant, each project is responsible for mitigating
its share of the cumulative impact.

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

4. For determining significance at signalized intersections with LOS F conditions, the analysis must evaluate both the delay and the
number of trips on a critical movement, exceedance of either criteria result in a significant impact.

Signalized Intersections—Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one
or more of the following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic
impact on a signalized intersection:

= The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will significantly
increase congestion on a signalized intersection currently operating at LOS E or LOS F,
or will cause a signalized intersection to operate at a LOS E or LOS F as identified in
Table 5-3.

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

Un-signalized Intersections—The operating parameters and conditions for un-signalized
intersections differ dramatically from those of signalized intersections. Very small volume increases
on one leg or turn and/or through movement of an un-signalized intersection can substantially affect
the calculated delay for the entire intersection. Significance criteria for un-signalized intersections
are based upon a minimum number of trips added to a critical movement at an un-signalized
intersection.

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the following
criteria will have a significant traffic impact on an un-signalized intersection as listed in Table 5-3
and described as text below:

= The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 21 or

more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an un-signalized intersection, and cause an
un-signalized intersection to operate below LOS D, or
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= The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 21 or
more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an un-signalized intersection currently
operating at LOS E, or

= The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 6 or more
peak hour trips to a critical movement of an un-signalized intersection, and cause the un-
signalized intersection to operate at LOS F, or

= The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 6 or more
peak hour trips to a critical movement of an un-signalized intersection currently operating
at LOS F, or

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

5.3  City of San Diego

According to the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds report dated July 2016,
a project is considered to have a significant impact if the new project traffic has decreased the
operations of surrounding roadways by a City defined threshold. For projects deemed complete on or
after January 1, 2011, the City defined threshold by roadway type or intersection is shown in
Table 5-4.

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

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

“Cumulative traffic impacts are those projected to occur at some point after a proposed development
becomes operational, such as during subsequent phases of a project and when additional proposed
developments in the area become operational (short-term cumulative) or when affected community
plan area reaches full planned Year 2035 (long-term cumulative).”

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

“For intersections and roadway segments affected by a project, LOS D or better is considered
acceptable under both direct and cumulative conditions.”

If the project exceeds the thresholds in Table 5-4, then the project may be considered to have a
significant “direct” or “cumulative” project impact. A significant impact can also occur if a project
causes the LOS to degrade from D to E, even if the allowable increases in Table 5-4 are not
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exceeded. A feasible mitigation measure will need to be identified to return the impact within the
City thresholds, or the impact will be considered significant and unmitigated.

TABLE 5-4
City OF SaAN DIEGO

TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts @
Level of
Service with Roadway Segments Intersections
Project P
) VIC Delay (sec.)
E 0.02 2.0
F 0.01 1.0
Footnotes:

a. Ifaproposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are determined to be significant. The
project applicant shall then identify feasible improvements (within the Traffic Impact Study) that will restore/and maintain the
traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If the LOS with the proposed project becomes unacceptable (see note b), the project applicant
shall be responsible for mitigating the project’s direct significant and/or cumulatively considerable traffic impacts.

b.  All LOS measurements are based upon Highway Capacity Manual procedures for peak-hour conditions. However, V/C ratios for
roadway segments are estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Table 2 of the City’s Traffic Impact Study
Manual). The acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally “D” (“C” for undeveloped locations).

General Notes:

1. Delay =
2. LOS = Level of Service
3. VIC =

Volume to Capacity Ratio (capacity at LOS E should be used)

Average control delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp meters.
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6.0 ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
The analysis of existing conditions includes the assessment of the study area intersections, street
segments, freeway mainline segments, and freeway on-ramps.

6.1  Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Table 6-1 summarizes the Existing intersection operations. As seen in Table 6-1, the following

study area intersections are calculated to currently operate at LOS E or F under Existing conditions:
= |Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)
= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)
= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS E (AM peak hour)

Appendix C-1 contains the Existing peak hour intersection calculation worksheets.

6.2  Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 6-2 summarizes the Existing roadway segment operations. As seen in Table 6-2, all study
area segments are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better under Existing conditions,
except the following:

= Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS E

6.3  Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Operations
Table 6-3 summarizes the Existing freeway mainline segment operations. As seen in Table 6-3,

study area freeway mainline segments are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better under
Existing conditions except the following:
= Mainline #1. SR-52 from Santo Road to Mast Boulevard
o0 Eastbound — LOS E (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS E (AM peak hour)
= Mainline #2. SR-52 from Mast Boulevard to SR-125
o Eastbound — LOS F (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS E (AM peak hour)
= Mainline #5. SR-67 from Riverford Road to SR-52

0 Northbound — LOS E (PM peak hour)

Appendix C-2 contains the HCS freeway analysis sheets.
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EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 6-1

. Control Peak Existing
Intersection Jur.
Type Hour Delay @ LOS®
. AM — —
1. Princess Joann Road / Cuyamaca Street Santee DNE ¢ PM B .
. . AM 7.6 A
d
2. Princess Joann Road / Magnolia Avenue Santee AWSC PM 79 A
. AM 9.3 A
e
3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway Santee MSSC PM 91 A
. . AM 8.9 A
4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street Santee AWSC PM 9.0 A
. . . . AM 11.9 B
5. Woodglen Vista Drive / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 10.7 B
AM 12.0 B
6. EIl Nopal / Cuyamaca Street Santee AWSC PM 118 B
. . AM 23.9 C
7. El Nopal / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 183 B
. AM 13.9 B
8. EIl Nopal / Los Ranchitos Road County AWSC PM 149 B
. AM 79 A
9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway Santee AWSC PM 83 A
10. Lake Canyon Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard Santee AWSC AM 10.3 B
PM 9.2 A
AM 8.7 A
11. Lake Canyon Road / Halberns Boulevard Santee MSSC PM 8.7 A
. AM 22.4 C
12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street Santee AWSC PM 133 B
. . AM 8.0 A
nd
13. 2" Street / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 6.6 A
. . . AM 17.4 B
14. Carefree Drive / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 9.2 A
. L . . AM 25.7 C
15. Riverford Road / Riverside Drive County Signal PM 243 c
San Diego/ . AM 9.5 A
16. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal PM 131 B
San Diego/ ) AM >100.0 F
- g
17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans Signal PM 10.9 B
. . . AM >100.0 F
g

18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway San Diego Signal PM 243 C

(Continued on Next Page)
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EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 6-1

_ Control Peak Existing
Intersection Jur.
Type Hour Delay 2 LOS?®
(Continued from Previous Page)
19. Mast Boulevard / West Hills High School Santee Signal AM 39 N
. PM 7.4 A
. . . AM 3.9 A
20. Mast Boulevard / Medina Drive Santee Signal PM 45 A
. . AM 5.0 A
21. Mast Boulevard / Pebble Beach Drive Santee Signal PM 3.7 A
. . AM 10.8 B
22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway Santee Signal PM 120 B
. . AM 424 D
23. Mast Boulevard / Carlton Hills Boulevard Santee Signal PM 44.8 D
. AM 135 B
24. Mast Boulevard / Halberns Boulevard Santee Signal PM 13.8 B
. AM 36.9 D
25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal PM 33.3 C
. . AM 7.1 A
26. Mast Boulevard / Park Center Drive Santee Signal PM 8.7 A
. . AM 32.9 C
27. Mast Boulevard / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 26.8 C
28. Carlton Oaks Drive / West Hills Parkway San Diego Signal AM 150 B
PM 9.8 A
. . . AM 8.9 A
29. Carlton Oaks Drive / Pebble Beach Drive Santee Signal PM 50 A
. . . AM 10.9 B
30. Carlton Oaks Drive / Fanita Parkway Santee Signal PM 92 A
. . . AM 33.0 C
31. Carlton Oaks Drive / Carlton Hills Boulevard Santee Signal PM 233 C
. . . AM 14.6 B
32. Riverwalk Drive / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal PM 14.6 B
. . . AM 16.7 B
33. Riverpark Drive / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal PM 19.9 B
. AM 14.5 B
34. Town Center Parkway / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal PM 307 C
L . AM 11.6 B
35. Town Center Parkway / Riverview Parkway Santee Signal PM 145 B
. . . . AM 10.1 B
36. Riverview Parkway / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 11.2 B
_ County/ AM 86.0 F
37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps Caltrans MSSC PM 51.0 F

(Continued on Next Page)
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EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 6-1

Intersection Jur. Control Peak Existing
Type Hour Delay 2 LOS?®
(Continued from Previous Page)
38. Woodside Avenue / SR-67 NB Off-Ramp syl signal /;,\'\j 3213 g
39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue County Signal ﬁl\hjll gi? I:c)
40. Mission Gorge Road / West Hills Parkway Santee Signal ﬁm 12; g
41. Mission Gorge Road / SR-52 EB Ramps Sameel | signal ﬁ,\'\:,l 141..11 Q
42. Mission Gorge Road / SR-52 WB Ramps Saneel | signal ﬁ,\'\j (1):§ 2
43. Mission Gorge Road / SR-125 g:ﬂﬁgi/s Signal l:,u 2;613 g
44. Mission Gorge Road / Fanita Drive Santee Signal ﬁl\h: %; g
45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard Santee Signal ﬁm gé; g
46. Mission Gorge Road / Town Center Parkway Santee Signal ﬁl\l\: 42123 g
47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal ':‘:\\/IA i?i B
48. Mission Gorge Road / Riverview Parkway Santee Signal ﬁl\hjll 138 g
49. Mission Gorge Road / Cottonwood Avenue Santee Signal ﬁl\h: ggg g
50. Mission Gorge Road / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal él\h: jg? B
51. Woodside Avenue N./ SR-67 SB Off-Ramp g:ﬂ:gﬁ/s AWSC ﬁ,\l\: igg 2
52. Woodside Avenue / SR-67 NB On-Ramp Saneel | signal ﬁ,\'\j 190,'30 2
53. Fanita Drive / SR-52 WB Off-Ramp g:ﬂﬁgﬁ’s MSSC ﬁ:: igj g
54. Fanita Drive / SR-52 EB On-Ramp CS:Irggﬁ/s Uncontrolled f ':L\: 19?'92 /C_\

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 6-1

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control Peak Existing
Intersection Jur.
Type Hour Delay 2 LOS?®
(Continued from Previous Page)
. . AM 11.2 B
55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal PM 28.9 C
Santee/ : AM 26 A
56. Cuyamaca Street / SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans Signal PM 36 A
Santee/ : AM 3L.7 C
57. Cuyamaca Street / SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal PM 36.2 D
58. Magnolia Avenue / SR-52 WB Ramps / SR-67 Santee/ . AM 6.8 A
Signal
SB Ramps Caltrans PM 59 A
: Santee/ . AM 8.8 A
59. Magnolia Avenue / SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal PM 20.1 C
. . . AM 27.2 C
60. Prospect Avenue / Fanita Drive Santee Signal PM 191 B
. AM 29.1 C
61. Prospect Avenue / Cuyamaca Street Santee Signal PM 344 c
. AM 8.3 A
62. Prospect Avenue / Cottonwood Avenue Santee Signal PM 6.5 A
. . AM 20.4 C
63. Prospect Avenue / Magnolia Avenue Santee Signal PM 8.1 c
64. Prospect Avenue / SR-67 NB Off-Ramp Santee/ Signal AM - A
' Caltrans PM 8.6 A
. AM 20.1 C
65. Prospect Avenue / Graves Avenue Santee Signal PM 337 c
66. Mast Boulevard / Weston Road Santee Signal AM 53 A
' g PM 15 A
Footnotes:
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service
c.  Does Not Exist
d.  All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported. SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
e.  Minor-Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left-turn delay reported. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
f.  No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the
southbound left-turn movement is reported. Delay LOs Delay LOS
g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this 0.0 < 100 A 0.0 < 100 A
intersection during the AM peak hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, 10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
as well as upstream congestion from SR-52 WB exceed the limits of the 20.1to 35.0 [ 15.1t0 25.0 c
analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result is based on the bottleneck 35.1t0 55.0 D 251 to 35.0 D
effect of the lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field. 55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
> 801 F > 50.1 F

General Notes:

1. Jur.=Jurisdiction
2. DNE, “—" = Does not exist
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EXISTING STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 6-2

Street Segment Jur. (IC_%E)Sa (E;ya ADT® LOS V/C ¢

Princess Joann Road

1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 530 A 0.066
Woodglen Vista Drive

2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 1,700 A 0.213
El Nopal

3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 3,780 C 0.473

4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 8,870 C 0.591

5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 9,810 D —
Mast Boulevard

6. SR-52 to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 26,440 C 0.661

7.  West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 19,540 B 0.489

8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 19,590 B 0.490

9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 30,000 16,800 B 0.420

10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 19,220 B 0.481

11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 20,200 B 0.505

12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 18,490 B 0.462

13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 7,710 C 0.514

14. West of Riverford Rd County 19,000 1,810 A —
Carlton Oaks Drive

15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 7,360 C 0.491

16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 10,560 D 0.704
Mission Gorge Road

17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 16,510 B 0.413

18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 17,000 B 0.425

19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 45,440 C 0.757

20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 41,100 C 0.685

21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Dr Santee 60,000 37,960 Cc 0.633

22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 28,630 B 0.477

23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 23,140 A 0.386

24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 25,550 B 0.426

25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 24,960 A 0.416
Prospect Avenue

26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 8,900 C 0.593

27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 9,880 Cc 0.659
West Hills Parkway

28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd San Diego 40,000 11,610 A 0.290
Fanita Parkway

29. Project Site to Ganley Dr Santee DNE — — —

30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 2,610 A 0.261

31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 3,860 A 0.386

(Continued on Next Page)
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EXISTING STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 6-2

Street Segment Jur. g_g)gcé;ya ADT b Lose | wvicd
(Continued from Previous Page)
Fanita Parkway (cont.)
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 3,330 A 0.333
Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 18,990 B 0.475
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 11,650 A 0.291
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 5,880 A 0.147
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 10,030 A 0.251
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 24,960 C 0.624
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 2,210 A 0.147
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 19,280 B 0.482
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 5,660 C 0.566
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave (future) Santee DNE — — —
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd(future) Santee DNE — — —
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr (future) Santee DNE — — —
44, Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 15,000 670 A 0.045
45. Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal Santee 15,000 4,360 A 0.291
46. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 8,860 C 0.591
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 19,600 B 0.490
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 26,690 C 0.667
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 21,850 B 0.437
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 39,020 C 0.780
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 26,060 B 0.521
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 7,640 A 0.191
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE — _ _
Magnolia Avenue
54. Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd Santee DNE — _ _
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 2,020 A 0.051
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 40,000 9,030 A 0.226
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 13,690 A 0.342
58. Mast Blvd to Chubb Ln Santee 40,000 22,440 C 0.561
59. Chubb Ln to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 25,830 C 0.646
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 33,870 B 0.565
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 12,600 A 0.315

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 6-2
EXISTING STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Capacity b c d
Street Segment Jur. (LOS E) 2 ADT LOS VIC
(Continued from Previous Page)
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 27,210 C 0.680
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Rd to Woodside Ave Santee 10,000 3,390 A 0.339
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Dr to SR-67 Ramps County 23,500 ¢ 18,390 E —
Footnotes:

a. Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS table (See Appendix A).

b.  Average Daily Traffic Volumes
c. Level of Service
d.  Volume to Capacity ratio

@

Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with
Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).
General Notes:

1. Jur. =Jurisdiction
2. DNE, “—" = Does Not Exist
3. County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.
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TABLE 6-3
EXISTING FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

Truck | Peak Hour .
. %K ¢ %D°¢ V/C ¢ Density © LOS
Freeway Segment Dir | #of Lanes? | Volume® Factor | Volume ° y
AM | PM | AM | PMm AM | PM | AM | PM [ AM | PM | AM | PM
State Route 52
EB 3M 7.81% | 8.27% | 20.29% | 69.62% | 2.60% | 1,521 | 5,527 | 0.236 | 0.907 | 7.8 | 36.4 | A E
1. Santo Rd to Mast Blvd WB 3M 96,000 7.81% | 8.27% | 79.71% | 30.38% | 2.60% | 5,976 | 2,412 | 0.980 | 0.375 | 42.9 | 12.3 E B
EB 2M 6.68% | 8.59% | 26.47% | 64.97% | 260% | 1,468 | 4,632 | 0.334 | 1.053 | 11.3 | — B F
2. Mast Blvd to SR-125 WB 2M 83,000 6.68% | 8.59% | 73.53% | 35.03% | 2.60% | 4,077 | 2,498 | 0.927 | 0.568 | 38.4 | 19.5 E C
EB 2M+1A 6.16% | 8.88% | 34.88% | 60.08% 2.60% 1,719 | 4,268 | 0.260 | 0.647 | 89 | 22.6 A Cc
3. SR-125 to Cuyamaca St WB 2M+1A 80,000 6.16% | 8.88% | 65.12% | 39.92% | 2.60% | 3,209 | 2,836 | 0.486 | 0.430 | 16.6 | 14.7 B B
EB 2M+1A 5.82% | 8.38% | 28.56% | 61.89% 2.60% 1,280 | 3,994 | 0.194 | 0.605 [ 6.5 | 20.7 A C
4. Cuyamaca St to SR-67 WB 2M+1A 77,000 5.82% | 8.38% | 71.44% | 38.11% | 260% | 3,202 | 2,459 | 0.485 | 0.373 | 16.4 | 12.6 B B
State Route 67
. NB 2M 7.28% | 8.44% | 41.43% 57.53% 7.30% 2,322 | 3,739 | 0.553 | 0.891 | 19.1 | 35.7 C E
5. Riverford Rd to SR-52 SB 2M 71000 7 80 | 8.aass | 5857% | 42.47% | 730% | 3283 | 2,760 | 0.783 | 0.658 | 20.1 | 232 | D | C
NB 2M+2A 7.28% | 8.44% | 41.43% | 57.53% 6.70% | 2,805 | 4,516 | 0.333 | 0.536 | 11.5 | 185 B C
6. South of SR-52 SB 3M 93,000 7.28% | 8.44% | 58.57% | 42.47% | 6.70% | 3,965 | 3,334 | 0.627 | 0.527 | 21.9 | 18.2 C C
State Route 125
7. Grossmont College Dr to NB 3M+2A 68.000 7.37% | 9.02% | 60.89% | 43.92% | 4.40% | 3,052 | 2,694 | 0.283 | 0.249 | 96 | 85 | A A
SR-52 SB 4M ' 7.37% | 9.02% | 39.11% | 56.08% | 4.40% | 1,960 | 3,440 | 0.227 | 0.398 | 7.7 | 136 | A B
Footnotes: LOS Density Range (pc/mi/ln)
a.  Lane geometry taken from PeMS lane configurations at corresponding postmile. A 0-11
b.  Existing ADT volumes from most recent Caltrans Traffic Census Program (2016). E 2 ié - %g
c.  Peak hour volumes calculated from K and D factors provided in most recent Caltrans Traffic Census Program Peak Hour Volume Data (2016). D >26-35
d.  VIC = (Peak Hour Volume/Hourly Capacity) E >35-45
e.  Density measures passenger cars per mile per lane. Density = Flow Rate (passenger-cars/hour/lane) + Speed (average passenger-car speed in mph). F >45
f.  LOS = Level of Service
General Note:
1. M= Mainline
2. A= Auxiliary
3. Truck factor sourced to most recent Caltrans Traffic Census Program Peak Hour Volume Data (2016).
4. “—" Shown in density column where density exceeds the maximum threshold for LOS F.
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7.0  TRIP GENERATION/DISTRIBUTION/ASSIGNMENT

Fanita Ranch is a Master Planned Community consisting up to 2,949 housing units, up to 80,000 SF
of commercial uses and supporting civic, park, open space uses, and a K-8 school. As previously
mentioned, since the completion of the transportation analysis included in this report, the Project
Description has slightly changed, resulting in a shift between residential densities, changes to park
acreage, and a reduction in school students from 1,000 to 700 students. With these changes, the
resulting trip generation decreases as compared to the numbers analyzed in this report. Therefore, the
analysis presented herein provides a conservative assessment of the local transportation system.
Appendix D provides the trip generation calculations for the current proposed Project, showing the
lower volumes.

As previously discussed earlier in this report, although the Project is proposed to be phased in order
to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the analysis contained in this
transportation study adds 100% of Project traffic to baseline conditions. This presents the worst-case
summary of Project traffic for the purposes of determining impacts. The impacts are then related
back to a trigger point based on the occupied amount of equivalent dwelling units. This is discussed
in further detail in Section 21.4 of this report.

A detailed discussion on unique Project land uses, such as the Farm, Active Adult Residential, and
Special Use Area is provided earlier in this report in Section 2.2.

The land uses analyzed in this report break down as follows (See matching Table 2-1 provided
earlier in this report:
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LAND USE SUMMARY

Land Use

Proposed Specific Plan Land Use @

Land Use Analyzed?

Area Residential P Commercial © Area Residential b Commercial ©
(Acres) (Units) (Square feet) (Acres) (Units) (Square feet)
Residential &
Village Center
Village Center ¢ 36.5 acres 435 60,000 SF 36.5 acres 435 60,000 SF
(Average 12 DU/Acre) ' ' ' '
'&C\f('e‘;g éAedluE:tDU JAere) 31.0 acres 445 - 30.9 acres 445 -
Medium-Density
Residential (MDR) 67.0 acres 866 - 61.3 acres 790 -
(Average 13 DU/Acre)
Low-Density
Residential (LDR) 240.8 acres 1,203 - 249.7 acres 1,279 -
(Average 5 DU/Acre)
Subtotal 375.3 acres 2,949 60,000 SF 378.4 acres 2,949 60,000 SF
Non-Residential Uses
School ® 15.0 acres - - 19.2 acres - -
Special Use 31.9 acres - - 33.5 acres - -
Agriculture 38.2 acres - 20,000 SF 36.2 acres - 20,000 SF
Active Park f 19.7 acres - - 19.9 acres - -
Community Park 19.7 acres - - 19.9 acres - -
Passive Parks 58.3 acres - - 53.5 acres - -
Neighborhood Parks 30.4 acres - - 27.2 acres - -
Mini-Parks 16.4 acres - - 14.8 acres - -
Community Park 11.5 acres - - 115 acres - -
Open Space 256.0 acres — — 228.0 acres — -
Roadway Right-of- 1933 acres - _ 193.9 acres - B
Ways
Habitat Preserve 1,650.4 acres - - 1,672.9 acres - -
Subtotal 2,262.8 acres — 20,000 SF 2,257.10 acres — 20,000 SF
Total Project 2,638.1 acres 2,949 80,000 SF 2,635.5 acres 2,949 80,000 SF

Source: Fanita Ranch Specific Plan

Footnotes:

a. Since the preparation of this transportation analysis, the Project site plan has been altered resulting in an overall lower trip generation. The description of
the Project, trip generation calculations, and traffic analysis provided in this study utilize the land use quantities prior to the change in the site plan,
which represents a conservative analysis.

b. Up to 15% of units may be transferred between villages and land uses provided the ADT for the entire project does not exceed the proposed trip

generation and the receiving land use area does not exceed the maximum density permitted.

c. Commercial square footage may be transferred between villages and provided the ADT for the entire project does not exceed the proposed trip
generation and the receiving land use area does not exceed the floor-area ratio permitted.

d. Includes 1.5-acre fire station.

e. School site would accommodate up to 1,000 students. Since preparation of this transportation analysis, the number of students has been reduced to 700
students, resulting in a lower trip generation. The underlying land use for the school area is MDR. If the reserved school site is not acquired for school
use within two (2) years of approval of the final map, the MDR land use may be implemented and the maximum total number of units in the Specific
Plan Area shall be 3,008 units. A separate analysis with the additional MDR units without the school is provided in this report. Additional details on “No
School” scenario are provided in Section 13.0 of this report.

f. A 10,000 SF recreation center is proposed as part of the Community Park. This land use is included as a separate line item in the Project trip generation
calculations later on in this report.

General Notes:

1. The Project also proposes a trail network throughout the site. The trails would traverse through parks, open space, and habitat preserve. Any trips
associated with trails would be captured through the park trip generation.

2. DU = Dwelling Units
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7.1  Trip Generation

The trip generation rates used for the Project land uses are based on corresponding land uses listed in
the (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April
2002, by SANDAG. Additional rates were sourced to the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
Trip Generation Manual, 10" edition where noted.

Table 7-1 identifies the trip generation rates for the Proposed Project land uses. Table 7-2 provides
the trip generation calculations for all land uses.

The Project consists of various land use types. As briefly states above, SANDAG and ITE rates were
sourced in the calculations. The rates are listed below (on the following page) for each use with
additional footnotes explaining variances in the rate source:
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TABLE 7-1
TRIP GENERATION RATES

(Average 5 DU/acre)

Land Use | Source | Rate
Residential

Mixed-Use Village Center SANDAG 8 /DU
(Average 12 DU/acre)

Active Adult ITE®

(Average 15 DU/acre) 4.21 /DU
Medium-Density SANDAG 8 /DU
(Average 13 DU/acre)

Low-Density SANDAG 10 /DU

Non-Residential

Retail (local serving) SANDAG 40 /KSF
K-8 School ITE® 1.85 /student
Farm SANDAG/ITE ¢ 2 lacre
Active Park SANDAG/ITE ¢ 50 /acre
Passive Park SANDAG/ITE © 5 /acre
Recreation Center ITEf 28.82 /KSF
RV Parking/Solar Farm SANDAG ¢ 0.2 /space
Footnotes:

a. Forthe “Active Adult” land use, SANDAG references the ITE trip generation rates for the source of

g.

their “Retirement Community” rate. Therefore, the ITE 251 rate for “Detached Senior Adult Housing”
was used.

K-8 school will accommodate up to 1,000 students. ITE Charter School 537 used representing a
worst-case high trip generating school rate. Since preparation of this transportation analysis, the
number of students has been reduced to 700 students, resulting in a lower trip generation.

SANDAG “agriculture” rate applied. Since no peak splits are provided by SANDAG, peak splits taken
from ITE 818 “Nursery (Wholesale)” rates. Events would not be daily and would occur largely outside
the commuter AM and PM peak periods. To account for the potential of infrequent weekly activities,
approximately 20,000 SF of the 80,000 SF of retail space has been assigned to the farm use for
calculating Project trip generation.

Active Park rate sourced to SANDAG rate for “City Park”. The Project also proposes a trail network
throughout the site. The trails would traverse through parks, open space, and habitat preserve. Any
trips associated with trails would be captured through the park trip generation.

Passive Park ADT rate sourced to SANDAG rate for “Neighborhood Park”. Since no peak splits are
provided by SANDAG, peak splits taken from ITE 417 “Regional Park” rates. The Project also
proposes a trail network throughout the site. The trails would traverse through parks, open space, and
habitat preserve. Any trips associated with trails would be captured through the park trip generation.
The 10,000 SF recreation center may be open to public. SANDAG does not provide a rate for this
specific use. ITE 495 rate for “Recreational Community Center” applied.

Portion of RV parking open to public. Since no rate is provided by SANDAG or ITE for “RV
Parking”, SANDAG rate for “Industrial Storage” applied.

General Notes:

1.

Congregate care facilities are permitted within the Village Center. However, should the congregate
care use be developed by the Project, it would replace other land uses that are higher trip generators.
Therefore, the highest intensity land uses were included in this analysis and a congregate care facility
was not specifically analyzed.

SANDAG calculates daily trips using a rate based on an independent variable (i.e., dwelling units,
students, acres) and expresses AM and PM peak hour trips as a percentage of ADT. ITE rates utilize
ratios of the independent variable for calculating ADT, AM and PM peak hour trips.

DU = dwelling units

KSF = Thousand square feet
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7.1.1  Gross Trips

Gross trips are the total trips to, from, and within the Project site, also called “driveway trips” in the
context of smaller development sites. Gross trips include both “primary” trips and “pass-by/diverted
trips,” which are defined and discussed in the following sections. Applying the rates listed above to
the quantities in the beginning of this report section, the following gross trip generation amounts
were calculated.

The residential portion of the Project is calculated to generate a gross total of 24,490 ADT with
1,914 trips (499 inbound / 1,415 outbound) during the AM peak hour and 2,393 trips (1,663
inbound / 730 outbound) during the PM peak hour.

The non-residential development, including commercial, school, and parks, is calculated to generate
a gross total of 6,723 ADT with 1,284 trips (689 inbound / 595 outbound) during the AM peak hour
and 563 trips (261 / 302 outbound) during the PM peak hour.

The entire Project is calculated to generate a gross total of 31,213 ADT with 3,198 trips
(1,188 inbound / 2,010 outbound) during the AM peak hour and 2,956 trips (1,924 inbound / 1,032
outbound) during the PM peak hour.

7.1.2  Primary Trips

Primary Trips are new trips on the external street system that occur because a development is built;
the development itself becomes one end of a primary trip, either the origin or destination. In the case
of a retail development, a primary trip would occur when a driver leaves the origin location with the
sole intent of arriving at the retail development, then returning to the origin.

Primary trips account for 45% of commercial trip generation and 60% of the school trip generation
based on published SANDAG rates.

7.1.3 Pass-By & Diverted Link Trips

Trip generation rates are derived from counts taken at the driveways of the various land uses. For
many land uses, not all of the trips generated at the driveway represent new trips added to the
roadways. This is due to “pass-by” and “diverted link” trips. For the Proposed Project, pass-by and
diverted link trips will occur within the Project site. Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia
Avenue are planned to serve as the “driveways” to the Project from the greater Santee area.
Typically, pass-by and diverted trips would be drawn from an existing traffic stream on roadways
adjacent to or near the Project site. However, in this case it is not expected that drivers with a
primary origin and destination outside the Project site would divert into Fanita Ranch to patronize
the retail use prior to reaching their ultimate destination. This would result in a substantial reroute
from that driver’s primary route, given the location of the Project. Therefore, pass-by and diverted
link trips were assigned within the internal Project street system.

Pass-by Trips are trips made by traffic already using the adjacent roadway that enter the site as an
intermediate stop on the way from another destination without changing routes (i.e., a stop at the dry
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cleaners on the way home from work). As example of a pass-by trip for the Project would be a
residential trip in the Fanita Commons portion of the site that is destined to Fanita Parkway to reach
their ultimate destination and makes a quick stop to drop off a child at the on-site school then
continues back onto Fanita Parkway.

Diverted Link Trips are trips that would divert from a different roadway (other than that fronting a
Project land use). An example of a diverted trip would be a residential trip in the Vineyard Village
portion of the site that would normally route south to Cuyamaca Street to reach their ultimate
destination. The diversion would occur when that trip instead continues further into the site to drop
off a child at the on-site school and then has to reroute back to Cuyamaca Street.

As demonstrated by the examples above, pass-by and diverted trips help account for the chained or
“linked” trips in traveler behavior. The example trip creates two trips using the gross trip rates, one
residential trip and one school trip. However, it is clear that only one trip is being added to the
external street system. The pass-by/diverted trips are the mechanism for making this adjustment.

With respect to commercial trip generation, pass-by and diverted link trips account for 55% based on
published SANDAG rates. For the school trip generation, pass-by and diverted link trips account for
40% based on published SANDAG rates.

7.1.4 Internal Trips

Where a project contains a mix of uses that would interact with one another, a deduction against a
project’s primary trips may be taken to account for the share of trips that would occur internally
within the project site. A mixed-use project is a development that blends different land use types
whose functions are physically and functionally integrated. A prime example of a mixed-use project
would be the combination of residential and retail uses. For a project to be considered mixed use, the
key feature is proximity to the integrated land uses. (This does not necessarily mean that a residential
use must be located directly above a retail use. These uses can be near each other, within
walking/bicycling distance, and within driving distance of each other within the project boundary,
i.e. trips do not leave a project site). The Fanita Ranch project ultimately applied an “internal
capture” rate of 8.5%, calculated as follows.

The ITE Trip Generation Handbook provides basic procedures for determining internal trips for
mixed-use projects. The use of internal capture is applicable when the trip generation estimates use
average trip generation rates or equations for stand-alone land uses, which is the case for the Fanita
Ranch Project. A summary of the ITE procedure is:

1. Estimate the stand-alone trip generation for each land use within a mixed-use development
using average trip generation rates or equations.

2. Determine which land uses interact with each other. For the Fanita Ranch Project, the
residential uses will interact with each of the other proposed non-residential land uses:
commercial/retail, school, recreation center, farm, and parks. That is, a portion of the
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residential trips generated would not leave the site but instead drive to the retail, parks,
school, etc.

3. Determine the percentage of trips that the residential land use will produce that can be
attracted to each other land use and the resulting internal residential trips. As internal trips on
the production side (residential) are always matched by an equal number of internal trips on
the attraction side (e.g., the retail, school, and parks), a trip that is produced by the residential
and attracted by the non-residential equates to two internal trips by definition. For example, if
50 trips are internalized for the residential land use then an equal number, 50 trips, are also
internalized on the attraction land use.

The Project includes different non-residential land uses, including neighborhood parks, a resident
recreation center, a school site, and local serving retail uses that complement the residential uses and
would considerably reduce external vehicle trip generation from the Project as a whole. These non-
residential uses allow residents to shop, recreate, and attend school within the Project site, as
opposed to traveling off-site to satisfy these needs; therefore, the vehicle trips associated with these
activities would remain internal to the Project site, reducing the total volume of trips the Project
would generate on the external road network. The effect this mix of land uses (residential combined
with retail, a school site, recreation center, farm and parks) has on a project’s net external trip
generation is commonly referred to as “internal capture”.

The internal capture rate from the SANDAG guide was reviewed for use in the trip generation. The
SANDAG guide was published in 2002. At that time, it allowed for a reduction in trip generation for
projects that have access to transit and projects that include a mix of uses (such as residential with
retail) of up to 15%. Since 2002, a number of studies of mixed-use projects have been conducted that
show internal capture percentages that are often considerably higher than the SANDAG guide rates
would produce.

For example, in 2010, SANDAG commissioned a comprehensive study of the trip reducing benefits
of mixed-use projects, entitled “Trip Generation for Smart Growth” (June 2010). The 2010 study
analyzed Travel Behavior Survey trip records for 20 Smart Growth Opportunity Areas comprising a
total of approximately 83,500 housing units, 30.3 million square feet of retail, 22.7 million square
feet of office, and other smaller amounts of public and industrial uses. The study found an average
36% reduction in vehicle trips based on California Household Survey Data compared to the expected
trip generation for these same uses as estimated by the SANDAG Trip Generation Guide. These trip
reductions were driven primarily by the internal capture of trips when different land uses are
included in close proximity to each other (e.g., residential, office, and retail). The 2010 SANDAG
study also examined in more detail six Mixed Use/Transit Oriented Development sites within the
San Diego region comprising a total of 1,831 housing units, 374,000 square feet of retail, 369,000
square feet of office space, as well as hotel, theater, and other uses. A comparison of the actual
driveway trip counts for these six sites compared to the expected raw trip generation for the various
uses (as calculated using the SANDAG Trip Generation Guide) showed an overall 21.3% reduction
in trips with the internal capture rate ranging between 16.7% and 26.1% for the six sites.
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Other comparable transportation planning agencies have conducted similar studies and established
internal capture rates for mixed use projects. The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA) adopted Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines in October 2014 that allow for trip
reductions for mixed use projects. The VTA Guidelines specify a 15% internal capture rate for
projects that include retail and residential uses. Additionally, the VTA Guidelines allow for
additional reductions to the external trip generation for projects that include Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) measures.

SANDAG Origin-Destination Model

Internal capture estimates were also performed for the Project using the SANDAG Series 12 model
select zone analysis. SANDAG uses an enhanced four-step transportation model. The four steps of
the transportation model include trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and trip assignment.
The primary function of the four-step model, often referred to as the “origin-destination” model, is to
pair “production” and “attraction” trip types. Production trips are those land uses that create new
trips on the system, e.g. residential uses. Attraction trips are the land uses that those new trips would
be destined toward, e.g. employment uses. Intuitively, origin-destination and production-attraction
terminology are synonymous with one another. For this reason, when a custom SANDAG model run
is requested, the standard of practice is to first calculate a project’s trip generation based on proposed
land uses. As stated above, the model is looking to pair producing land uses with attractive land uses.
For this reason, the trip generation aims to calculate the “net new trips” to the street system, i.e. the
“primary” trips. The primary trips are those that will be produced by a project. Once the trip
generation is established, the land use and trip generation inputs are provided to SANDAG to run a
custom Select Zone Assignment (SZA). The SZA then sends those new trips out to the external
street system from a project site for the primary purpose of determining a project’s trip distribution.
Consistent with this standard approach, LLG calculated the primary trip generation for the proposed
Project and inputted the data into the custom SZA. Given the model’s ability to recognize a mix of
land uses within a project site that are both producing and attracting uses, the model will also
calculate the expected amount of trips to remain internal to a project site. For the Fanita Ranch
Project, the model forecasted an internal capture reduction rate of 8.5%. This 8.5% reduction applies
to the Project’s primary trips. The SANDAG model can only analyze primary trips, those with a
single origin and destination. Therefore, linked trips must be dealt with through the pass-by and
diverted adjustments described in the previous section.

Therefore, although there are studies showing substantial reductions in trip generation for projects
with a mix of different land use types similar to the proposed Project, an internal capture reduction
rate of 8.5% was applied to the primary trips generated by the Project to provide for a conservative
trip generation estimate.

7.1.5 External Trips

The net external trips were then determined by subtracting the internal trips from the primary trips.
As seen in Table 7-2, the Project is estimated to generate a total of 26,272 net external daily trips
with 2,472 trips in the AM peak hour (843 inbound and 1,629 outbound) and 2,509 trips in the PM
peak hour (1,670 inbound and 839 outbound).
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TABLE 7-2
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Dall(y'/A\'I[')r_ll_[s))Ends AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ID Land Use Size
Rate b Volume | Rate ® In:Out Volume Rate® In:Out Volume
split | In | out |Total split | In | out | Total
Residential
Village Center
A | Medium-Density 435 DU 8 /DU 3,480 8% | 20:80 | 56 222 | 278 10% | 70:30| 244 | 104 | 348
(Average 12 DU/acre)
H C
g | Active Adult 445 DU | 427 /DU | 1900 | 024| 3367 | 35 | 72 | 107 | 030 61:39 82 | 52 | 134
(Average 15 DU/acre)
c | Medium-Density 799 DU | 8 /DU | 6320 8% | 20:80 | 101 | 405 | 506 | 10% 70:30 442 | 190 | 632
(Average 13 DU/acre)
p | Low-Density 1279 DU | 10 /DU | 12,790 | 8% | 30:70 | 307 | 716 | 1,023| 10%| 70:30| 895 | 384 | 1,279
(Average 5 DU/acre)
Subtotal Residential
E (A+B+C+D) 2,949 DU — 24,490 — — 499 | 1,415 1,914 — — [1,663| 730 2,393
Non-Residential
F | Local Serving Retail 80 KSF 40 /KSF | 3,200 3% | 60:40 | 58 38 96 9% | 50:50 | 144 | 144 | 288
G Primary Trips 45% 1,440 — — 26 17 43 — — 65 65 130
H Pass-By/Diverted Trip Reduction 55% | (1,760) — — (B2 (21) | 53) | — — (79) | (79)| (158)
| K-8 School ¢ 1,000 students| 1.85 /student, 1,850 1.11 | 53:47 | 588 | 522 |1,110| 0.14 | 35:65 49 91 140
J Primary Trips 60% 1,110 — — 353 | 313 666 — — 29 55 84
K Pass-By/Diverted Trip Reduction 40% (740) — — [(235)| (209) | (444) | — — (20) | (36) | (56)
L | Agriculture/Farm © 36.2  Acres 2 [acre 72 0.26 | 4357 | 4 5 9 0.45 | 57:43 9 7 16
M | Active Park f 19.9  Acres 50 lacre 995 4% 50:50 | 20 20 40 8% 50:50 40 40 80
N | Passive Park 9 53.5  Acres 5 lacre 268 0.15 | 57:43 5 3 8 0.2 45:55 5 6 11
O | Recreation Center " 10 KSF [28.82 /KSF 288 2.05 | 66:34 | 12 6 18 2.74 | 49:51 11 12 23
P | RV Parking/Solar Farm 250 spaces | 0.2 /space 50 6% | 50:50 | 2 1 3 9% | 50:50 3 2 5
Subtotal Non-Residential
Q (F+I+L+M+N+O+P) 6,723 — — | 689 | 595 |1,284 — — 261 | 602 | 563
ESET(S;)T”" (IR 31213 | — | — |1,188|2010 3198| — | — |1,924/1,032 2,956
Total Primary Trips
R (E+G+J+L+M+N+O+P) — 28,713 — — 921 | 1,780 | 2,701 | — — 1,825 | 917 2,742
;I'l_c;:[relll )Pass—By/Dlverted Link Trip Reduction . (2,500) . —@67)] (230) | (aor)| — . (99) | (115)| (214)
Internal/Mixed-Use Reduction
S (R*8.5%) — (2,441) — — (78) | (151) | (229) | — — | (455) | (78) | (233)

Net External Trip Generation

843 1,629 2472 1,670 839 2,509

(R+S)

Footnotes:

a.  Average Daily Trips

b.  Rates are based on SANDAG’s (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002, for all gross, primary, and pass-by-diverted trip rates, except where

noted. SANDAG calculates AM and PM peak hour trips as a percentage of ADT. ITE rates utilize ratios of the independent variable for calculating ADT, AM and PM peak hour trips.

c.  SANDAG references the ITE trip generation rates for the source of their “Retirement Community” rate. Therefore, the ITE 251 rate for “Detached Senior Adult Housing” was used.

K-8 school will accommodate up to 1,000 students. ITE “Charter School” rate applied, (ITE 537). Since preparation of this transportation analysis, the number of students has been reduced to 700
students, resulting in a lower trip generation.

e.  SANDAG “agriculture” rate applied. Since no peak splits are provided by SANDAG, peak splits taken from ITE 818 “Nursery (Wholesale)” rates. Events would not be daily and would occur largely

outside the commuter AM and PM peak periods.

f.  Active Park rate sourced to SANDAG rate for "City Park". The Project also proposes a trail network throughout the site. The trails would traverse through parks, open space, and habitat preserve. Any

trips associated with trails would be captured through the park trip generation.

g. Passive Park ADT rate sourced to SANDAG rate for “Neighborhood Park”. Since no peak splits are provided by SANDAG, peak splits taken from ITE 417 “Regional Park” rates.

h Recreation center may be open to public. SANDAG does not provide a rate for this specific use. ITE 495 rate for “Recreational Community Center” applied. The 10,000 SF recreation center is located

within the joint use site, adjacent to the school.

i.  Portion of RV parking open to public. Since no rate is provided by SANDAG or ITE for “RV Parking”, SANDAG rate for “Industrial Storage” applied.

j. SANDAG mixed-use reduction rate of 8.5% applied, adjusted to reflect the custom SZA model run.

General Notes:

1. As previously mentioned, since the completion of the transportation analysis included in this report, the Project Description has slightly changed, resulting in a shift between residential densities,
changes to park acreage, and a reduction in school students from 1,000 to 700 students. With these changes, the resulting trip generation decreases as compared to the numbers analyzed in this report.
Therefore, the analysis presented herein provides a conservative assessment of the local transportation system.

2. Appendix D provides the trip generation calculations for the current proposed Project, showing the lower volumes.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-15-2462
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7.2 Trip Distribution/Assignment

As previously mentioned, the City of Santee has recently updated and approved its General Plan
Mobility Element. Consistent with the Mobility Element traffic analysis, the SANDAG Series 12
Year 2035 traffic model was utilized for all traffic modeling and forecasting. For purposes of
distributing Project trips and ultimately determining the study area, the Mobility Element Update
model was used to obtain a Select Zone Assignment (SZA).

The street network in the model includes the extensions of Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and
the extension of Magnolia Avenue to provide access to the Fanita Ranch site (as proposed as Project
Design Features), and excludes the extension of Mast Boulevard between the City and County
boundaries.

Appendix E provides a graphic depicting the original distribution generated by the SZA model and a
marked-up version showing the overall Proposed Project trip distribution with key changes discussed
below.

= 29% oriented to/from SR-52 in the west (SZA assigned 19%)
= 33% oriented to/from Mast Boulevard in the west (SZA assigned 24%)
= 20% oriented to/from SR-125 in the south (SZA assigned 7%)

The model distribution was changed since it is believed the model understated the trips on the
regional routes due to pre-existing freeway congestion. The SZA selects trip routes based on the
proximity of land uses to one another and using travel times based on speeds, roadway capacity, and
distance. If the model identifies congestion on a roadway, such as SR-52, the algorithm built into the
model will reroute trips to routes it deems shorter and faster. The SANDAG model is a tool to help
develop the Project’s anticipated trip distribution along with calibration for existing traffic patterns
and professional engineering judgment. Therefore, in coordination with City staff, the changes to the
SZA trip distribution were made to reflect representations of existing traffic patterns within the study
area.

Figure 7-1 depicts the trip distribution in the Project area. Figure 7-2 shows the Project assignment
traffic volumes for the study area.

Project traffic volumes were added to the Existing baseline volumes to represent Existing + Project
conditions. Figure 7-3 shows the Existing + Project traffic volumes for the study area locations.

N
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8.0  ANALYSIS OF EXISTING + PROJECT SCENARIOS

The following section presents the analysis of Existing + Project study area locations. The Existing +
Project condition represents the effect of Project traffic on the existing street network, at the time of
traffic data collection without assuming either additional cumulative projects or additional road
improvements in the baseline condition. Although this represents an unrealistic condition to assume
100% of the Project would be built over existing conditions, it has been included in compliance with
CEQA.

As previously mentioned in Section 2.3, Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia Avenue
corridors are proposed to provide access to the Project site and will be built according to the
classifications necessary to accommodate Project traffic. Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street
would be constructed prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit. In addition, the realignment of
the Santee Lakes and PDMWD facilities entry/exit point to complete the fourth leg of the Fanita
Parkway/ Ganley Road intersection would occur with the extension of Fanita Parkway. Existing
traffic volumes from these two locations were rerouted to the Fanita Parkway/ Ganley Road
intersection in the “+ Project” analysis. Magnolia Avenue will also be constructed by the Project
from Cuyamaca Street to its existing terminus just north of Princess Joann Road as a Project Design
Feature and is included in the Existing + Project analysis.

8.1  Peak Hour Intersection Operations
Table 8-1 summarizes the Existing + Project intersection operations. As seen in Table 8-1, the

following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F with the addition of
Project traffic:
= Intersection #3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)
= Intersection #6. EI Nopal / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)
= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)
= Intersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= |Intersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F (AM peak
hour)
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Based on the established significance criteria, twelve (12) significant direct impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-
induced increase in delay is greater than 2.0 seconds for LOS E or F operating intersections.
Appendix F-1 contains the Existing + Project intersection analysis worksheets.

8.2  Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 8-2 summarizes the Existing + Project street segment operations. As seen in Table 8-2, with
the addition of Project traffic, the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at
LOS Eor F:

=  Segment #5. El Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E

=  Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard —
LOS E

= Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive to Lake Canyon Road — LOS F

= Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F
= Segment #41. Cuyamaca Street from Project Site to Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

= Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from El Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

=  Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS E

Based on the established significance criteria, six (6) significant direct impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-induced change
in V/C is greater than 0.02 for these LOS E or F operating street segments. Segment #41 is not
deemed to be a significant impact as the intersection operations at both ends of this segment are
calculated to operate at LOS C or better. See Section 16.1.4 for a more detailed discussion and
analyses of Cuyamaca Street.

8.3  Peak Hour Freeway Segment Operations

Table 8-3 shows the volume/capacity freeway segment analyses for the Existing + Project freeway
operations. As seen in Table 8-3, with the addition of Project traffic, the following study area
freeway mainline segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F during both the AM and PM
peak hours.

= Mainline #1. SR-52 from Santo Road to Mast Boulevard
o Eastbound - LOS E (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS F (AM peak hour)
= Mainline #2. SR-52 from Mast Boulevard to SR-125
0 Eastbound — LOS F (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS E (AM peak hour)
= Mainline #5. SR-67 from Riverford Road to SR-52
o Northbound - LOS E (PM peak hour)
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Based on the established significance criteria, two (2) significant direct impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project traffic on the freeway segments since the Project-induced change in V/C
is greater than 0.01 for LOS E or F operating freeway segments. Appendix F-2 contains the HCS

freeway analysis sheets.
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TABLE 8-1

EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak Existing Existing + Project AC ]
Intersection Jur. Tyvpe Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay? | LOS® Delay LOS y
1. Princess Joann Rd / Santee DNE/ AM — — 15.3 C 15.3 No
Cuyamaca St MSSCY | PM — — 15.4 C 15.4
2. Princess Joann Rd / .| AM 7.6 A 12.6 B 5.0
Magnolia Ave Santee AWSC PM 7.9 A 12.3 B 4.4 No
3. Ganley Rd/ Fanita AM 9.3 A >100.0 F >2.0
Pkwy santee | MSSC | oy 9.1 A 74.4 F 65.3 VES
4. Woodglen Vista Dr / AM 8.9 A 30.0 D 21.1
Cuyamaca St Santee | AWSC | o) 9.0 A 795 F 705 | Yo
5. Woodglen Vista Dr / Santee Signal AM 11.9 B 13.7 B 1.8 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 10.7 B 10.8 B 0.1
6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca AM 12.0 B >100.0 F >2.0
st Santee | AWSC | o, 118 B >100.0 F s20 | Y&
7. El Nopal / Magnolia . AM 23.9 C 31.3 C 7.4
Ave Santee | Signal | o, 183 B 24.4 C 6.1 No
8. ElNopal/ Los AM 13.9 B 23.2 C 9.3
Ranchitos Rd County AWSC PM 14.9 B 34.6 D 19.7 No
9. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 7.9 A >100.0 F >2.0
Fanita Pkwy Santee | AWSC | o\, 8.3 A >100.0 F >0 | e
10. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 10.3 B 11.6 B 1.3
Carlton Hills Blvd Santee | AWSC | o) 9.2 A 104 A 1.2 No
11. Lake Canyon Rd / AM 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0
Halberns Blvd Santee | MSSC | o) 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0 No
AM 22.4 C >100.0 F >2.0
AW
12. Beck Dr/Cuyamaca St | Santee SC PM 133 B ~100.0 E o Yes
13. 2" Street / Magnolia . AM 8.0 A 8.0 A 0.0
Ave Santee | Signal | o, 6.6 A 6.7 A 01 No
14. Carefree Dr / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 17.4 B 21.5 C 4.1 No
Ave g PM 9.2 A 9.6 A 0.4
15. Riverford Rd / County Signal AM 25.7 C 325 C 6.8 No
Riverside Dr g PM 243 C 305 C 6.2
16. Mast Blvd / SR-52EB | San Diego/ | o AM 9.5 A 9.6 A 0.1 No
Ramps Caltrans g PM 13.1 B 17.0 B 3.9

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 8-1

EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak Existing Existing + Project AC .

Intersection Jur. Tvie Hour Dela Sig?

yp Delay? | LOS® Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)

17. Mast Blvd / SR-52 WB | San Diego/ | . AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Ves
Ramps ¢ Caltrans g PM 10.9 B 12.9 B 2.0

18. Mast Blvd / West Hills San Diego | Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Vs
Pkwy ¢ PM 24.3 C 50.4 D 26.1

19. Mast Blvd / West Hills Santee Signal AM 3.9 A 5.1 A 12 No
H.S. PM 7.4 A 10.1 B 2.7
. _ AM 3.9 A 4.0 A 0.1

20. Mast Blvd / Medina Dr Santee Signal PM 45 A 46 A 01 No

21. Mast Blvd / Pebble Santee Signal AM 5.0 A 5.1 A 0.1 No
Beach Dr g PM 3.7 A 3.8 A 0.1

22. Mast Blvd / Fanita Santee Signal AM 10.8 B 83.4 F 72.6 -
Pkwy g PM 12.0 B 83.8 F 71.8
23. Mast Blvd / Carlton . AM 42.4 D 45.4 D 3.0

Hills Blvd Santee | Signal |, 448 D 476 D 28 No

24. Mast Blvd / Halberns Santee Signal AM 135 B 13.6 B 0.1 No
Blvd g PM 13.8 B 13.9 B 0.1

25. Mast Blvd / Cuyamaca Santee Signal AM 36.9 D 72.8 E 35.9 Ves
St PM 33.3 C 55.3 E 22.0

26. Mast Blvd / Park Santee Signal AM 7.1 A 7.1 A 0.0 No
Center Dr PM 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0

27. Mast Blvd / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 32.9 C 33.2 C 03 No
Ave g PM 26.8 C 28.3 C 15

28. Carlton Oaks Dr / West San Dieao | Sianal AM 15.0 B 16.1 B 11 No
Hills Pkwy g g PM 9.8 A 10.6 B 0.8

29. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 No
Pebble Beach Dr g PM 5.0 A 5.0 A 0.0

30. Carlton Oaks Dr/ Santee Sianal AM 10.9 B 17.6 B 6.7 No
Fanita Pkwy g PM 9.2 A 10.6 B 1.4

31. Carlton Oaks Dr/ Santee Signal AM 33.0 C 44.2 D 11.2 No
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 23.3 C 28.2 C 49

32. Riverwalk Dr/ sant sianat | AM 14.6 B 26.1 C 11.5 .
Cuyamaca St antee 'gnal 1 p 14.6 B 20.5 c 5.9 °

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 8-1

EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak Existing Existing + Project AS .
Intersection Jur. Tvie Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay? | LOS® | Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)
33, Riverpark Dr / e | s | AM [ 167 B 18.2 B 15 “
Cuyamaca St g PM 19.9 B 235 C 3.6
34. Town Center Pkwy / . AM 145 B 14.6 B 0.1
Cuyamaca St Santee | Signal | oy g4 c 37.4 D 47 No
35. Town Center Pkwy / . AM 116 B 123 B 0.7
Riverview Pkwy Santee | Signal | o), 145 B 14.6 B 0.1 No
36. Riverview Pkwy / . AM 101 B 11.2 B 11
Magnolia Ave Santee | Signal |, 112 B 125 B 13 No
i - AM 86.0 F >100.0 F 34
37. Riverford Rd / SR-67 County/ MSSC Vi
SB Ramps Caltrans PM 51.0 F 63.3 F 67
38. Woodside Ave / SR-67 | County/ Sianal AM 404 D 45.3 D 4.9 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 43.2 D 46.1 D 2.9
39. Riverford Rd/ County Sianal AM 54.9 D 65.8 E 10.9 Yes
Woodside Ave g PM 31.1 C 34.6 C 35
40. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 16.1 B 21.4 C 5.3 No
West Hills Pkwy PM 14.3 B 14.7 B 0.4
41. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Sianal AM 41 A 4.4 A 0.3 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 111 B 11.9 B 0.8
42. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Sianal AM 1.8 A 18 A 0.0 No
SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 0.6 A 0.6 A 0.0
43. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 326 C 49.7 D 17.1 No
SR-125 Caltrans g PM 29.1 C 47.0 D 17.9
44. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | ™M 37.7 D 40.0 D 23 No
Fanita Dr g PM 29.9 C 438 D 13.9
45. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | ™M 61.7 E 90.2 F 28.5 Vs
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 38.9 D 45.2 D 6.3
46. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 26.2 C 26.3 C 0.1 No
Town Center Pkwy PM 459 D 46.0 D 0.1
47. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 433 D 46.7 D 3.4 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 47.4 D 53.7 D 6.3
48. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 19.0 B 19.9 B 0.9 No
Riverview Pkwy g PM 17.0 B 17.2 B 0.2

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 8-1
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak Existing Existing + Project A .
Intersection Jur. Tvie Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay? | LOS® | Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)

49. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | ™M 26.7 C 26.8 C 0.1 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 206 C 20.7 B 0.1

50. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 40.9 D 454 D 4.5 No
Magnolia Ave PM 47.7 D 49.1 D 14

51. Woodside Ave/ SR-67 |  Santee/ | ,\\c- AM 26.0 D 26.3 D 0.3 No
SB Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 16.0 C 16.3 C 0.3

52. Woodside Ave / SR-67 |  Santee/ Signal AM 10.0 A 10.1 B 0.1 No
NB On-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.3 A 94 A 0.1

53. Fanita Dr/ SR-52 WB Santee/ | oo | AM 26.8 D 29.7 D 2.9 No
Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 16.7 C 17.2 C 0.5

54. Fanita Dr/SR-52 EB Santee/ | ¢ AM 15.2 C 16.5 C 13 No
On-Ramp Caltrans |0 | pMm 9.9 A 10.1 B 0.2

55. Buena Vista Ave / Santee Sinal AM 11.2 B 11.6 B 0.4 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 28.9 C 39.8 D 10.9

56. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 2.6 A 2.7 A 0.1 No
WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 3.6 A 3.8 A 0.2

57. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 317 C 32.4 C 0.7 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 36.2 D 38.3 D 2.1

58. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 6.8 A 10.0 A 3.2 No
WB Ramps /SR-67 SB | Caltrans g PM 5.9 A 5.9 A 0.0

59. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ signal | M 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 20.1 C 21.7 c 1.6

60. PrOspect Ave / Santee Sianal AM 27.2 C 27.5 C 0.3 No
Fanita Dr g PM 19.1 B 19.3 B 0.2

61. Prospect Ave / sonee | signat | AM | 21 c 20.2 c 0.1 o
Cuyamaca St PM 34.4 C 34.5 Cc 0.1

62. Prospect Ave / Santee signal | M 8.3 A 8.3 A 0.0 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 6.5 A 6.5 A 0.0

63. Prospect Ave/ Santee Sianal AM 20.4 C 21.2 C 0.8 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 28.1 C 30.0 C 1.9

64. Prospect Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Signal AM 9.5 A 9.7 A 0.2 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 8.6 A 9.1 A 0.5

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 8-1
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak Existing Existing + Project AC .
Intersection Jur. Tvie Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay? | LOS® Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)

65. Prospect Ave / Santee Sianal AM 20.1 C 20.1 C 0.0 No
Graves Ave g PM 33.7 C 33.7 C 0.0

66. Mast Boulevard / Santee Signal AM 5.3 A 54 A 0.1 NG
Weston Road g PM 15 A 1.9 A 0.4

Footnotes:
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.

b. Level of Service

c. A denotes the increase in delay due to Project. SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED

d. Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay reported.

e. All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

f.  No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the southbound left-turn movement is Delay LOS Delay LOS
reported. 00 < 100 A 00 < 100 A

g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this intersection during the AM peak 10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, as well as upstream congestion from SR-52 WB exceed the 20.1to 35.0 c 15.1t0 25.0 c
limits of the analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result is based on the bottleneck effect of the 35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1to0 35.0 D
lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field. 55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E

> 80.1 F > 50.1 F

General Notes:
1. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
2. Jur. = Jurisdiction.
3. DNE, “—" = Does not exist

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-15-2462
65 Fanita Ranch

N:\2462\Text\Report\Final Submittal\2462.Report (FINAL).docx




TABLE 8-2

EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existir_19 Existing Existing + Project Project Ac _

Street Segment M| (e | ADT® | Lose | wvice| ADT | Los | vic | Volumes| vic | 5197
Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 530 A 0.066 530 A 0.066 0 0.000 No
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 1,700 A 0.213 | 1,700 A 0.213 0 0.000 No
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 3,780 C 0.473 | 3,780 C 0.473 0 0.000 No
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 8,870 C 0.591 | 11,500 D 0.767 2,630 0.176 No
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 9,810 D —_ 12,440 E — 2,630 — Yes
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 26,440 C 0.661 | 33,010 D 0.825 6,570 0.164 No
7.  West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 19,540 B 0.489 | 29,000 C 0.725 9,460 0.236 No
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 19,590 B 0.490 | 29,050 C 0.726 9,460 0.236 No
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 40,000 16,800 B 0.420 | 19,430 B 0.486 2,630 0.066 No
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 19,220 B 0.481 | 21,320 C 0.533 2,100 0.052 No
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 20,200 B 0.505 | 22,300 C 0.558 2,100 0.053 No
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 18,490 B 0.462 | 18,750 B 0.469 260 0.007 No
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 7,710 C 0.514 | 7,710 C 0.514 0 0.000 No
14. West of Riverford Rd County 19,000 1,810 A — 1,810 A — 0 — No
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 7,360 C 0.491 | 7,890 C 0.526 530 0.035 No
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 10,560 D 0.704 | 13,450 E 0.897 2,890 0.193 Yes
Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 16,510 B 0.413 | 19,140 B 0.479 2,630 0.066 No
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 17,000 B 0.425 | 17,000 B 0.425 0 0.000 No
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 45,440 C 0.757 | 51,220 D 0.854 5,780 0.097 No
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TABLE 8-2

EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existir_19 Existing Existing + Project Project A€ _
Street Segment M| (e | ADT® | Lose | wvice| ADT | Los | vic | Volumes| vic | 5197
(Continued from Previous Page)

Mission Gorge Road (cont.)
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 41,100 C 0.685 | 47,670 C 0.795 6,570 0.110 No
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 60,000 37,960 C 0.633 | 41,110 C 0.685 3,150 0.052 No
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 28,630 B 0.477 | 31,260 B 0.521 2,630 0.044 No
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 23,140 A 0.386 | 24,450 A 0.408 1,310 0.022 No
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 25,550 B 0.426 | 26,860 B 0.448 1,310 0.022 No
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 24,960 A 0.416 | 26,270 B 0.438 1,310 0.022 No
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 8,900 C 0.593 | 8,900 C 0.593 0 0.000 No
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 9,880 C 0.659 | 9,880 C 0.659 0 0.000 No
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 11,610 A 0.290 | 13,710 A 0.343 2,100 0.053 No
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr f Santee 1[3_)'\(')% — — | — | 12350 D | 0823 | 12350 | — No
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 2,610 A 0.261 | 14,960 F 1.496 12,350 1.235 Yes
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 3,860 A 0.386 | 15,160 F 1.516 11,300 1.130 Yes
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 3,330 A 0.333 | 6,750 C 0.675 3,420 0.342 No
Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 18,990 B 0.475 | 19,250 B 0.481 260 0.006 No
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 11,650 A 0.291 | 11,910 A 0.298 260 0.007 No
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 5,880 A 0.147 | 6,930 A 0.173 1,050 0.026 No
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 10,030 A 0.251 | 11,610 A 0.290 1,580 0.039 No
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 24,960 C 0.624 | 29,430 C 0.736 4,470 0.112 No
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TABLE 8-2

EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing Existing Existing + Project Project A€
Jur. Capacit ig?
Street Segment (oeg) | ADT® | LOS® | vicd| ADT | LOS | vic | Volumes| Vic | 59
(Continued from Previous Page)

Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 2,210 A 0.221 | 2,210 A 0.221 0 0.000 No
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 19,280 B 0.482 | 19,540 B 0.489 260 0.007 No
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 5,660 C 0.377 | 5,920 C 0.592 260 0.026 No
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave ¢ Santee 1D5'\(|)gé — — — 13,920 E 0.928 13,920 0.928 No
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd ¢ Santee 1D5'\(|)gé — — — 7,620 C 0.508 7,620 0.508 No
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr ¢ Santee 1D5'\(|)gé — — — 7,620 C 0.508 7,620 0.508 No
44, Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr ¢ Santee 15,000 670 A 0.045 | 8,290 C 0.553 7,620 0.508 No
45, Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal Santee 15,000 4,360 A 0.291 | 11,980 D 0.799 7,620 0.508 No
46. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 8,860 C 0.591 | 16,480 F 1.099 7,620 0.508 Yes
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 19,600 B 0.490 | 25,380 C 0.635 5,780 0.145 No
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 26,690 C 0.667 | 32,210 D 0.805 5,520 0.138 No
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 21,850 B 0.437 | 26,840 B 0.537 4,990 0.100 No
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 39,020 C 0.780 | 41,650 D 0.833 2,630 0.053 No
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 26,060 B 0.521 | 27,110 B 0.542 1,050 0.021 No
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 7,640 A 0.191 | 7,900 A 0.198 260 0.007 No
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE — — — — — — — — No
Magnolia Avenue
54, Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd " Santee 1%'\(;%6 — — — 6,310 C 0.631 6,310 0.631 No
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 2,020 A 0.051 | 8,330 0.208 6,310 0.157 No
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TABLE 8-2
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Eﬂﬁmg Existing Existing + Project Project Ac _
Street Segment M| (e | ADT® | Lose | wvice| ADT | Los | vic | Volumes| vic | 5197
(Continued from Previous Page)

Magnolia Avenue (cont.)
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 40,000 9,030 A 0.226 | 15,340 B 0.384 6,310 0.158 No
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 13,690 A 0.342 | 17,370 B 0.434 3,680 0.092 No
58. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Santee 40,000 22,440 C 0.561 | 25,590 C 0.640 3,150 0.079 No
59. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 25,830 C 0.646 | 28,980 C 0.725 3,150 0.079 No
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 33,870 B 0.565 | 35,450 C 0.591 1,580 0.026 No
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 12,600 A 0.315 | 13,130 A 0.328 530 0.013 No
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 27,210 C 0.680 | 27,470 C 0.687 260 0.007 No
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Rd to Woodside Ave Santee 10,000 3,390 A 0.339 | 3,390 A 0.339 0 0.000 No
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Dr to SR-67 Ramps County 23,500 18,390 E — 19,700 E — 1,310 — Yes
Footnotes:

Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS tables (See Appendix A).

Average Daily Traffic

Level of Service

Volume to Capacity ratio

A denotes a Project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio. For County of San Diego, an increase in Project trips is used to measure impacts.

This future section of Fanita Parkway is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT.

The 15,000 ADT capacity for the existing sections of Cuyamaca Street was continued along this future section providing access to the Project. The intersection operations at both ends of the Cuyamaca
Street road segment between the Project Site and Magnolia Avenue report LOS C or better operations. Therefore, adequate operations are expected along this roadway. The section of Cuyamaca Street
between Chaparral Drive and Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major Arterial under Year 2035 conditions as a Project Design Feature to adequately transition to the four-lane
section south of Woodglen Vista Drive.

h.  The 10,000 ADT capacity for the connection of Magnolia Avenue was used along this future section providing access to the Project.

i.  Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

General Notes:
1. Jur = Jurisdiction
2. DNE, “—" = Does not exist
3. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
4. County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.

e~rooooTe
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TABLE 8-3
EXISTING + PROJECT FREEWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing Existing + Project AV/C
Freeway Segment Dir. | Lanes? Volume P V/C ¢ Density ¢ LOS® Volume VIC Density LOS Sig?
AM | PM | AM | PM |AM |PM |AM  PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM

State Route 52
Santo Road to EB 3M 1,521 | 5527 | 0.236 | 0.907 | 7.8 | 364 | A E | 1,765 | 6,011 | 0.274 | 0.986 | 9.0 | 435 | A E | 0038 | 0.079 | Yes
Mast Boulevard WB 3M 5976 | 2,412 | 0.980 | 0.375 | 42.9 | 123 | E B |6448 | 2655 | 1.058 | 0413 | — | 135 | F B | 0.077 | 0.038 | Yes
Mast Boulevard to EB 2M 1,468 | 4632 | 0.334 | 1.053 | 11.3 | — | B F | 1,502 | 4,699 | 0.342 | 1.068 116 | — B F | 0.008 | 0.015 | Yes
SR-125 wB 2M 4,077 | 2,498 | 0.927 | 0.568 | 38.4 | 195 | E C |4142 | 2532 0942 | 0576 | 396 | 198 | E C | 0.015 | 0.008 | No
SR-125 1o EB | 2M+1A | 1,719 | 4,268 | 0.260 | 0.647 | 8.9 | 226 | A C | 1753|4335 0266 | 0657 | 9.1 | 230 | A C | 0.005 | 0.010 | No
Cuyamaca Street WB | 2M+1A | 3,209 | 2,836 | 0.486 | 0.430 | 16.6 | 147 | B B |3274 2870 | 0.49 | 0435 | 17.0 | 149 | B B | 0.010 | 0.005 | No
Cuyamaca Street to EB | 2M+1A | 1,280 | 3,994 | 0.194 | 0.605 | 6.5 | 20.7 | A C | 17345 4,028 0204 | 0610 | 69 | 209 | A C | 0.010 | 0.005 | No
SR-67 WB | 2M+1A | 3,202 | 2,459 | 0.485 | 0.373 | 16.4 | 126 | B B |323 | 2526 | 0.490 | 0.383 | 166 | 13.0 | B B | 0.005 | 0.010 | No

State Route 67
Riverford Road to NB 2M 2,322 | 3,739 | 0.553 | 0.891 | 19.1 | 35.7 | C E | 2338|3747 | 0557 | 0.892 | 19.2 | 359 | C E | 0.004 | 0.002 | No
SR-52 SB 2M 3,283 | 2,760 | 0.783 | 0.658 | 29.1 | 232 | D C |3291| 2777 | 0.785 | 0.663 | 29.3 | 234 | D C | 0.002 | 0.004 | No
SR-52 to Bradley Ave | NB | 2M+2A | 2,805 | 4,516 | 0.333 | 0.536 | 115 | 185 | B C |2872 | 4650 | 0341 | 0552 | 118 | 19.1 | B C | 0.008 | 0.016 | No
SB 3M 3,965 | 3,334 | 0.627 | 0.527 | 21.9 | 182 | C C | 4,095 | 3401 | 0.648 | 0538 | 228 | 186 | C C | 0.020 | 0.010 | No
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TABLE 8-3
EXISTING + PROJECT FREEWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing Existing + Project
] AVICT
Freeway Segment Dir. | Lanes? Volume P viC¢® Density ¢ LOS® Volume VIC Density LOS Sig?
AM PM AM PM AM | PM | AM | PM | AM PM AM PM AM PM | AM | PM AM PM
(Continued From Previous Page)

State Route 125

Grossmont College Dr NB 3M+2A | 3,052 | 2,694 | 0.283 | 0.249 | 9.6 8.5 A 3,221 | 3,028 | 0.298 | 0.280 | 10.2 9.6 A A 0.015 | 0.031 | No

to SR-52 SB 4M 1,960 | 3,440 | 0.227 | 0.398 | 7.7 | 13.6 A B 2,286 | 3,608 | 0.265 | 0.418 9.0 | 142 A B 0.038 | 0.020 [ No
Footnotes: ) ]

a.  Lane geometry taken from PeMS lane configurations at corresponding postmile. LOS Density Range (pc/mi/ln)

b.  Existing volume calculated from most recent Caltrans Traffic Census Program Peak Hour Volume Data (2016). See Table 6-3 for K and D factors. é S 12 - ﬁ

¢.  VIC = (Peak Hour Volume/Hourly Capacity) c >18-26

d.  Density measures passenger cars per mile per lane. Density = Flow Rate (passenger-cars/hour/lane) + Speed (average passenger-car speed in mph). E i gg - 22

e.  Level of Service F > 45

f.

“A” denotes the Project-induced increase in V/C. Per City Guidelines, a significant impact occurs when the V/C is increased by greater than 0.01 for LOS E
or LOSF.
General Note:

1. M= Mainline

2. A= Auxiliary

3. Sig? = Significant impact, yes or no.

4. “—" Shown in density column where density exceeds the maximum threshold for LOS F.
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9.0 NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative projects are other projects in the study area that are expected to be constructed and
occupied between the date of existing data collection (January/February 2018) and the expected
near-term timeframe for the Project, thus adding traffic to the local circulation system. LLG
researched projects within the City of Santee, City of San Diego, City of EI Cajon and County of San
Diego to identify cumulative projects in the study area that could be constructed and generating
traffic in the Project vicinity. Based on the most recent information received from local agencies, 55
cumulative development projects are planned for the area for the near-term condition. The following

is a brief description of each of the cumulative projects.

Table 9-1 provides a summary of the cumulative projects trip generation summary.

TABLE 9-1
CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SUMMARY
] o AM PM
No. Name/Applicant Description ADT? Status
In Out In Out
1. | GA DevelopmentLLc|  ©-lotresidential 60 2 3 4 2 | Approved — Not Built
subdivision
2. | D’Lazio 20 condominiums 160 3 10| 11| s Approved -
Under Construction
3. | East County Estates 7 S"r‘]g'e'fam"y 170 4 10 | 12 5 Completed ©
omes
4, Las Olivitas 18 condominiums 144 2 10 10 4 Completed ©
5. Santee View Estates 27-lot rt_as_ld_entlal 270 7 15 19 8 |Approved — Not Built
subdivision
6. Woodside Terrace 4-lot re_m_de_rnﬂal 40 1 2 3 1 Approved — pnder
subdivision Construction
Tyree & Vidovich 4-lot residential c
7 Investments, LLC subdivision 40 ! 2 3 ! Completed
8. | Comerstone 128 condo units 768 12 | 49 | 48 | 21 Approved —
Under Construction
9. Santee Townhomes 10 townhome units 80 1 5 6 2 |Approved — Not Built
10. | Prospect Fields 75-unit multi-family 600 10 38 42 18 Completed ©
11. | River Village 82 single family 820 20 | 4 | 57 | 25 Completed ©
residential units
Infill Development 4-lot residential Approved —
12 Company subdivision 40 1 2 3 4 Under Construction

(Continue to Next Page)
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TABLE 9-1

CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SUMMARY

) o AM PM
No. Name/Applicant Description ADT? Status
In Out In Out
(Continue from Previous Page)
Village Run Homes, 40 dwelling unit .
13. LLC subdivision 400 10 22 28 12 |Approved — Not Built
Brewery, warehouse,
14. | Karl Strauss tasting room, & 1,509 80 21 74 93 |Approved — Not Built
restaurant
15. Hattie I?awson 113 condominiums 904 14 58 63 27 | Approved — Not Built
Properties
16. | Walker Trails 67 condominiums 536 o | 34 | 38 16 Approved -
Under Construction
17. | Prospect Estates Il 53 single-family 530 13 29 37 16 |[Approved — Not Built
18, Costco and Expanded Fuel fgcmty with 11 1,063 37 37 43 42 Completed ¢
Food Court dispensers
Weston (formerly 415 detached Approved —
19. Castlerock) dwelling units 4,150 100 232 291 124 Under Construction
20. | Calvary Chapel 9.3 KSF c.hurch 84 2 2 4 3 Completed ©
expansion
91, | IVler Street 14 single-family 140 3 8 | 10 | 4 |Pending Entitlement
Subdivision homes
22. | Carribean Way 42 condominiums 336 5 22 24 10 Approved .
Under Construction
23. | Talwar 8 condominiums 64 1 4 4 2 |Approved — Not Built
24, | Lantern Crest Ridge 46-bed memory care 115 3 2 5 4 Pending Entitlement
Phase Il facility
25, | Graves/Prospect Convenience store, 1200 | 48 | 48 | 48 | 48 | Pending Entitlement
Commercial coffee shop
2. Shgrp' Medical Office 86 KSF medlcal 3,107 163 43 86 291 Approved — pnder
Building office Construction
. 63 single family
27. Pe_lrkglde (formerly homes and 62 1,126 23 67 79 34 Pending Entitlement
Hillside Meadows) .
condominiums
28, Cuy_amaca Service Gas, retail, office, car 1,334 54 53 a1 42 | Approved — Not Built
Station wash
29. | Panera Bread FastFoodw/Drive | 5601 | 90 | 92 | 63 | 63 Completed ¢
Through

(Continued on Next Page)
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CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SUMMARY

TABLE 9-1

AM
No. Name/Applicant Description ADT? Status
In Out In Out
(Continued from Previous Page)
30. | Sycamore Landfill Master plan 2020 | 176 | 116 | 70 | 105 | Approved-—Under
expansion Construction
Operational trips
Padre Dam / Santee Approved — Under
31. Lakes Expansion relayed to master plan 120 20 20 20 20 Construction
improvements
Single family,
3 Carlton Oaks Country | assisted living, hotel, 2,380 56 117 155 74 Pgndlng
Club and restaurant Entitlement
expansion
33. | Garmo Brothers Gas station, restaurant 1,364 60 54 36 34 | Approved —Not Built
34. | Toby Foster Commercial 250 5 3 12 11 Approved - pnder
Construction
i-fami Approved —
35. | Meng Subdivision 24 multi-family 192 3 | 12 | 13 | 6 PRrover
residential Not Built
. . Approved —
36. | Woodspring Suites 120-room hotel 840 27 40 46 30 .
Not Built
. Approved —
37. | Handel’s Ice Cream Commercial 68 1 1 3 3 .
Not Built
11 multi-family Pending
38. | Apts. Inc residential 88 1 6 6 3 Entitlement
30. | Tower Glass Industrial 275 27 | 3 7 | 2 Approved -
Not Built
40. | Studio Movie Grill Entertainment, 3700 | 13 | 0 | 179 | 117 Pending
restaurant Entitlement
365 multi-family Pending
41. | County Property 2 residential 2,920 47 187 204 88 Entitlement
130 multi-family Pending
42. | County Property 1 residential 1,040 17 66 73 31 Entitlement
43. | KDS & Assoc. Warehouse 37 4 1 2 4 Pgndlng
Entitlement
44. | Cameron Bros Commercial 12,883 | 309 | 206 | 644 | 644 Pending
Entitlement
45. | Jacor Office/warehouse 21 2 1 1 2 Approved -
Not Built

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 9-1
CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SUMMARY

) o AM PM
No. Name/Applicant Description ADT? Status
In Out In Out
(Continued from Previous Page)
Approved —
46. | Rayo Wholesale Warehouse 25 2 1 2 2 Under Construction
47. | Lanter Crest Phase 11| 560 residential 2,880 46 | 184 | 202 | g | Approved - Under
apartments Construction
48. Rockvill Residential 59 residential 590 14 33 41 18 Pending Entitlement
apartments
49. All Right Storage 87 KSF Storage 175 6 5 8 8 Pending Entitlement
50. County ARCC 25 KSF Gov’t Office 755 61 7 27 64 Completed
51. Gondala Skate 28 KSF Industrial 229 23 2 5 22 | Approved — Not Built
52. Lunar Lane 7 KSF Industrial 59 5 1 1 6 Pending Entitlement
53. Kalasho Gas Station Gas Station 900 32 31 36 36 Pending Entitlement
54, Conejo Subdivision 5 smgle-fa_mlly 50 1 3 4 1 Pending Entitlement
residential
55 |  Prospect Avenue 14 single-family 140 3 | 8 | 10 | 4 |PendingEntitlement
Subdivision residential

Footnotes:

a.
b.
c.

Average daily traffic.

Cumulative project #15 results in a net reduction of 327 daily trips when credit for the existing tenant is taken.

Projects noted as completed were fully constructed after the date of existing data collection. Therefore, the trips associated with these projects were added
to the near-term cumulative condition.

The cumulative condition is subject to change on a constant basis, given the time period for permit
processing on a large project, such as the Fanita Ranch Project, takes many years to complete. The
baseline conditions are developed at the initiation of the transportation study (data collection 2018)
and between that time and Project approval, the list of cumulative development projects fluctuates as
projects are built, withdrawn, or newly entered into the entitlement process. Because of this
phenomenon, a comprehensive approach to developing the near-term condition is to include the
individual cumulative projects on the street system in addition to general growth in the area
developed using an annual growth factor between baseline traffic count data (Year 2018) and
buildout volumes forecasted in the City of Santee Mobility Element (Year 2035). The Mobility
Element utilized the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 traffic model to evaluate the effect of buildout
of the General Plan future land uses on the street network within the City and surrounding area. To
arrive at Existing + Cumulative Projects conditions, cumulative projects and calculated annual
growth were added to the existing baseline condition.
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No future upgrades to the study area street network were assumed in the near-term cumulative
analysis.

Figure 9-1 depicts the Cumulative Only traffic volumes, Figure 9-2 depicts the Existing +
Cumulative Projects traffic volumes, and Figure 9-3 depicts the Existing + Cumulative Projects +
Project traffic volumes.

Appendix G contains cumulative projects and cumulative growth traffic data.

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-15-2462
76 Fanita Ranch

N:\2462\Text\Report\Final Submittal\2462.Report (FINAL).docx



~.
\
\
/
/

/
J /.-/—"\
Fi ___//// \\
P )
4 |
s A o/ :
4 ] i
4/ \ |
/ . I
,;' / Project | E— ~ :
/ : ~ !
£/ Site / \ i
'4’ / [ \ H
&/ | l I
A \ } i
. . 4 | 3 0
City of San Diego ;7 i County of San Diego
- - - " / H . - -
Jurisdiction J] g Jurisdiction
! /// Princess Joann Rd !
J / o !
d / : l
d 9 & I
l/ Gﬁ/z/ Y % I
YRy 59 i
/l e Woodglen Vista Dr 5>_‘_ %
N E
= 1 oy
. @ 106, : g o
- L El'Nopal H a 20 1 &
N 'Enm ‘: ; g‘\\opa\ @ ?\_\\\e‘g\(\eo Q
£ 1 E o
T . 2 N ..
@ @ Beck Dr i - | AP . N § g
[ Dr - \\y\a%& %
) |
| 1126 o 1,346
e 22 €5 2y Mast BI
: S
I 2 ..
52 N i
L380 3422 § 2 z'§ K ; |
oo 4,290 25
6’(@/;"/// Y x\""\%\ !
’R"; West Hills H.S. i
Y o i
Q;\“e‘ \\ [: Riverview Pkwy @ 1
Mission Trails Park e i
o I
2 |
<<
e \ G @8) S City of Santee |
P = N - E Jurisdiction !
;, 8 oo o : i @  Study Intersections
& Buena Vista Ave - ",_I X XXX Average Daily
:> 5.400 \,,'\ ' Traffic Volumes
Freeway Mainline
A— 363 PN | Y X XXX Daily Traffic Volumes
N, —62) (64) \ .
N, g | Project Access Roads
o S R e ——— .
N, . . 1 s, : H \
. X City of El Cajon  ; F[lEi I 1
= 7 . . . 0j(s E \',, -,
\ Glo//e Jurisdiction 3020 gL . \
%, Coé’/ TS l K :
N, ? Ling il N, \
Figure 9-1
N:\2462\Figures
AL S Date: 11/13/19 . :
LAW & Cumulative Only Traffic Volumes
GREENSPAN
FANITA RANCH

engineers




@® | @ ® @ ® ®
|
|
I 0 ) o 2 Nl
| 5 | s b = S =
I l 110 l 31 l 4,613 l 11 l »—6/3
|
i Prncss Joann Rd Prncss Joann Rd Ganley Rd Wdglen Vista Dr Wd?\en Vista Dr El Nopal
i m~ | N7 tr Ir ori— | D tr
Il 0 N2 Lo g 2L 212 o N8 g =2
|8 Z — o g‘ w - 5 o« B E =) © ™~
Iz g P g £ g
HeJ = s o = (8]
IS <«—3/3 -~5/7 S = g =
J l L 414 ¥, 313 l 211 l ~—1/0 J 1 313
El Nopal El Nopal Lake Canyon Rd Lake Canyon Rd Lake Canyon Rd Beck Dr
1/0-" b T r 6/6— g‘ﬁ " T r 413~ _‘1 T 111~ b T T r
™ © o o~ ® N @ ™ — - — SN
13— 12 533 M~ |g 53 23 o 33 s o o 2 s
33~ | S S = W z 2 8"
E & = s g £
& ) = = 3 <4
= S g 8 E 3
8 2 . s *—4/6 S 8o x—11/4
N *~1/0 = *~1/0 >z -~—0/3 2 *—158/83 == <—153/69
l N 517 l 410 1 L 12713 L 85146 <—85/46 J l L 55137
2nd St Carefree Dr H.SExit Dwy Mast BI Riverside Dr Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI
T 4 111~ b 1/0-* N T r 2 98/137— |4 T d 85/34 h T r
~ ~N W0 ~own oo £ E ™ N - ©
}(’2; g;f 2/1—»3;;:‘ & =1 37/167T— |2 252
= 3 s X 6/4~ |2 b i e 2~ [ 2«
g s 2 & & =
£ B & & & =
8 g 1/ *-3/2 *~0/1
«—211/99 = *~0/1 23 *~0/1 333 <—48/69 g2 4457 gZZ «—41/51
,—6/4 J <«—56/119 J L <«—54/103 J 1 L 213 ) l W 312 ) l L »513
Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI
57/231— b 0/1-" b 13— [sN ( 26/17 h T r 412" |_ b T r 48/ 46— h T r
o= 2 s L2 Je- o ©ox 3
3/1—~ =5 n2/76— | 3 99/ 70— § 53 63 /57— EEEE 52— |0 35S 2~ |5 333
2|z 11—~ |8 9/4~ |2 2019~ | ¢ 6/2—~ [T P
I|a s 2 < s 5
gl 3 : 5 5 §
4 = = o s o T
N:\2462\Figures . Figure 9-1
(AU a g Dcte: 10/16/18 ® sty inersections (1 of 3)
LAW & AM/PM i AM / PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volum 1 1 1
GREENSPAN ~ Peak Hour Volumes Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes
———— Project Access Roads AM / PM Peak Hours
engineers

FANITA RANCH



) @ 5 B
[=} o
3 <
oS | U1 8 | o 85 oo B -2 |5
== = ~—44/36 ~—56/37 s = ~—149/25 5= *—43/8 22 Ig%-31 23 |E7z
> %S S 8o Se |2 SR
J l L »—19/16 212 ) 1 L 24114 1 L »—38/19 J\ oo<—22/68 J L <«—23/67
Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Carlton Oaks Dr Carlton Oaks Dr Carlton Oaks Dr
6/5—" 1 l rf: 29/ 67— cf: 9/14 1 1 o( l f 62/ 23— 31 z
/52— |5 S = & 1~ |5 3 18/53— [2 =2 & B 60/ 21— |B
19/19~ g &7~ = = 7100~ | &S 53 <
o = (<)
5 < g E: 3
3 & = = &
.58 x~1/0 € L8 x~1/1 Qg -4/16 LT 3
S33 <—13/15 I3 *~1/1 =z:s «—1/0 sS85 «—7/21 =9 2
J l L 414 l W 212 J 1 X 211 J 1 L 5120 ) l 1 313
Criton Oaks Dr Riverwalk Dr River Prk Dr Town Cntr Pkwy Town Cntr Pkwy Riverview Pkwy
0/3-7 _lluf Lm 1/2-7 llj 1424 A ‘llg 1/5-* 511 0/1— llN
/15— |3 =82 B 82 1o— |3 =23 18/18— |5 = B 3 23~ [E 22 23t3
BT~ | =9 g 9 45—~ g = 23~ § 35 ERE s ¢
S E e
= ) ) ) 2 g
o o o (8] o =
€ - U N
£ 2 H £
2 2 o, &
S SR 2 sy |EV~B/1 SR Y
3= Is 2 AL (AT > 2w |Z+52/3 PR P4 | ~—26/8
N3 =T 4 > > 3849 Ss |5
) l X—4/4 J <-—3/3 J -—2/2 ) 1 L »—68/32 J <+—57/56 <—56/56
- SR-Gﬁ\/B Rmps Woodside Ave S. Woodside Ave S. Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd
h 8/14— /15 24147 A b T r 53/58— 1/0-*
~ © ™~
= 52 7114— 31/51— D@ 57/ 74—
= S 30/14 —~ ]E3
o
<
o
2.8 *-19/28 8.8 - 19/24 ~58 ~-32/26 S *-10/9
<«—61/47 «—70/57 35w «—62/57 R «—53/42 33 +—65/51 3= «—75/65
37128 14112 J 1 L »0/1 J 1 L 211 ) l W 41126 J L 171
Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mis?on Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd
40/ 64— 1 j 46 /82— :l uf: 14177 |_ 1 l 23132 A l l ! 15/15 1 ik ! 781737 B 1 f
17110 ~ 4 18124 —~ il 45/8— |2 53 34/59— S~ 50/63— [ 20 O 571/77— |&§ 535
W S8 s & Y o1~ |E 32~ s 37129 ~ g ISR §
S = L ) 3
0 = > > L
% & 3 [ 3 &
N:\2462\Figures . Figure 9-1
Linscort [ ®  sudyIntersecions (2 of 3)
A .
LAW & AM/PM — AM/PM Intersection
GREENSPAN Peak Hour Volumes Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes

engineers

AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA

RANCH



o w0 *_9/13 © o ) =]
222 o Z g e
<«—62/55 Q= <~—14/17 23 S = —12/14 =3
11 T 12/14 T 75 7 11 7 5/8 T
I's J l L I's J l I's l I's l I's l L
—
Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Woodside Ave S. SR-67 NB On-Rmp SR-52 WB Rmps SR-52 EB Rmps
40/71— w\ r 13/33 N T r 0/1— e G T r T (
L N~ ™ — < o ™~ © o N~ N - [ts} wn ©
12~ |2 33 /16— |12 2= 2 618~ |z 52 z I3 = 35
3 49136~ |z &89 RN s S 5 5 S
g E 8 3 E ©
~
o < & _— o~ o @ w0 x_5/3
o2 = Le e g ~ S <
Sgg | L § 5 S 238 8 Sas | s
J l L »—50/168 l - 67/44 1 N J 1 N l ) l L 315
BueFa Vista Ave ?R-Sz WB Rmps SR-52 EB Rmps SR-52 EB On-Rmp SR-52 EB Off-Rmp Prospect Ave
0/1-" b r r 77177 T ¢ h T r 20/64 " T 312 b T r
3 U— |5 288 5 89 17113~ |5 88 g 882 24130 2 3 33— | SS53
g °33 s 23 g Ss N N3 e
0/1~ |8 5 d g oo g 32 s Q5 s R 22—~ |& &
5 5 5 5 2 s E
= = = & & g
o o o = = w
g 2
= 5
) *~6/5 g oo x~72/78 © 8 3 |8~nnw
Sas | —8im IS g2 Sa3 | —us s3 I3 [+
) l L »— 25126 J -~—11/11 ) 1 L 31 <—64/59 J l <—5/5 J l L 210
Prospect Ave Prospect Ave Prospect Ave g Prospect Ave Prospect Ave Mast B
9/11 -~ b T r 12 1/3-7 h T r s0/63— |8 0 [ 43148 ) T 441190 T d
s 28l 0 I3 Y e 82 5/5— 23 12/38— 22
2/3—»£NBH 8/10— 5/9_'<>cHB*' 5<s 0 9> 33
415~ g < 32~ |= 2 7115~ | 10~ |=
[=]
[} = [} (6] T

0

LINSCOTT
LAaw &

GREENSPAN

engineers

N:\2462\Figures
Date: 01/02/19

®

A
AM/PM —>
~

Study Intersections

AM / PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volumes

Figure 9-1
(30f3)

Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes
AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA RANCH



Y - |
/ ///f/ \\\ |
Fi ____//// \\
Jo— \ |
4 |
& o/ |
4/ / :
s/ | i
g \ E
;o : \ |
/ i PrOJECt } —————— S i
/ : ; ~ |
£/ Site / \ i
V o i ‘ 5
;o \ ! !
. . if /// | I I .
City of San Diego ;i i County of San Diego
. - - I H . - -
Jurisdiction ;o i Jurisdiction
! // Princess Joann Rd !
y :
!/ g !
d / : l
/:I 5 i
&/ g I
Gy, © S =
/ "4 5 1,759 i
¢ e Woodgien Vista Dy 5>_'_ l
/ o al, !
L\r. ;:' < i e X
© i 3,886 S 9,146 : 2 OQ‘S‘%
?A 2 e El'Nopal N H 2 o &3() Q«\QJQ)
% o e 1 = e wwﬂ
5 SE i E o
eL @ v 2 o?’b of
@ Secehl] Carefree @* Zndst ., % 8_
Dr @ ,\"'\ N\a’v& gé
| 19,616 5 | 9,056
- 26 27 37)
24 Mast B -
52 103 4 S ! g ™~ i
280 2292 o 2 H g Hoervaor > ]
o . e © g
¢, €9 i i
. 3 H
& 0/30 ,730 ) “%%\6\ !
R" West Hills H.S. i
1,112 !
Q;\\‘e‘ Riverview Pkwy !
Mission Trails Park e i
Sy i
E i
= —— e - @ 26946 City of Santee i
'\, 88,200 N i
18,965 [N\ 3= , Jurisdiction : .
. E : @  Study Intersections
5 H
. \ -
Buena Vista Ave . Average Daily
82,400 \.,'\ X XXX Traffic Volumes
- Freeway Mainline
= 10,243 Y ) X XXX Daily Tr)‘;ffic Volumes
S - - 62 Prospect Ave 63k @@ \ .
[ 1 ST, p ‘ O
1 Nl R [/ — N Project Access Roads
oy i 2(1 i |l ! mem———
' Jryp—— H H H ] [ \
- g i Ny City of EI Cajon | alfiEi I L
i, A : AN T N2 N, 1
G el % Jurisdiction ss020.. 5 L, ~. \ ‘)
!lﬁ_“'_"~ H —E I\" :\

N:\2462\Figures
Date: 01/02/19

LINSCOTT
Law &

GREENSPAN

engineers

Figure 9-2

Existing + Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes

FANITA RANCH



LINSCOTT
LAaw &

Date: 10/16/18

GREENSPAN

engineers

®

4
AM/PM —>

Study Intersections

AM/ PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volumes

Project Access Roads

® ! @ ® @ ® ®
|
! w_ w_ g w*_ 3 w_
I 5 0/3 s 411 _— 10/7 3 3/3
I A «~—8/8 22 ~1/1 T2 «—0/2 382 ~—13/7 Sel «—4/8
' T 32/20 7Y 128/63 TTT 233/111 TTN 4513 T 2641102
I J 4 [ PN PARN PN
i Prncss Joann Rd Prncss Joann Rd Ganley Rd Wd$len Vista Dr Wd?\en Vista Dr El Nopal
I 0117 N tr m— | NI 0 17113 N 0/1-A o
I 03— |2 828 238 271~ |5 =38 1n— [0 382 11— |5 288
I's ER i g wZ q ° 5 2523 s mo
18 5/~ |z 8B E = g 2 U/El~ |& &g = M~ 18 82
13 < & 3 £ 3
IS © ~ 3
>3 8 - 103/69 5 o x~10/5 9 8 12
28y «—122/109 «—230/293 §c *~9/20 RN 2716 S N ~—1/2
) l N »— 1401146 1731154 1 N »—90/53 y 1 N 8111 y ) l N »— 93157
El Nopal El Nopal Lake Canyon Rd Lake Canyon Rd Lake Canyon Rd Beck Dr
46/6 h T " u51248— |z A T r 313" |_ h T r 8/9 " b T 1076~ y T r
0 o < o « Qo ™ D Yo © o — O~
64/72— |2 =3 ] /5~ |g 2 & 282 0/15— |5 83 Qid~ |, 22 B g8
%6~ |2 BN £ 53 gar 19718~ |[E 557 g 88 g g
c ~ 4 ~ < s 5 £ n
2 2 S = = =
= — [y (8] =y o
@ @ 3 @
2 o 8 S8 Q
L @ 8o 3 - 2241290 = s x—17/4
g g ~—34/20 ] -31/0 - ~—11/41 22y <“—3/0 - 2,207/395 =22 ~—1,247/378
T 163187 T 189/4 Y 456/519 YT 1731260 «—170/260 TYY 671142
[N -~ J 4 J K 4 J A -~ J A 4
2nd St Carefree Dr H.S. Exit Dwy Mast BI Riverside Dr Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI
T r 5/6—" ) T 31/15 A h T r 6/5— |a 715 |2 0 T ( 119/36 h T r
0 B8 o R RIg £ Fcog AR
228 B2~ |2 58 Rie— g S € 018~ \& BL/e— | 553 101/1206— |2 & b
% §E % H% 56/35 ~ g ‘—i§§ E z 2 105/524 ~ z g %
g g g P P -
= = 4 7] %) =
w OFC; >
Q49 ~-10/26 2408 ~—22/48 Ens ~—41/60 33 *—91/100 8L *—22/45
<—1,255/481 S35 ~—1,243/ 468 NS <—1,287/ 449 523 «—1,167/437 I85 ~—948/345 293 «—1,171/529
»— 28117 ) l W ¥, 1115 J 1 L »—16/6 J 1 L »—80/29 ) l L »— 171/100 ) l L 92141
Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI
216D b 10/36 b T r 0w |50 T r 71/160 h T r 39/65—" |_ N T r 10/24 h T r
[ 34 N ™ = © ™™ == m s Q I~ ©
321/1,351— ¥ 584/1,137— o3z 577/1105— |§ 2 = 2 501/983—» B GRS 364/860— | S8 E 548/1036— | 229
%121 ~2 B &5 BB~ |88 2 BT~ [8 & B 1358~ [ 88 win~ | 8 § S 1B/46~ |2 § R
= = s S @
gls K S 5 3 =
=l = o w o T
N:\2462\Figures Figure 9-2

(1 of 3)

Existing + Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes
AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA RANCH



) @ 5 e
S [
85 . 8 g w 8o < |8 A N
i 6/18 N B 52/31 -] ~3 = S o = "—-108/84
=g <—694/317 «—917/645 S «—278/158 2 - 655/129 =38 |[g™153/3 S28 |%e—ro1/32
585 $388 39 35S |2 9358
J l L »— 3461318 »— 1181105 ) 1 L »— 155/116 1 L »—401/83 ) |E—%0/33 ) l N 019
Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Carlton Oaks Dr Carlton Oaks Dr Carlton Oaks Dr
90/ 200 :]0 l Dg 504 /1,018— 1 of: 188/ 414 l l f: l f 5/10 33/40 E‘l O[:
Ro/e8s— |5 K & 2 8/29~ |5 = 2 B1/292— 2 Y S B 361/369— 370/343— |5 3 3
209/213~ € S5 2 R 27158~ | 29 F 2 S 02~ [£
£ N — O S & B ©L L4 D
g < S = 2
3 & = = &
@D @ @ @ 3
L 8o S 2o =
o] - 11/14 S 3 - 56/33 28 g ~-28/34 S ~-59/90 o S o
>33 «—183/96 238 «—1/0 Sha «—31/1 d% 47182 <3 =82 ~~8/13
@0 W0 - ™ o - < ~ < © © ™ ™ —
J l W »—225/188 ) l L ¥, 921120 ) 1 L »— 79160 1 L 4 64/63 ) l ) l L »— 38150
Crlton Oaks Dr Riverwalk Dr River Prk Dr Town Cntr Pkwy Town Cntr Pkwy Riverview Pkwy
10/29-" |_ :]“l”f: 1/17 - llf 59/86 —* ll: 149/ 654 —* llg 1/5-* E‘J’l 1/1-7 llg
B12— |5 88 0/6— [ 255 70— |8 I 82 BIg— |5 58I g7~ |§ 32 9~ |2 283
561204~ [T 25 g 01~ |8 Sog 101/18~ |8 5 89/138~ [§ 59 B R = SIS
§ ©®d £ < % — o % 14 S = S g
= = = = 2 & =y
o o |8} (8] o =
@ . : .
£ £ H £
28 gL |z 5 |8 .9 |e g |8
o8 SN 82 |z B8 [E™-565/148 g8 |y
< ]
R >~ 150/75 e 2 S8 |E*s05/313 S =8 |=<—1082/336 =9 |2 | ~—3812/165
[T IRN) — 7] < ™ O — [}
) l 15714 J L «—166/137 J <~—126/106 ) 1 N 78144 J L ~—1,350/ 657 <—1,303/649
- SR-Gﬁ\/B Rmps Woodside Ave S. Woodside Ave S. Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd
1 l 292/ 602—> 4621652 —* 256 / 464 —* 1 CL of: 929/1,108— 60/16 —*
= 88 345/ 721— 403 /807—» LY 938/1,327—»
E e 35/24—~ BH R
S
o
3.8 w Ta8 w =88 . S *
B oa 4131499 838 108 /341 588 160/182 95 230/174
«—1,239/722 «—1,347/1,117 838 <—708/878 838 <—735/589 8§ <+—524/507 =3y «—711/814
»— 805/768 »— 2931290 J 1 L 13134 J 1 N »—39/69 ) l N 1751283 ) l L 40143
Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd
687/1,101— 1 ‘f: 715" l of: 675/675 " |_ :L l (f 275/ 616 — 1 & of: 136/ 278 1 1 .f: 192/ 145 B h i r
2641193 ~ 58 1,041/1,574— 33 693/1,185— [ B 2 552 /989—» IS agless— |5 3 &2 aoro— |2 ¥ F
© 83 w5 g3 2iB~ | 8 128/105~ | 553 asis2~ |§ 253 028~ |z 875
8 © o g ~ o™ § : ISR ] % (SRR | =
o S = = > <
%2} [ o o (8] o
N:-12462\Figures @ Study Intersections Figure 9-2
IS Date: 06/06/19 y (2 0f 3)
A .
LAW & AM/PM — AM/PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volumes 1 1 1 1 1
GREENSPAN Existing + Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes

engineers

AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA RANCH



% 12 b & 3 23
x-2/4 5= N—245/184 o = x-3/8 = oo
2w S 3 =33 ‘ N5 - > - S
s 2 <—881/852 23 <—553/561 S8z «—9/1 8% 41 8 ™—520/384 28
57155 »— 3831467 »— 3391220 46128 991155
AN EEN \ PARERN 41X \
—
Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Woodside Ave S SR-67 NB On-Rmp SR-52 WB Rmps SR-52 EB Rmps
7117 A w\ T ( 129/323 h T r 6/31— N7 G ) T ( T r
a8/1176— |2 I8 20/660— |2 88 F 138/245 288 2858 8 883
' e z 23 N E D= I o0 i 3
s/~ |§ 2 3 67/35~ [= g3 S 2g 2 ggs 5% 858
o~ ™ KZERSI S L N © O s ©
S 2 g g 2 2
85 = = = g g
6 . &)
o e
= = g g g 258
g3 | “er/e 3 cs ek 5 g3 | -2/
R ~—1/4 & g8 2 S 588 «—170/106
IS S 8 g5 b} 239
201/347 - 845/ 647 ¥ 741103
PN S $ N PAREAN
BueFa Vista Ave ?R-Sz WB Rmps SR-52 EB Rmps SR-52 EB On-Rmp SR-52 EB Off-Rmp Prospect Ave
10/29 l 2L L g 3241676 —* 1 f :]j l ! 2251520 Ir 149/90 :1‘ l cf
5/18— |5 SR & EARS 2/5— |5 & 238 26/488~ |2 I 58/91— Ig®
2~ |§8Ig g 3 488/356~ |8 2 3 s 329 s 2 53/~ |5 Fg8
£ ~ 3 E 53 £ R S N5« 2 8 I i
$ 5 I = g 8 g3 s
3 [s] [s] = = g
g =
< la IE H
~ 88 o E 28 2 o 2
N »—301/211 St |2 Ros ®—1,201/923 S e *~1/0 8 3 |g%-28/10
288 <—55/180 = g‘» 104/97 928 ~—417/282 B s = «—10/12 2 g 3 «—1,603/480
171/93 ~—410/ 258 150/ 63 <—1,001/662 3/2 90/13
Sy J X J o\ 4 SN |7 J A 4
Prospect Ave Prospect Ave Prospect Ave g Prospect Ave Prospect Ave Mast B
281127 b T ( 60/93 66 /147 - b T ¢ 498/1,003— |& h¢ 149/ 358 —* ) T r 441190 ) T r
Lz e . L le 288 e B3 . 23z . °ox
541170 ERE 175/ 343 96 /289 2382 5 849 16/15 o 323 384/1,527 >33
51174~ |8 S8 B 0187~ |= &g ¥ 2 g3 379768~ X @ & B3~ |27 %
§ e} % — B ~ % © D
=) jd (2]
o g % O] T
N-\2462\Figures @ Study Intersections Figure 9-2
NIy Date: 01/02/19 g (30f 3)
(Y av/PM — AM/PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volumes 1 1 1 1 1
GREENSPAN ~ Existing + Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes

engineers

AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA

RANCH



~,

/ !
/ : i
& Project i
& : l
Site i
i
. . / 2 3 !
City of San Diego K ° © i County of San Diego
- - - " H - - -
Jurisdiction g ot >_/ i Jurisdiction
! o Princess Joann Rd 2 !
d 3 !
z © !
j! S !
g i
Y 5 1,759 i
/ Woodglen Vista Dr m5>_‘_ i
s E
3,886 N ®
ETNopal H7 ] B 160
= i < © @
R Carefree @* ndst o"-\ q/?" 8
) s RE
19876 on 2 — 9,056
B 5? ; i i
11,100 32,422 § . K ‘f‘_‘: |
@ - o sfBOF ® 3
%, 1
0/& a 37 300 ) ‘9\6\ i
% 3
R" West Hills H.S. I
1,112 :
o . Q;\\\e‘ Riverview Pkwy !
Mission Trails Park e i
Sy l
= ——— SAN \,\ }/ e o City of Santee i
i 18,965 |\ 89250 Jurisdiction !
! : 5 l
f T S kY @  Study Intersections
s, N
83,450 Average Daily
N,
-’Z_.._ 5 L | KN XXXX" Traffic Volumes
8. E ’ @ — o K F Mainli
Q 5 N @ \ X XXX reeway / ainiine
g\» e e l’ IIIIIIII e N ' Daily Traffic Volumes
~ 13, : E
“N Clty of El Cajon  jz|fli ! Y
r g N, 3
. ; *Offey Jurisdiction es120. - 3l L, ., 3 ‘)
N, Frmme 7 Ling: ol N, kN
) N:\2462\Figures Flgure 93
INSCOTT Date: 01/02/19
LAW & Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project Traffic Volumes

GREENSPAN

FANITA RANCH

engineers




g 8 ] 2 3 5
S 8 *-0/3 & S *—4/11 P x-10/7 & *-3/3
g Sy -—8/8 8= ~1/1 Sag «—0/2 g82 ~—13/7 SpZ «—4/8
l 1511 ) l 32120 l N »— 128163 ) l L 233111 ) l N 45132 ) l N 4 2641102
Prncss Joann Rd Prncss Joann Rd Ganley Rd Wd$len Vista Dr Wd?\en Vista Dr El Nopal
I 011 N 17115~ o i— | Y[ [ 171137 N 0/1- o
< N — < w0 ™ 0 M ~ O © — = 0 ™ D D
B A 0/3— |2 222 >S9 Rg RIT~ |8 33 1/33— |2 ® X T 11— |6 22 S
g3~ 40/24 S 83° g 223 g 723 11/81 s8a3= 715 gwia
£ 3 I 5 8B E RS I ~EOBS
> e H > 2 >
O = [ o = (8]
@ ® @ @
89 3 s
- I - 187/236 S g 3 x-10/5 ) = x~1/2
8= «—122/109 «—314/460 Q3 ~~43/87 232 2716 3 s ~—1/2
@ © N @0 © — N N @ o - m
) l N »— 140/ 146 1731154 1 L »—90/53 J 1 N 81 J ) l L »—93/57
El Nopal El Nopal Lake Canyon Rd Lake Canyon Rd Lake Canyon Rd Beck Dr
46/6 h T " a8/32— e N [ T r 313" |_ h T " 8/9 " b T 1076~ y T r
o o < X o o © ™ D d9x © o — O ™
64/72— |2 © 8 & 2115~ g 2 & 282 20/15— |o &3 & RN~ |5 22 E =
%I~ |z B gy 53 g3 221197~ |E 38~ Qs g 723
~lgFgs R = 3 R g £ ®
g 2 5 = = s
= S [¥id o T o
© ) ® ) @
3 R 88 8
s Q3 N ®—266/373 = e —17/4
29 ~—34/20 S -31/0 =18 ~—11/41 223 <“—3/0 - 2,614/ 605 =22 <~—1,654/588
S 4 S S o258 J o8 530
l L »— 163/87 ) l —189/4 ) 1 L »— 456/519 ) 1 « »— 1731260 «—170/260 ) l L »— 1971209
2nd St Carefree Dr H.S. Exit Dwy Mast BI Riverside Dr Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI
T r 14123 ) T 31/15 A h T r 6/5— |a 715 |2 0 T ( 119/36 h T r
0 58 0 28 28y £ Ecog Jos
-] 58/52—~ |2 =2 RIG— o TS L 0/8—~ \& 562/1682— | 5 5 & 402/1713— |2 S 5 8
x = < <o X 5 = = P o - E g e
S~ d o = = 56/~ |2 728 ] = = 105/524~ |& o Q
2 <« e - 2 N o o~ 2 S &
g g ° g A g I-
= = 4 7] %) =
S8 el
[P *-10/26 o8 N—22/48 » S *—58/93 383 *—91/100 %8¢ ®—22/45
«—1,792/758 =39 «—1,829/770 NS «—1873/751 8Rg <—1,297 /504 I8Y5 <—1,078/ 412 2S3 <—1,301/596
17142 ) l W ¥, 1115 J 1 L »—16/6 ) 1 L »—80/29 ) l L »— 171/100 ) l L 92141
Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI
216D :L j: 10/36 1 l ! 10/10" |5 1 l (f: 3071628 1 OL ! 39/65—" |_ 1 l ! 10/24 l 1 of:
599 /1,903— g 887/1,739—» a3z 880/1707— [§ 2 = 2 568 /1,117— B Le® 31/9— |5 228 615/1170— | 22§
© = = o O © ~ N~ ™ = — — — N o —
36/21\% § &g 36/33 ~ g s S 26117 ~ 25 5 113/58 ~ £9g® 146191 ~ E 258 18146 ~ % SR
o % E S g = 2
=l = o i [&] T

Figure 9-3
(1 0f 3)

Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project Traffic Volumes
AM / PM Peak Hours

N:\2462\Figures
Date: 06/06/19 @

- .
AM/ PM Intersection
AM/PM —>
Peak Hour Volumes

Study Intersections

LINSCOTT
LAaw &

GREENSPAN

engineers

FANITA RANCH



) @ 5 e
S [
3SR N 8 o < g ~ 3 ]
S8 *~6/18 8B g *-52/31 B8 I 52 [Ex-20/2e8
®
88 g <—679/306 «—918/642 383 «—278/158 g3 ™ 655/129 28 [g™-153/3% 5 g g [+e—7ou/32
) l L »— 3621326 »— 1181105 ) 1 L »— 155/116 1 L o 4341100 J L ©<«—723/353 ) l L 019
Mast BI Mast BI Mast BI Carlton Oaks Dr Carlton Oaks Dr Carlton Oaks Dr
164 / 356 — :]o l .,C 505 /1,013— 1 of: 189 /409 — l l f: l j: 5/10 50/73 E‘l O[:
wiees— |3 8 8 2 8/29~ |5 =9 Bl/292— |2 & R & 8 378/ 402—~ 30/343— O 35
2191273 ~ § 9 g = Kn‘g 2071258~ |& 9N L oo 02~ |&
E NS [&] S N © L ® 3
z K 2 = g
o o = = 4
@D @ @ @
5 S S 2 2
n 3o —11/14 33 ~—56/33 538 % 28/34 =8 ~—64/92 o =
SSs «—183/96 Ssg «~—1/0 s og «—31/1 23 «—43/63 S3 =53 ~~8/13
J l W »—225/188 ) l L ¥ 921120 J 1 L »— 79160 1 L »—60/44 ) l ) l L »— 38150
Crlton Oaks Dr Riverwalk Dr River Prk Dr Town Cntr Pkwy Town Cntr Pkwy Riverview Pkwy
10/29" |_ h T r /17 b T r 67/102 b T r 152 /667 —* y T " 1/5-A b T /1 b T r
PN - @ ®~ - Qo - o9 E‘mw © 1O ©
1B1/192— | 58 3 0/6— |8 235 ala— |53 82 SIN— |5 58 2 105/189~ |& @ @ 9~ |2 283
695/386~ [T S ® 2 015~ |§ S 2 g 101/108~ |8 2 =8 89/138—~ |8 2 25 : =8 s §IR
S ©» £ =3 E 43 £ 3 = S 3
= E E s = g g I
(] [s] [&] o ['4 =
@ . : .
5 g B £
28 g |z g | 2.2 |e g |8
od SR < gd |[g B & [E™-565/148 R b~
23 - 184/142 e 2 S8 |E™-513/330 8> |Z<+—1082/336 =3 | | —845/182
0 ™ — 7] < ™ g O - — [}
) l 15714 J L «—166/137 J <~—126/106 ) 1 N 78144 J L ~—1,350/ 657 <—1,303/649
- SR-Gﬁ\/B Rmps Woodside Ave S. Woodside Ave S. Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd
1 l 292/ 602—> 4621652 —* 340/631 1 CL of: 929/1,108— 60/16 —*
= 23 345/ 721— 403 /807—» 48 m 955/1,360—»
E 583 35/24—~ BH R
S
o
)
3 I8 885 o %
PR ®—430/532 I *—108/341 RECRY *—163/195 S99 *—230/174
«—1,272/739 <—1,705/1,302 ! ] <—871/962 838 <—898/673 88<e <+—573/532 L3y «—792/856
»— 1,130/936 3421315 J 1 L 13134 J 1 N »—39/69 ) l N »—191/291 ) l L 40143
Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd
704/1,134— 1 ,f 715" :)O of: 801/926 " |_ :L l (f 275/ 616 — 1 s of: 194 /394 1 1 L' 208/153 B h i r
2641193 ~ 5 1,226/1,941—> 33 7711351— |G B3 636/1,156—> SIS 43/695— |5 B 8§ aw2/106— |2 I F
bl e 2 oo Lo =
. 23 w040~ |5 23 2i~ [T 88 128/105~ | =S 35/32~ |8 2 8 0B~ |3 8°S
N © Y g ~® S ISR E © O — s
T 8 = = 2 £y g
& I 3 [} 3 4
N:12462\Figures @ Study Intersections Figure 9-3
IO Date: 10/16/18 y (2 0f 3)
A .
LAW & AM/PM — AM/PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volumes 1 1 1 1 1 1
GREENSPAN Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project Traffic Volumes

engineers

AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA

RANCH



g = & & R 5 R
x-2/4 N ®— 253/200 o = x-3/8 ~ B o
2 q o S S ~3zS ‘ N oo S 5 o
S22 <—062/894 ]L <—553/561 =32 -—9/1 g ~—4/1 e - 537/417 83
YT 57/55 T 383/ 467 TTT 339/220 TTH 46128 T 99/ 155 71
PR I PN RN | 3 [N
—
Mission Grge Rd Mission Grge Rd Woodside Ave S SR-67 NB On-Rmp SR-52 WB Rmps SR-52 EB Rmps
7117 A w\ T ( 171/ 407 h T r 6/31— N G T ( T r
s0/1260— |2 I8 20/600— |2 €8 F siaus—~ [$ 88§ $ 258 3 23
' s 5 3 z 233 NlE2 £ 223 I e 3
53/100 —~ §w b} 167 /305 ~ S 8>3 S 23 2 g8~ §§ §§2
=3 f=4 N = = = =
£ g = 8 S £ E
o = = = il s
G . &)
< 3
= - = e 53 3 © 88 .
n3 67/89 3 8 R 8 g8 3 270/ 145
ghg | U 5 2 8 35 g 288 | o/
) l L o 201/347 l - 862/681 1 L 1 L l ) l N 5 741103
BueFa Vista Ave ?R-Sz WB Rmps SR-52 EB Rmps SR-52 EB On-Rmp SR-52 EB Off-Rmp Prospect Ave
10/29 b r 341/709 T r b T r 2251520 T 149/90 b T r
o~ © o - QW L 9 ® = N D
5/18— |5 S & & 583 2/5— |5 8 § 2383 26/488~ (2 B 58/91— Iy
/8~ |§ BT g ERpairs 4881356~ |8 3 3 s 339 s 2 5B/~ |5 Fg8
£ 3 S E g3 e R S 8g3 S 5 ] &
S I s = g 9 g3 s
3 [s] [s] = = g
< & © 2
<
0 o 2 o w© © s
RRCRs *—301/211 SEsE E R3S X~ 1,235/990 S e *~1/0 8 3 |8~nne
538 <—55/180 S o |8%104/97 253 «~—417/282 5= «—10/12 eI «—2,189/782
883 =238 |8 =288 853 553
) l W »— 171193 J <+—410/258 ) 1 L »—150/63 <—1,001/662 ) l W ¥y312 J l L »—90/13
Prospect Ave Prospect Ave Prospect Ave g Prospect Ave Prospect Ave Mast B
281127 :]0 l uf: 60/93 —* 66 /147 - 1 l Cf: 498/1,003— |& 1 cf: 149/ 358 —* :l l f 441190 1 l j:
54/170— |3 5 &8 T 175/ 343— %/289— |2 I 22 s 28 16/15— |, 23 687/2,129—» >33
51174~ |8 s ® 087~ |8 g ¥ 2 s3 3791768~ [ g & B3~ |27 %
£ 3 S 3 ~ & g < 3
£ g & 8 s
o = 7] O] T
N:\2462\Figures @  Sudy hntersect Figure 9-3
(RIS a B Date: 01/02/19 udy Tniersections (3 of 3)
A .
(Y av/PM — AM/PM Intersection
Peak Hour Volumes i 1 1 1 1 1
GREENSPAN ~ Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project Traffic Volumes

engineers

AM / PM Peak Hours

FANITA

RANCH



10.0 ANALYSIS OF NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE SCENARIOS

The Existing + Cumulative Projects scenario is an assessment of the impact of ambient growth due
to cumulative development projects within the general study area in relation to the existing
conditions. The Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project scenario is an assessment of the impact of
the total Project in relation to the near-term baseline condition. These analyses include intersection,
street segment and freeway mainline operations.

As previously mentioned in Section 2.3, Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia Avenue
corridors are proposed to provide access to the Project site and will be built according to the
classifications necessary to accommodate Project traffic. Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street
would be constructed prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit. In addition, the realignment of
the Santee Lakes and PDMWD facilities entry/exit point to complete the fourth leg of the Fanita
Parkway/ Ganley Road intersection would occur with the extension of Fanita Parkway. EXisting
traffic volumes from these two locations were rerouted to the Fanita Parkway/ Ganley Road
intersection in the “+ Project” analysis. Magnolia Avenue will also be constructed by the Project
from Cuyamaca Street to its existing terminus just north of Princess Joann Road and is included in
the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project analysis.

10.1  Existing + Cumulative Projects
10.1.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations

Table 10-1 summarizes the Existing + Cumulative Projects intersection operations. As seen in
Table 10-1, the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F under
Existing + Cumulative Projects conditions:

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS E (AM peak hour)
= Intersection #55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

Appendix H-1 contains the Existing + Cumulative Projects peak hour intersection calculation
worksheets.

10.1.2 Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 10-2 summarizes the Existing + Cumulative Projects street operations. As seen in Table 10-2,
the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F under Existing +
Cumulative Projects conditions:

= Segment #64. Riverford Road, Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS E
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10.1.3 Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Operations

Table 10-3 shows that the following study area freeway mainline segments are calculated to operate
at LOS E or worse under Existing + Cumulative Projects conditions:

= Mainline #1. SR-52 from Santo Road to Mast Boulevard
o Eastbound — LOS E (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS F (AM peak hour)
* Mainline #2. SR-52 from Mast Boulevard to SR-125
o0 Eastbound — LOS F (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS E (AM peak hour)
= Mainline #5. SR-67 from Riverford Road to SR-52
o Northbound - LOS E (PM peak hour)

Appendix H-2 contains the Existing + Cumulative Projects HCS freeway analysis sheets.

10.2  Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project

10.2.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations

Table 10-1 summarizes the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project intersection operations. As
seen in Table 10-1, the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F
conditions with the addition of Project traffic:

= Intersection #3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #8. El Nopal / Los Ranchitos Road — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= |ntersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F (AM peak
hour)
= |ntersection #47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= |Intersection #55. Buena Vista Avenue — Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)
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Based on the established significance criteria, fifteen (15) significant direct impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-
induced increase in delay is greater than 2.0 seconds for LOS E or F operating intersections.
Appendix I-1 contains the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project peak hour intersection
calculation worksheets.

10.2.2 Daily Street Segment Operations
Table 10-2 summarizes the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project street segment operations. As
seen in Table 10-2, the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F
with the addition of Project traffic:

= Segment #5. El Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E

= Segment #6. Mast Boulevard from SR-52 to West Hills Parkway — LOS E

=  Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard —
LOS E

=  Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive/Santee Lakes Boulevard to Lake
Canyon Road - LOS F

=  Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

= Segment #41. Cuyamaca Street from Project Site to Magnolia Avenue — LOS E
=  Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from EI Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

= Segment #50. Cuyamaca Street from Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps — LOS E
=  Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS E

Based on the established significance criteria, eight (8) significant direct impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-induced change
in V/C is greater than 0.02 for these LOS E or F operating street segments. Segment #41 is not
deemed to be a significant impact as the intersection operations at both ends of this segment are
calculated to operate at LOS C or better. See Section 16.1.4 for a more detailed discussion and
analyses of Cuyamaca Street.

10.2.3 Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Operations
Table 10-3 shows that the following study area freeway mainline segments are calculated to operate

at LOS E or F with the addition of Project traffic to the Existing + Cumulative Projects condition.
=  Mainline #1. SR-52 from Santo Road to Mast Boulevard
o Eastbound — LOS F (PM peak hour)
o Westbound — LOS F (AM peak hour)
=  Mainline #2. SR-52 from Mast Boulevard to SR-125
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o0 Eastbound — LOS F (PM peak hour)
0 Westbound — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= Mainline #5. SR-67 from Riverford Road to SR-52
0 Northbound — LOS E (PM peak hour)

Based on the established significance criteria, two (2) significant direct impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project traffic at study area freeway mainline segments since the Project-induced
change in V/C is greater than 0.01 for LOS E or F operating freeway segments.

Appendix I-2 contains the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project HCS freeway analysis sheets.
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TABLE 10-1
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Existing + Existing + .
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak Cumulative Cumulative + Project A Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay 2 LOS® Delay LOS
1. Princess Joann Rd / Santee DNE/ | AM — — 153 c — No
Cuyamaca St MSSC PM — — 15.4 C —
2. Princess Joann Rd / 4 | AM 7.7 A 12.8 B 5.1
Magnolia Ave Santee AWSC PM 7.9 A 124 B 4.5 No
3. Ganley Rd/ Fanita . | AM 9.4 A >100.0 F >2.0
Pkwy Santee | MSSC™ | by 9.2 A 80.7 F s | T
4. Woodglen Vista Dr / AM 8.9 A 30.9 D 22.0
Cuyamaca St santee | AWSC | by 9.1 A 82.9 F 738 | v
5.  Woodglen Vista Dr / Santee Sianal AM 12.0 B 13.8 B 1.8 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 107 B 10.8 B 0.1
6. EI Nopal / Cuyamaca AM 12.3 B >100.0 F >2.0
st Santee | AWSC oy 12.1 B >100.0 F 2.0 Yes
7. El Nopal / Magnolia . AM 24.3 C 32.2 C 7.9
Ave Santee | Signal | o) 18.6 B 25.4 C 6.8 No
8. El Nopal / Los AM 14.4 B 24.6 C 10.2
Ranchitos Rd County | AWSC | oy | 155 c 38.0 E 205 | Y
9. Lake Canyon Rd / AM 8.1 A >100.0 F >2.0
Fanita Pkwy Santee | AWSC | o, 8.5 A >100.0 F 2.0 ves
10. Lake Canyon Rd / AM 10.4 B 11.9 B 15
Carlton Hills Blvd Santee AWSC | o 93 A 105 B 12 No
11. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0
Halberns Blvd Santee | MSSC | by 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0 No
AM 24.1 C >100.0 F >2.0
12. Beck Dr/Cuyamaca St |  Santee AWSC PM 13.7 B ~100.0 F o Yes
13. 2 Street / Magnolia . AM 8.2 A 8.2 A 0.0
Ave Santee | Signal | oy, 6.7 A 7.0 A 0.3 No
14. Carefree Dr / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 17.8 B 22.4 C 4.6 No
Ave g PM 9.3 A 9.8 A 0.5
15. Riverford Rd/ Count Sianal AM 26.5 C 33.9 C 7.4 No
Riverside Dr y g PM 25.1 C 31.9 C 6.8
16. Mast Blvd/SR-52EB | San Diego/ | o AM 10.5 B 10.8 B 0.3 No
Ramps Caltrans g PM 153 B 238 c 8.5

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 10-1
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Existing + Existing + .
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak Cumulative Cumulative + Project A Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay? | LOS® Delay LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
17. Mast Blvd / SR-52 WB | San Diego/ | o AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
Ramps ¢ Caltrans g PM 13.1 16.8 B 3.7
18. Mast Blvd / West Hills | Diego | Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
Pkwy ¢ PM 37.5 D 89.1 F 51.6
19. Mast Blvd / West Hills Santee Sianal AM 3.8 A 5.1 A 13 No
H.S. g PM 7.4 A 115 B 41
. . AM 3.7 A 3.8 A 0.1
20. Mast Blvd / Medina Dr Santee Signal PM a1 A 42 A 01 No
21. Mast Blvd / Pebble Santee Sianal AM 4.9 A 5.0 A 01 No
Beach Dr g PM 3.9 A 4.0 A 0.1
22. Mast Blvd / Fanita Santee Sional AM 12.5 B 91.8 F 79.3 Ve
Pkwy g PM 135 B 91.7 F 78.2
23. Mast Blvd / Carlton Santee Signal AM 43.2 D 47.5 D 4.3 No
Hills Blvd g PM 45.9 D 49.6 D 3.7
24. Mast Blvd / Halberns Santee Signal AM 13.6 B 13.7 B 0.1 No
Blvd PM 13.9 B 14.0 B 0.1
25. Mast Blvd / Cuyamaca Santee Signal AM 38.0 D 70.0 E 32.0 .
St PM 33.7 C 57.7 E 24.0
26. Mast Blvd / Park Santee Sianal AM 7.1 A 7.1 A 0.0 No
Center Dr g PM 8.9 A 8.8 A 0.0
27. Mast Blvd / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 36.6 D 36.9 D 0.3 No
Ave g PM 28.1 C 30.2 c 21
28. Carlton Oaks Dr/West | ¢ - oo | signal AM 16.9 B 19.0 B 2.1 No
Hills Plwy g g PM 11.4 B 13.1 B 17
29. Carlton Oaks Dr/ Santee Signal AM 9.0 A 9.5 A 0.5 No
Pebble Beach Dr g PM 5.0 A 5.0 A 0.0
30. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 11.6 B 19.1 B 7.5 No
Fanita Pkwy PM 95 A 11.1 B 1.6
31. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Sianal AM 34.9 C 51.3 D 16.4 No
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 243 C 30.6 C 6.3
32. Riverwalk Dr/ Santee Sianal AM 15.0 B 28.7 c 13.7 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 15.0 B 21.8 c 6.8

(Continued on

Next Page)
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TABLE 10-1
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Existing + Existing + c
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak Cumulative Cumulative + Project A Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay® | LOS® | Delay LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
Cuyamaca St PM 20.6 25.0 C 4.4
34. Town Center Pkwy / Santee Signal AM 14.9 B 151 B 0.2 No
Cuyamaca St PM 36.1 D 42.5 D 6.4
35. Town Center Pkwy / Santee Sional AM 10.9 B 11.6 B 0.7 No
Riverview Pkwy g PM 132 B 133 B 0.1
36. Riverview Pkwy / Santee signal | M 106 B 121 B 15 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 11.8 B 134 B 16
37. Riverford Rd / SR-67 County/ | y1osc | AM | >1000 F >100.0 F 34 Yes
SB Ramps Caltrans PM 59.1 F 78.4 F 67
38. Woodside Ave/SR-67 | County/ | o | AM 413 D 46.1 D 4.8 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 44.3 D 47.7 D 3.4
39. Riverford Rd / Count Signal AM 60.3 E 722 E 119 Yes
Woodside Ave y PM 33.0 C 36.8 D 3.8
40. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 22.0 C 29.3 C 7.3 No
West Hills Pkwy PM 16.5 B 16.9 B 0.4
41. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Sional AM 4.1 A 4.4 A 0.3 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 111 B 11.9 B 0.8
42. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ sional | M 18 A 18 A 0.0 No
SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 0.6 A 0.6 A 0.0
43. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ signal | M 33.8 C 39.3 D 5.5 No
SR-125 Caltrans g PM 29.9 C 49.3 D 19.4
44. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | M 38.7 D 411 D 2.4 No
Fanita Dr g PM 31.9 C 50.2 D 183
45. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sianal AM 65.3 E 94.0 F 28.7 Yes
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 39.2 D 46.4 D 7.2
46. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 26.7 C 26.8 C 0.1 No
Town Center Pkwy g PM 48.6 D 48.7 D 0.1
47. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 44.4 D 48.2 D 3.8 Yes
Cuyamaca St g PM 49.7 D 60.6 E 10.9
48. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 373 D 41.6 D 4.3 No
Riverview Pkwy g PM 21.0 C 21.6 C 0.6

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 10-1
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Existing + Existing + .

Intersection Jur. Control | Peak Cumulative Cumulative + Project A Sig?

Type Hour Delay
Delay® | LOS® | Delay LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)

49. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 26.6 C 26.4 C 0.1 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 20,5 C 20.4 C 0.1

50. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 47.6 D 52.5 D 4.9 No
Magnolia Ave PM 50.4 D 51.4 D 1.0

51. Woodside Ave/ SR-67 | Santee/ | 4\ cc AM 29.3 D 29.6 D 0.3 No
SB Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 17.1 C 17.4 C 0.3

52. Woodside Ave / SR-67 | Santee/ Signal AM 10.1 B 10.2 B 0.1 No
NB On-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.5 A 9.5 A 0.0

53. Fanita Dr/ SR-52 WB Santee/ | oo | AM 30.1 D 33.7 D 3.5 No
Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 17.6 C 18.2 Cc 0.5

54. Fanita Dr/ SR-52 EB Santee/ | .| AM 16.4 C 18.0 C 16 No
On-Ramp Caltrans PM 10.1 B 10.4 B 0.3

55. Buena Vista Ave / Santee Signal AM 18.5 B 20.1 C 16 Yes
Cuyamaca St PM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0

56. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Sional AM 2.9 A 2.9 A 0.0 No
WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 3.8 A 40 A 0.2

57. Cuyamaca St / SR-52 Santee/ Sional AM 3338 C 34.8 C 1.0 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 44.2 D 46.6 D 24

58. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 7.3 A 11.3 B 4.0 No
WB Ramps /SR-67 SB | Caltrans g PM 5.8 A 5.8 A 0.0

59. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 |  Santee/ signal | M 9.5 A 9.6 A 0.1 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 26.1 C 30.0 c 3.9

60. Prospect Ave / sotee | s | AM 29.3 C 29.7 C 0.4 "
Fanita Dr g PM 19.5 B 19.7 B 0.2

61. Prospect Ave / Santee S|gna| AM 29.9 C 30.0 C 0.1 No
Cuyamaca St PM 35.1 D 35.2 D 0.1

62. Prospect Ave / Santee Sional AM 8.4 A 8.4 A 0.0 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 6.6 A 6.6 A 0.0

63. Prospect Ave / Santee Sinal AM 21.6 C 22.4 C 0.8 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 30.8 C 32.7 c 1.9

64. Prospect Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Signal AM 9.9 A 10.2 B 0.3 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.1 A 9.6 A 0.5

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 10-1
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Existing + Existing + .
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak Cumulative Cumulative + Project A Sig?
Type Hour . Delay
Delay? | LOS Delay LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
65. Prospect Ave / Santee Slgnal AM 22.6 C 22.6 C 0.0 No
Graves Ave PM 40.3 D 40.3 D 0.0
66. Mast Boulevard / . AM 21.9 C 36.2 D 14.3
Santee Signal No
Weston Road PM 20.0 B 20.1 C 0.1
Footnotes:
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b.  Level of Service
€. A denotes the increase in delay due to Project. SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
d.  All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported.
e.  Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay reported. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
f. No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the southbound left-turn Delay LOS Delay LOS
movement is reported. 0.0 < 100 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this intersection during the AM 10.1t0 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
peak hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, as well as upstream congestion from SR-52 WB 20.1t0 35.0 c 15.1to 25.0 C
exceed the limits of the analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result is based on the bottleneck 35.1to 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
effect of the lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field. 55.1to 80.0 E 35.1to 50.0 E
General Notes: = 801 F = 501 F
1.  Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
2. Jur. = Jurisdiction
3. DNE, “—” = Does not exist
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TABLE 10-2

EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Street Segment ur. gggé?t% Existing + Cumulative | =517 ;rgi%r:tumve "~ | Project A/e Sig?
(LOSE)* | aApT® | LOs® | vicd | ADT | Los | wic | Volumes| Vi€

Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 685 A 0.086 685 A 0.086 0 0.000 No
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 1,759 A 0.220 | 1,759 A 0.220 0 0.000 No
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 3,886 C 0.486 | 3,886 C 0.486 0 0.000 No
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 9,146 C 0.610 | 11,776 D 0.785 2,630 0.175 No
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 10,130 D — 12,760 E — 2,630 — Yes
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52 to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 30,730 D 0.768 | 37,300 E 0.933 6,570 0.164 Yes
7. West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 22,962 C 0.574 | 32,422 D 0.811 9,460 0.237 No
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 21,361 C 0.534 | 30,821 D 0.771 9,460 0.237 No
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 40,000 18,022 B 0.451 | 20,652 B 0.516 2,630 0.066 No
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 20,299 B 0.507 | 22,399 C 0.560 2,100 0.053 No
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 21,669 C 0.542 | 23,769 C 0.594 2,100 0.053 No
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 19,616 B 0.490 | 19,876 B 0.497 260 0.007 No
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 9,056 C 0.604 | 9,056 C 0.604 0 0.000 No
14. West of Riverford Rd County 19,000 2,986 A — 2,986 A — 0 — No
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 7,831 C 0522 | 8,361 C 0.557 530 0.035 No
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 11,194 D 0.746 | 14,084 E 0.939 2,890 0.193 Yes
Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 18,268 B 0.457 | 20,898 B 0.522 2,630 0.066 No
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 18,965 B 0.474 | 18,965 B 0.474 0 0.000 No
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 48,026 C 0.800 | 53,806 D 0.897 5,780 0.096 No

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 10-2

EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

. . + +
Street Segment Jur. g;(;z:é?t%/ Existing + Cumulative g Prgjlg:tu'atlve Project 6/2: Sig?
(LOSE)* | ApTe | Lose | vice| aDT | Los | wic | VOlumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Mission Gorge Road (cont.)
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 43,029 C 0.719 | 49,599 C 0.827 6,570 0.110 No
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 60,000 40,160 C 0.669 | 43,310 C 0.722 3,150 0.053 No
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 31,416 B 0.524 | 34,046 B 0.567 2,630 0.044 No
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 26,846 B 0.447 | 28,156 B 0.469 1,310 0.022 No
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 27,772 B 0.463 | 29,082 B 0.485 1,310 0.022 No
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 26,946 B 0.449 | 28,256 B 0.471 1,310 0.022 No
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 9,302 C 0.620 9,302 C 0.620 0 0.000 No
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 10,243 D 0.683 | 10,243 D 0.683 0 0.000 No
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 13,456 A 0.336 | 15,556 B 0.389 2,100 0.053 No
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr Santee 1'35’\(')56 — — | — | 12350 D | 1235 | 12,350 — No
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 2,782 A 0.278 | 15,132 F 1.513 12,350 1.235 Yes
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 4,158 B 0.416 | 15,458 F 1.546 11,300 1.130 Yes
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 3,713 A 0.371 7,133 C 0.713 3,420 0.342 No
Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 19,836 B 0.496 | 20,096 B 0.502 260 0.006 No
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 12,261 A 0.307 | 12,521 A 0.313 260 0.006 No
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 6,135 A 0.153 7,185 A 0.180 1,050 0.027 No
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 10,492 A 0.262 | 12,072 A 0.302 1,580 0.040 No
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 25,993 C 0.650 | 30,463 D 0.762 4,470 0.112 No

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 10-2

EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

. . + +
Street Segment ur. g;(;)s;::?% Existing + Cumulative Existing Pr(;jlér:tulatlve Project \?/é g7
(LOSE)* | ApTe | Lose | vice| apT | Los | wic | VOlumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 2,254 A 0.225 | 2,254 A 0.225 0 0.000 No
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 21,231 Cc 0.531 | 21,491 C 0.537 260 0.006 No
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 6,782 Cc 0.678 | 7,042 C 0.704 260 0.026 No
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave 9 Santee 1%’\(')%6 — | — | — 1390 E |o098| 13920 | — | No
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd ¢ Santee 1%’\(')%6 — | — | — | 7620 | c | o508| 762 — | No
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr ¢ Santee 1%’\(')%6 — — — 7,620 C 0.508 7,620 — No
44. Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr ¢ Santee 15,000 683 A 0.046 | 8,303 C 0.554 7,620 0.508 No
45. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 15,000 4,472 A 0.298 | 12,092 D 0.806 7,620 0.508 No
46. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 9,173 C 0.612 | 16,793 F 1.120 7,620 0.508 | Yes
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 20,527 B 0.513 | 26,307 C 0.658 5,780 0.145 No
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 28,084 C 0.702 | 33,604 D 0.840 5,520 0.138 No
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 24,245 B 0.485 | 29,235 C 0.585 4,990 0.100 No
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 42,639 D 0.853 | 45,269 E 0.905 2,630 0.052 Yes
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 28,971 Cc 0.579 | 30,021 C 0.600 1,050 0.021 No
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 8,440 A 0.211 | 8,700 A 0.218 260 0.007 No
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE — — — — — — 0 — No
Magnolia Avenue
54. Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd " Santee 1%’\(')%6 — — — 6,310 C 0.631 6,310 — No
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 2,204 A 0.055 | 8,514 0.213 6,310 0.158 No
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 40,000 9,415 A 0.235 | 15,725 B 0.393 6,310 0.158 No
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TABLE 10-2

EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

. . + +
Street Segment Jur. g;(;z:é?t%/ Existing + Cumulative g Prgjlg:tu'atlve Project 6/2 Sig?

(LOSE)* | ApTe | Lose | vice| apT | Los | wic | VOlumes

(Continued from Previous Page)
Magnolia Avenue (cont.)
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 14,291 A 0.357 | 17,971 B 0.449 3,680 0.092 No
58. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Santee 40,000 23,594 C 0.590 | 26,744 C 0.669 3,150 0.079 No
59. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 27,797 C 0.695 | 30,947 D 0.774 3,150 0.079 No
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 36,725 C 0.612 | 38,305 C 0.638 1,580 0.026 No
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 13,098 A 0.327 | 13,628 A 0.341 530 0.014 No
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 28,163 C 0.704 | 28,423 C 0.711 260 0.007 No
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Rd to Woodside Ave Santee 10,000 3,524 A 0.352 | 3,524 A 0.352 0 0.000 No
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Dr to SR-67 Ramps County 23,5001 18,916 E — 20,226 E — 1,310 — Yes

Footnotes:

Average Daily Traffic
Level of Service
Volume to Capacity ratio

@mooooTw

Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS tables (See Appendix A).

A denotes a Project-induced increase in the VVolume to Capacity ratio. For County of San Diego, an increase in Project trips is used to measure impacts.
This future section of Fanita Parkway is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT.
The 15,000 ADT capacity for the existing sections of Cuyamaca Street was continued along this future section providing access to the Project. The intersection operations at both ends of the

Cuyamaca Street road segment between the Project Site and Magnolia Avenue report LOS C or better operations. Therefore, adequate operations are expected along this roadway. The section
of Cuyamaca Street between Chaparral Drive and Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major Arterial under Year 2035 conditions as a Project Design Feature to adequately

transition to the four-lane section south of Woodglen Vista Drive.
h.  The 10,000 ADT capacity for the connection of Magnolia Avenue was used along this future section providing access to the Project.

i.  Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

General Notes:
1. Jur =Jurisdiction
2. DNE, “—" = Does not exist
3. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no
4,

County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.
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TABLE 10-3
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS FREEWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing + Cumulative

Existing + Cumulative + Project

Freeway Segment Dir. | Lanes? Volume ° vIC ¢ Density ¢ LOS® Volume VIC Density LOS avict Sig?
AM | PM | AM | PM | AM |PM |AM |[PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM

State Route 52
Santo Road to EB 3M 1,640 | 5958 | 0.255 | 0.977 | 8.4 | 426 | A E | 1884 6,442 | 0293 | 1.056 | 96 | — | A F | 0.038 | 0.079 | Yes
Mast Boulevard WB 3M 6,442 | 2,600 | 1.056 | 0404 | — | 133 | F B |6914 2843 | 1.134 | 0442 — | 145 | F B | 0.078 | 0.038 | Yes
Mast Boulevard to EB 2M 1,560 | 4,922 | 0.355 | 1.119 | 120 | — | B F | 1594 | 4989 | 0363 | 1.134 | 123 | — B F | 0008 | 0.015 | No
SR-125 wB 2M 4332 | 2,654 | 0.985 | 0.603 | 435 | 208 | E C | 47397 | 2688 1.000 | 0611 | 449 | 211 | E C | 0.015 | 0.008 | No
SR-125 1o EB | 2M+1A | 1,861 | 4,621 | 0.282 | 0.700 | 9.6 | 249 | A C |1895 | 4688 | 0287 |0710| 98 | 253 | A C | 0.005 | 0.010 | No
Cuyamaca Street WB | 2M+1A | 3,474 | 3,070 | 0.527 | 0.465 | 18.1 | 159 | B B |3539 3104 | 0536 | 0470 | 184 | 161 | C B | 0.009 | 0.005| No
Cuyamaca Street to EB | 2M+1A | 1,370 | 4,274 | 0208 | 0.648 | 7.0 | 224 | A C |1435 | 4308 | 0218 | 0653 | 7.3 | 226 | A C | 0.010 | 0.005 | No
SR-67 WB | 2M+1A | 3,426 | 2,632 | 0519 | 0.399 | 17.6 | 135 | B B | 3,460 | 2699 | 0524 | 0.409 | 17.8 | 139 | B B | 0.005 | 0.010 | No

State Route 67
Riverford Road to NB 2M 2,386 | 3,841 | 0.568 | 0.915 | 19.7 | 375 | C E | 2402 | 3849 | 0572 | 0917 | 198 | 37.7 | C E | 0.004 | 0.002 | No
SR-52 SB 2M 3,373 | 2,835 | 0.805 | 0.676 | 30.3 | 240 | D C |3381 2852 | 0807 | 0681 | 304 | 242 | D C | 0.002 | 0.004 | No
SR-52to Bradley Ave | NB | 2M+2A | 2,896 | 4,662 | 0.344 | 0.553 | 119 | 191 | B C |2963 | 479 | 0352 | 0569 | 122 | 19.7 | B C | 0.008 | 0.016 | No
SB 3M 4,094 | 3,442 | 0.647 | 0.545 | 22.7 | 188 | C C | 4224 3509 | 0.668 | 0.555 | 236 | 19.2 | C C | 0.021 | 0.010 | No

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 10-3
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS FREEWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing + Cumulative

Existing + Cumulative + Project

AVICT
Freeway Segment Dir. | Lanes? Volume ° viC¢ Density ¢ LOS® Volume VIC Density LOS Sig?
AM PM AM PM AM | PM | AM | PM | AM PM AM PM AM PM | AM | PM AM PM
(Continued From Previous Page)
State Route 125
Grossmont College Dr NB 3M+2A | 3,227 | 2,849 | 0.299 | 0.264 | 10.2 | 9.0 A 3,396 | 3,183 | 0.314 | 0.295 | 10.7 | 10.0 A 0.015 | 0.031 | No
to SR-52 SB 4M 2,073 | 3,638 | 0.240 | 0421 | 82 | 14.3 A B 2,399 | 3,806 | 0.278 | 0.440 95 | 150 A B 0.038 | 0.019 [ No
Footnotes:
a.  Lane geometry taken from PeMS lane configurations at corresponding postmile. . )
b.  Existing volume calculated from most recent Caltrans Traffic Census Program Peak Hour VVolume Data (2016). See Table 6-3 for K and D factors. Cumulative LZS Density Rar(;gie i’idml/ln)
assignment added to existing volumes to arrive at Existing + Cumulative. B >11-18
¢.  VIC = (Peak Hour Volume/Hourly Capacity) C >18-26
d.  Density measures passenger cars per mile per lane. Density = Flow Rate (passenger-cars/hour/lane) + Speed (average passenger-car speed in mph). E : gg B ?é
e.  Level of Service F > 45
f.

increased by greater than 0.01 for LOS E or LOS F.

General Note:
1. M= Mainline

A = Auxiliary

2.
3. Sig? = Significant impact, yes or no.
4. “—" Shown in density column where density exceeds the maximum threshold for LOS F.

“A” denotes the Project-induced increase in V/C. Per City Guidelines, a significant impact occurs when the V/C is
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11.0 YEAR 2035 CONDITIONS

As previously mentioned in this report, traffic modeling data was obtained from the adopted City of
Santee Mobility Element. The SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 traffic model was validated and
calibrated for use in the City of Santee Circulation Element Update Technical Report and TIS,
prepared by Chen Ryan, July 2017 to reflect the vehicular travel patterns within the City of Santee
and carry those patterns forward as future traffic is assigned to the network. The Year 2035 analysis
provides a Plan-to-Plan analysis comparison between the Adopted General Plan Land Use and the
General Plan Amendment Land Use proposed by the Project.

11.1 Land Use and Network Conditions

The future Year 2035 Mobility Element model was developed by inputting the future Year 2035
land uses from the City’s Adopted General Plan Land Use Element as well as the planned roadway
classifications to reflect future network conditions. Within the study area, the Mobility Element
traffic model assumes the Adopted General Plan land use within the Project site. The General Plan
land uses within the site assume the construction of 1,380 residential units, as well as commercial,
parkland, civic and open space uses. In order to provide access to the Adopted General Plan land
uses, the model also assumed the future extensions of Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and
Magnolia Avenue were built to their planned Mobility Element classifications and capacities.

The Mobility Element is then developed based on an evaluation of the expected increase in traffic
within the City due to buildout of the General Plan land uses. The Mobility Element traffic model
did not assume the widening of SR-52 to six lanes nor the extension of Mast Boulevard between the
City and County.

For the purposes of conducting the Year 2035 analysis, the General Plan buildout traffic volumes
were analyzed against the existing street network. No future roadway improvements or ultimate
roadway classifications and capacities were used, however, the model did assume the Adopted
General Plan land uses within the Proposed Project site. With this assumption, the connections of
Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue were assumed in the baseline Year 2035
condition per the Mobility Element future classifications. In addition, the realignment of the Santee
Lakes and PDMWD facilities entry/exit point to complete the fourth leg of the Fanita Parkway/
Ganley Road intersection would occur with the extension of Fanita Parkway by the proposed
Project.

Table 11-1 provides a comparison of the existing roadway classifications and the planned Mobility
Element roadway classifications for study area street segments in the Year 2035.

N
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TABLE 11-1

YEAR 2035 ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS

Currentl Existin - .
Street Segment Built ASy CapaCitgy MOb"g.yafs'ﬁngﬂgﬂpdate M(I|E_(C):nga)C:*ty
(Assumed in Analysis) (LOSE)®
Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Residential Collector 8,000 Residential Collector 8,000
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Residential Collector 8,000 Residential Collector 8,000
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Residential Collector 8,000 Residential Collector 8,000
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd ° 2.2E Light Collector 16,200 2.2E Light Collector 16,200
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52to West Hills Pkwy Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
7. West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Collector (2L) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
14. West of Riverford Rd Collector (2L) 19,000 Major Arterial (4L) 37,000
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000
(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 11-1

YEAR 2035 ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS

Currentl Existin - .
Street Segment Built ASy CapaCitgy MOb"g.yafs'ﬁngﬂgﬂpdate M(I|E_(C):2|C)Ea)c?|*ty
(Assumed in Analysis) (LOSE)®
(Continued from Previous Page)
Mission Gorge Road (cont.)
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Prime Aurterial (6L) 60,000
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Major Arterial (4L/D) 40,000
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Prime Arterial (6L) 60,000 Major Arterial (4L/D) 40,000
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr¢ DNE DNE 2L Parkway 10,000
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Lo ffoon':frféogmperty) 10,000 2L Parkway 10,000
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Collector 10,000 Parkway (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
(2L no fronting property)
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Collector 10,000 Parkway 10,000
(2L no fronting property)
Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 11-1
YEAR 2035 ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS

Currently Existing - ME Capacit
Street Segment Built As Capacity Mobllgalszgﬁ‘?gg?iggpdate (LOSpE); Y
(Assumed in Analysis) (LOSE)®
(Continued from Previous Page)
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
Town Center Parkway
C Parkway Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St (AL w/ Raised Median) 40,000 (AL w/ Raised Median) 40,000
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 10,000 Parkway (2L) 10,000
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Avenue ¢ DNE DNE Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
42. Magnolia Avenue to Princess Joann Rd ¢ DNE DNE Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
; . Collector . .
43. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr (2L w/ Raised Median) 15,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
; Collector . .
44. Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal (2L w/ Raised Median) 15,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
Collector . .
45. El Nopal to Mast Blvd (2-3L w/ Raised Median) 15,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
46. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
47. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
48. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Major Arterial (6L) 50,000 Prime Aurterial (6L) 60,000
49. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Major Arterial (6L) 50,000 Prime Aurterial (6L) 60,000
50. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Major Arterial (6L) 50,000 Prime Aurterial (6L) 60,000
(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 11-1

YEAR 2035 ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS

Currentl Existin - .
Street Segment Built ASy CapaCitgy MOb"g.yafs'ﬁngﬂgﬂpdate M(I|E_(C):nga)C:*ty
(Assumed in Analysis) (LOSE)®
(Continued from Previous Page)
Riverview Parkway
51. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Collector (4L w/o TWLTL) 40,000 Parkway (4L) 40,000
52. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave DNE DNE Parkway (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
Magnolia Avenue
53. Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd ¢ DNE DNE Parkway (4L) 40,000
54. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
55. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
56. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
57. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
58. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
59. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Prime Aurterial (6L) 60,000 Prime Aurterial (6L) 60,000
60. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
Woodside Avenue
61. East of Magnolia Avenue Major Arterial (4L) 40,000 Major Arterial (4L) 40,000
N. Woodside Avenue
62. Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue Collector 10,000 Collector (2L w/ TWLTL) 15,000
(2L no fronting property)
Riverford Road
63. Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps Modified 4.1B Major Road | 3 51y ¢ 6.2 Prime Arterial 57,000
w/ Intermittent Turn Lane

Footnotes:

a.  Capacities based on Adopted City of Santee Mobility Element (ME) Roadway Classification & LOS table (See Appendix A).

b.  Roadway located within County of San Diego.

c.  Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes

(4.2B).

d.  The connections of Fanita Parkway (10,000 ADT capacity), Cuyamaca Street (15,000 ADT capacity), and Magnolia Avenue (10,000 ADT capacity) were assumed in the
baseline Year 2035 analysis using the Mobility Element classifications and capacities.

General Notes:
1. DNE = Does not exist.
2. ME = Mobility Element.

»
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11.2 Traffic Volumes

Year 2035 baseline traffic volumes were taken from the Adopted Mobility Element traffic volume
forecasts, where provided, for intersections, street segments and freeway mainline segments. As
previously mentioned, the General Plan land uses within the site assume the construction of 1,380
residential units, as well as commercial, parkland, civic and open space uses. Therefore, the Year
2035 Baseline traffic volumes represent the buildout of the Adopted General Plan Land Use. The
Project proposes to amend the General Plan Land Uses to increase the residential unit count to 2,949
DU, in addition to developing non-residential uses similar to the Adopted General Plan Land Uses.
Therefore, the net increase in trips generated by the proposed Project were added to the Year 2035
baseline Mobility Element volumes to arrive at Year 2035 With Project traffic volumes. A detailed
review of the Mobility Element traffic model and the traffic study for the previously-approved Fanita
project (Adopted General Plan Land Use) was conducted to inform baseline Year 2035 traffic
volumes on the key roadways leading to the Project site (Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and
Magnolia Avenue) where the Mobility Element volumes are either lacking or differ substantially
from the project traffic assignment anticipated by that study. This was done to ensure a proper
evaluation of the net increase in trips due to the proposed Project.

It was observed that the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) from the Mobility Element model distribute
traffic volumes via Zone Connectors (ZCs) to these roadways inconsistent with existing travel
patterns in the area. This is a common occurrence when preparing City-wide traffic models and is
typically only uncovered when a project-specific traffic model run is commissioned. For example,
Santee Lakes Recreational Park runs adjacent to Fanita Parkway north and south of Mast Boulevard
and has three (3) access points. The main access to Santee Lakes is south of Mast Boulevard with
secondary access just north of Lake Canyon Road and RV access just south of Ganley Road. The
majority of trips to/from Santee Lakes occur south of Mast Boulevard. However, the Mobility
Element model assigns 100% of Santee Lakes traffic to Fanita Parkway between Lake Canyon Road
and Ganley Road. This resulted in 6,400 daily trips being assigned to this segment in the future, with
little to no increase in land use intensity, whereas 2,610 ADT were observed on this segment today.
Calibration efforts were undertaken to ensure accurate traffic patterns were forecasted on these key
roadways in the future. In addition, with the realignment of the Santee Lakes and PDMWD access
points to the fourth leg of the Fanita Parkway/ Ganley Road intersection proposed by the Project,
baseline Year 2035 traffic volumes from these two locations were rerouted to the Fanita Parkway/
Ganley Road intersection in the “+ Project” analysis.

Some Year 2035 Mobility Element traffic volumes (Year 2035 Baseline) were forecasted lower than
existing 2018 traffic counts collected for use in this traffic study. The base year for existing
conditions from the Mobility Element was 2013. Therefore, to represent the anticipated growth on
the street system with buildout of the General Plan and to provide for a conservative analysis, the
volumes at these locations were increased using an annual growth factor interpolated from Mobility
Element existing 2013 volumes and recently collected 2018 volumes to reach Year 2035 conditions
at affected locations. Figure 11-1 shows the Year 2035 Baseline volumes. Figure 11-2 shows the
Year 2035 Net Project traffic volumes and Figure 11-3 shows the Year 2035 With Project traffic
volumes.
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12.0 ANALYSIS OF YEAR 2035 SCENARIOS

The Year 2035 scenario is an assessment of the impact of ambient growth due to buildout of the
City’s Adopted General Plan land uses within the general study area. The Year 2035 With Project
scenario is an assessment of the impact of the net increase in traffic due to the Project in relation to
the Year 2035 baseline condition which assumes the Adopted General Plan land use for the Project
site. These analyses include intersection, street segment and freeway mainline operations.

As previously discussed in Section 11.0, the Mobility Element traffic model assumed the Adopted
General Plan Land Uses within the proposed Project site. With this assumption, the connections of
Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue were included in the baseline Year 2035
conditions per their Mobility Element classifications and capacities. Therefore, both the baseline and
“with” Project analysis include these access serving roadways. For the “with” Project analysis,
improvements to the future connections of Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia Avenue
beyond their Mobility Element classifications are included as Project Design Features.

12.1  Year 2035 Baseline
12.1.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations
Table 12-1 summarizes the Year 2035 Baseline intersection operations. As seen in

Table 12-1, the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F under
Year 2035 Baseline conditions:

= Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F/E (AM/PM peak hours)
= |ntersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E/F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #40. Mission Gorge Road / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F/E (AM/PM peak
hours)

= Intersection #46. Mission Gorge Road / Town Center Parkway — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #49. Mission Gorge Road / Cottonwood Avenue — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #50. Mission Gorge Road / Magnolia Avenue — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #51. Woodside Avenue / SR-67 SB Off-Ramp — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #53. Fanita Drive / SR-52 WB Off-Ramp — LOS F (AM peak hour)
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= Intersection #55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)
= Intersection #60. Prospect Avenue / Fanita Drive — LOS E (AM peak hour)

Appendix J-1 contains the Year 2035 Baseline peak hour intersection calculation worksheets.

12.1.2 Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 12-2 summarizes the Year 2035 Baseline street segment operations. As seen in Table 12-2,
the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F under Year 2035
Baseline conditions:

= Segment #5. EI Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E
= Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS E

= Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive/Santee Lakes Boulevard to Lake Canyon
Road - LOS E

= Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

= Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from EIl Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

= Segment #50. Cuyamaca Street from Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps — LOS E

= Segment #62. Woodside Avenue east of Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

=  Segment #63. N. Woodside Avenue from Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue — LOS F
= Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS F

12.1.3 Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Operations

Table 12-3 summarizes the Year 2035 Baseline freeway mainline segment operations. As seen in
Table 12-3, the following study area freeway mainline segments are calculated to operate at LOS E
or F under Year 2035 Baseline conditions:

= Mainline #1. SR-52 from Santo Road to Mast Boulevard:
o Eastbound LOS F — PM peak hour
0 Westbound: LOS F — AM peak hour
= Mainline #2: SR-52 Mast Boulevard to SR-125
o Eastbound: LOS F — PM peak hour
0 Westbound: LOS F — AM peak hour

= Mainline #3: SR-52 from SR-125 to Cuyamaca Street
o0 Eastbound: LOS E — PM peak hour

= Mainline #5: SR-67 from Riverford Road to SR-52
0 Northbound: LOS F — PM peak hour
o0 Southbound: LOS E — AM peak hour
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= Mainline #6: SR-67 from SR-52 to Bradley Avenue
0 Northbound: LOS E — PM peak hour
0 Southbound: LOS F — AM peak hour

Appendix J-2 contains the Year 2035 Baseline peak hour HCS freeway analysis sheets.

12.2  Year 2035 With Project
12.2.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations

Table 12-1 summarizes the Year 2035 With Project intersection operations. As seen in Table 12-1,
the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F conditions with the
addition of Project traffic:

= |ntersection #1. Princess Joann Road / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (AM peak hour)
= |Intersection #3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= |Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak

hours)
= |Intersection #6. El Nopal / Magnolia Avenue — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #8. El Nopal / Los Ranchitos Road — LOS E(PM peak hour)

= Intersection #9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E/F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #40. Mission Gorge Road / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= |ntersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F/E (AM/PM

peak hours)
= Intersection #46. Mission Gorge Road / Town Center Parkway — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #49. Mission Gorge Road / Cottonwood Avenue — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #50. Mission Gorge Road / Magnolia Avenue — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #51. Woodside Avenue N / SR-67 SB Off-Ramp — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #53. Fanita Drive / SR-52 WB Off-Ramp — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #60. Prospect Avenue / Fanita Drive — LOS E (AM peak hour)
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Based on the established significance criteria, seventeen (17) significant cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-
induced change in delay is greater than 2.0 seconds for LOS E or F operating intersections.

Appendix K-1 contains the Year 2035 With Project peak hour intersection calculation worksheets.

12.2.2 Daily Segment Operations

Table 12-2 summarizes the Year 2035 With Project street segment operations. As seen in
Table 12-2, the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F
conditions with the addition of Project traffic:

=  Segment #4. El Nopal from Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos Road - LOS E
=  Segment #5. El Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E

=  Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard —
LOS E

=  Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive / Santee Lakes Boulevard to Lake
Canyon Road - LOS F

= Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F
= Segment #41. Cuyamaca Street from Project Site to Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

= Segment #45. Cuyamaca Street from Woodglen Vista Drive to El Nopal - LOS E

= Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from El Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

= Segment #50. Cuyamaca Street from Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps — LOS F
= Segment #62. Woodside Avenue east of Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

=  Segment #63. N. Woodside Avenue from Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue — LOS F
= Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS F

Based on the established significance criteria, nine (9) significant cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at study area locations above since the Project-induced
change in V/C is greater than 0.02 for these LOS E or F operating street segments. Segment #41 is
not deemed to be a significant impact as the intersection operations at both ends of this segment are
calculated to operate at LOS C or better. See Section 16.1.4 for a more detailed discussion and
analyses of Cuyamaca Street.

12.2.3 Peak Hour Freeway Mainline Operations

Table 12-3 summarizes the Year 2035 With Project freeway mainline segment operations. As seen
in Table 12-3, the following study area freeway mainline segments are calculated to operate at LOS
E or F conditions with the addition of Project:

=  Mainline #1. SR-52 from Santo Road to Mast Boulevard
o Eastbound: LOS F — PM peak hour
o Westbound: LOS F — AM peak hour
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= Mainline #2. SR-52 from Mast Boulevard to SR-125
o Eastbound: LOS F — PM peak hour
0 Westbound: LOS F — AM peak hour

= Mainline #3. SR-125 to Cuyamaca Street
o Eastbound: LOS E — PM peak hour

= Mainline #5. SR-67 from Riverford Road to SR-52
0 Northbound: LOS F — PM peak hour
o0 Southbound: LOS E — AM peak hour

= Mainline #6. SR-67 from SR-52 to Bradley Avenue
0 Northbound: LOS E — PM peak hour
0 Southbound: LOS F — AM peak hour

Appendix K-2 contains the Year 2035 With Project peak hour HCS freeway sheets.

Based on the established significance criteria, two (2) significant cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at study area freeway mainline segments since the
Project-induced change in V/C is greater than 0.01 for LOS F operating freeway segments.

N
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TABLE 12-1

YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project Ac .
Intersection Jur. Tvpe Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay? | LOS® Delay LOS y
1. Princess Joann Rd / AM 17.8 C 49.0 E 31.2
Cuyamaca St Santee MSSC | oy 15.8 C 24.4 C 8.6 Yes
2. Princess Joann Rd / s | AM 9.4 A 135 B 4.1
Magnolia Ave Santee AWSC PM 9.6 A 12.7 B 3.1 No
3. Ganley Rd/ Fanita . | AM 17.9 C >100.0 F >2.0
Pkwy Santee | MSSC* | oy, 18.7 C 93.9 F 752 | Y
4. Woodglen Vista Dr / AM 26.6 D >100.0 F >2.0
Cuyamaca St Santee | AWSC |y 98.7 F >100.0 F >0 | Yes
5. Woodglen Vista Dr/ Santee Sianal AM 13.2 B 141 B 0.9 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 10.1 B 10.2 B 0.1
6. El Nopa] / Cuyamaca AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0
st Santee | AWSC | oy | s1000 F >100.0 F >0 | YO
7. El Nopal / Magnolia : AM 27.0 C 30.8 C 3.8
Ave Santee Signal |- oy 22.6 C 26.5 C 3.9 No
Ranchitos Rd County | AWSC | oy | 203 D 455 E 162 | '
9. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 15.8 C >100.0 F >2.0
Fanita Pkwy Santee | AWSC | oy | 50 D >100.0 F >0 | YeS
10. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 111 B 119 B 0.8
Carlton Hills Blvd Santee | AWSC oy 10.0 A 10.4 B 0.4 No
11. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0
Halberns Blvd Santee MSSC PM 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 No
AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0
12. Beck Dr/ Cuyamaca St Santee AWSC PM ~100.0 F ~100.0 E 520 Yes
13. 2" Street / Magnolia - AM 8.3 A 8.3 A 0.0
Ave Santee | Signal | oy 6.9 A 72 A 0.3 No
14. Carefree Dr / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 19.9 B 22.0 C 21 No
Ave PM 10.4 B 10.7 B 0.3
15. Riverford Rd/ Count Sianal AM 44.3 D 54.8 D 10.5 No
Riverside Dr y g PM 42.7 D 49.0 D 6.3
16. MastBlvd/SR-52EB | SanDiego/ | AM 12.4 B 12.7 B 0.3 No
Ramps Caltrans g PM 33.6 C 52.1 D 185

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 12-1
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project AcC .
Intersection Jur. Tvoe Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay® | LOS® Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)
17. Mast Blvd / SR-52WB | SanDiego/ | o AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
Ramps ¢ Caltrans g PM 18.1 B 20.6 C 2.5
18. Mast Blvd / West Hills San Diego Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 .
Pkwy ¢ PM 68.3 E 94.3 F 26.0
19. Mast Blvd / West Hills Santee Signal AM 4.7 A 5.6 A 0.9 No
H.S. PM 10.3 B 12.4 B 2.1
. ; AM 3.8 A 3.9 A 0.1
20. Mast Blvd / Medina Dr Santee Signal PM 3.9 A 40 A 01 No
21. Mast Blvd / Pebble Santee Sianal AM 111 B 12,5 B 14 No
Beach Dr g PM 45 A 4.6 A 0.1
22. Mast Blvd / Fanita Santee Signal AM 73.7 E >100.0 F >2.0 -
Pkwy g PM 56.9 E >100.0 F >2.0
23. Mast Blvd / Carlton . AM 48.3 D 54.0 D 5.7
Hills Blvd Santee Signal | o 496 D 497 D 0.1 No
24. Mast Blvd / Halberns Santee Sianal AM 19.1 B 19.2 B 0.1 No
Blvd g PM 32.1 C 32.7 C 0.6
25. Mast Blvd / Cuyamaca Santee Signal AM 55.2 E 78.0 E 22.8 Yes
St PM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0
26. Mast Blvd / Park Santee Signal AM 7.8 A 7.8 A 0.0 No
Center Dr PM 10.2 B 10.2 B 0.0
27. Mast Blvd / Magnolia Santee Sianal AM 53.3 D 54.2 D 0.9 No
Ave g PM 413 D 42,6 D 1.3
28. Carlton Oaks Dr / West San Diedo Sianal AM 20.1 C 20.9 C 0.8 No
Hills Pkwy g g PM 13.1 B 14.0 B 0.9
29. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Sianal AM 10.8 B 112 B 0.4 No
Pebble Beach Dr g PM 5.2 A 5.2 A 0.0
30. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Sianal AM 16.6 B 21.6 C 5.0 No
Fanita Pkwy g PM 10.4 B 113 B 0.9
31. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Sianal AM 45.1 D 54.2 D 9.1 No
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 35.3 C 395 D 4.2
32. Riverwalk Dr/ Santee Signal AM 20.1 C 32.2 C 12.1 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 21.0 C 26.3 C 5.3

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 12-1
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline | Year 2035 + Project A )
Intersection Jur. Tvoe Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay® | LOS® | Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)
33. Riverpark Dr/ Santee Sianal AM 18.4 B 19.8 B 14 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 23.7 C 26.1 C 24
34. Town Center Pkwy / : AM 18.9 B 193 B 0.4
Cuyamaca St Santee Signal | o\ 50.0 D 52.9 D 2.9 No
35. Town Center Pkwy / : AM 8.4 A 8.5 A 0.1
Riverview Pkwy Santee Signal PM 11.9 B 12.2 B 0.3 No
36. Riverview Pkwy / Santee Signal AM 25.7 C 311 C 5.4 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 27.6 C 30.5 C 2.9
37. Riverford Rd / SR-67 County/ mssc | AM | >1000 F >100.0 F 15 Yes
SB Ramps Caltrans PM >100.0 F >100.0 F 18
38. Woodside Ave / SR-67 County/ sional | ™M 46.9 D 49.8 D 2.9 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 51.8 D 54.6 D 2.8
Woodside Ave unty 198l e 477 D 50.6 D 2.9 e
40. Mission Gorge Rd/ Santee Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 v
West Hills Pkwy '9 PM 19.8 B 203 c 05 e
41. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 4.4 A 4.6 A 0.2 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 11.7 B 11.9 B 0.2
42. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 3.0 A 3.0 A 0.0 No
SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 1.8 A 1.8 A 0.0
43. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ sional | M 32.1 C 44.9 D 128 No
SR-125 Caltrans g PM 40.1 C 49.2 C 9.1
44. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | AM 43.7 D 45.5 D 18 No
Fanita Dr g PM 41.7 D 52.2 D 105
45. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | M 83.1 F >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 56.3 E 66.8 E 105
46. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 30.0 C 30.1 C 0.1 No
Town Center Pkwy PM 65.1 E 65.2 E 0.1
47. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 45.6 D 4r.7 D 2.1 Yes
Cuyamaca St g PM 79.0 E 88.5 F 9.5
48. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 41.9 D 44.1 D 2.2 No
Riverview Pkwy g PM 433 D 44.1 D 0.8

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 12-1
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline | Year 2035 + Project A )
Intersection Jur. Tvoe Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay® | LOS® | Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)

49. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | M 90.2 F 90.3 F 0.1 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM | 1865 F 186.6 F 0.1

50. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 58.5 E 60.0 E 15 No
Magnolia Ave PM 66.3 E 68.2 E 1.9

51. Woodside Ave / SR-67 Santee/ AWSC AM 39.6 E 39.9 E 0.3 No
SB Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 19.4 C 19.6 C 0.2

52. Woodside Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Signal AM 10.6 B 10.7 B 0.1 No
NB On-Ramp Caltrans g PM 10.1 B 10.1 B 0.0

53. Fanita Dr / SR-52 WB Santee/ vsse | M 55.3 F 57.2 F 19 No
Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 19.7 C 19.9 C 0.2

54. Fanita Dr/ SR-52 EB Santee/ | | AM 21.9 C 23.5 C 16 No
On-Ramp Caltrans PM 10.7 B 10.9 B 0.2

55. Buena Vista Ave / Santee sional | ™M 38.0 D 41.5 D 3.5 Yes
Cuyamaca St g PM | >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0

56. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 3.0 A 31 A 0.1 No
WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 43 A 4.4 A 0.1

57. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Sional AM 36.0 D 36.3 D 0.3 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 50.2 D 53.0 D 2.8

58. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 7.4 A 9.9 A 2.5 No
WB Ramps /SR-67 SB |  Caltrans g PM 5.8 A 5.8 A 0.0

59. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 12.2 B 12.4 B 0.2 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 46.2 D 50.5 D 43

60. Prospect Ave / Santee signal | M 64.5 E 64.8 E 03 No
Fanita Dr g PM 23.0 C 233 C 0.3

61. Prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 35.5 D 35.6 D 01 No
Cuyamaca St PM 38.8 D 38.9 D 0.1

62. Prospect Ave / Santee signal | M 10.6 B 106 B 0.0 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 7.9 A 7.9 A 0.0

63. Prospect Ave / Santee signal | M 336 C 34.3 c 0.7 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 39.9 D 405 D 0.6

64. Prospect Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Sional AM 10.1 A 10.3 B 0.2 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.8 A 10.0 A 0.2

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 12-1
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project AcC .
Intersection Jur. Tvoe Hour Dela Sig?
yp Delay® | LOS® Delay LOS y
(Continued from Previous Page)
65. prospect Ave / Santee S|gna| AM 25.2 C 25.2 C 0.0 No
Graves Ave PM 53.5 D 53.5 D 0.0
66. Mast Boulevard / Santee Signal AM 29.1 C 49.3 D 20.2 No
Weston Road PM 10.5 B 10.6 B 0.1
Footnotes:
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b.  Level of Service
C. A denotes the increase in delay due to Project. SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
d.  All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
e.  Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay reported. Dela LoS Dela LoS
f.  No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the southbound left-turn movement y y
is reported. 0.0 < 100 A 0.0 < 100 A
g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this intersection during the AM peak 10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, as well as upstream congestion from SR-52 WB exceed 20.110 350 c 15110 250 c
the limits of the analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result is based on the bottleneck effect of 35.1t0 550 D 25110 350 o
the lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field. 55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 500 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
General Notes:
1. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
2. Jur. =Jurisdiction
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TABLE 12-2
YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing ME Year 2035 Baseline

Year 2035 + Project

e Project

Street Segment ur (CL%pS CEi;ya (ﬁ:_ag)gcét)}; ADTP | LOS® | VICY| ADT | LOS  VIC \?/C VquJmes Sig?
Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 8,000 4,200 C 0.525 | 4,200 C 0.525 | 0.000 0 No
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 8,000 4,000 C 0.500 | 4,000 C 0.500 | 0.000 0 No
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 8,000 4,300 c 0.538 | 4,300 C 0.538 | 0.000 0 No
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 15,000 12,800 D 0.853 | 14,960 E 0.997 | 0.144 2,160 Yes
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 16,200 13,700 E — 15,860 E — = 2,160 Yes
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52 to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 40,000 30,500 D 0.763 | 33,930 D 0.848 | 0.085 3,430 No
7. West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 29,000 C 0.725 | 34,540 D 0.864 | 0.139 5,540 No
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 29,000 C 0.725 | 34,380 D 0.860 | 0.135 5,380 No
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 21,500 Cc 0.538 | 22,870 C 0.572 | 0.034 1,370 No
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 28,700 C 0.718 | 30,330 D 0.758 | 0.040 1,630 No
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 40,000 28,700 Cc 0.718 | 30,330 D 0.758 | 0.040 1,630 No
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 22,300 Cc 0.558 | 22,400 Cc 0.560 | 0.002 100 No
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 15,000 6,300 B 0.420 | 6,300 B 0.420 | 0.000 0 No
14. West of Riverford Rd County 19,000 37,000 7,000 B — 7,000 B — — 0 No
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 15,000 8,800 C 0.587 | 9,330 C 0.622 | 0.035 530 No
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 15,000 13,200 E 0.880 | 14,050 E 0.937 | 0.057 850 Yes
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TABLE 12-2
YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing ME Year 2035 Baseline

Year 2035 + Project

) . A¢® Project .
Street Segment Jur. (CL%’; s (iagggﬁ ADT® | LOS®  V/Cd| ADT | LOS | vic | ViC | Volumes | Si¢?
(Continued from Previous Page)

Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 21,200 Cc 0.530 | 23,050 C 0.576 | 0.046 1,850 No
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 40,000 19,700 B 0.493 | 19,700 B 0.493 | 0.000 0 No
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 60,000 49,200 C 0.820 | 52,630 D 0.877 | 0.057 3,430 No
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 60,000 48,700 C 0.812 | 52,440 D 0.874 | 0.062 3,740 No
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 60,000 60,000 44,400 C 0.740 | 46,920 C 0.782 | 0.042 2,520 No
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 60,000 37,700 C 0.628 | 39,700 C 0.662 | 0.034 2,000 No
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 60,000 28,200 B 0.470 | 29,510 B 0.492 | 0.022 1,310 No
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 40,000 28,400 B 0.473 | 29,710 B 0.495 | 0.022 1,310 No
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 40,000 26,400 B 0.440 | 27,710 B 0.462 | 0.022 1,310 No
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 15,000 7,600 C 0.507 | 7,600 C 0.507 | 0.000 0 No
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 15,000 8,700 C 0.580 | 8,700 Cc 0.580 | 0.000 0 No
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 40,000 16,100 B 0.403 | 17,420 B 0.436 | 0.033 1,320 No
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr Santee DNE 11%%%%/ 7,380 C 0.738 | 12,350 D 0.823 | 0.085 5,290 No
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 10,000 9,920 E 0.992 | 15,130 F 1513 | 0.497 5,290 Yes
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 15,000 10,910 F 1.091 | 15,460 F 1.546 | 0.455 4,860 Yes
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 10,000 6,000 C 0.600 | 7,380 C 0.738 | 0.138 1,380 No
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TABLE 12-2
YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing ME Year 2035 Baseline

Year 2035 + Project

. . e Project .
Street Segment M| (e | (Caets | ADT® | Lose | wict| ADT | LOs | vic vic | valumes | 5197
(Continued from Previous Page)

Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 40,000 16,300 B 0.408 | 16,400 B 0.410 | 0.002 100 No
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 16,300 B 0.408 | 16,400 B 0.410 | 0.002 100 No
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 7,400 A 0.185 | 7,820 A 0.196 | 0.011 420 No
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 13,100 A 0.328 | 13,740 A 0.344 | 0.016 640 No
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 40,000 32,800 D 0.820 | 33,820 D 0.846 0.026 1,020 No
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 15,000 3,500 A 0.233 | 3,500 A 0.233 | 0.000 0 No
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 40,000 16,500 B 0.413 | 16,600 B 0.415 0.002 100 No
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 10,000 7,200 c 0.720 | 7,300 Cc 0.730 0.010 100 No
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave ¢ Santee 1%%%6 15,000 8,630 C 0.575 | 13,920 E 0.928 | 0.353 5,290 No ¢
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd ¢ Santee 1%%%6 40,000 6,800 B 0.453 | 8,930 o 0.595 | 0.142 2,130 No
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr ¢ Santee 1%%%6 40,000 9,400 C 0.627 | 11,530 D 0.769 | 0.142 2,130 No
44. Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr ¢ Santee 15,000 40,000 9,400 C 0.627 | 11,530 D 0.769 | 0.142 2,130 No
45. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 15,000 40,000 12,600 D 0.840 | 14,730 E 0.982 | 0.142 2,130 Yes
46. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 40,000 16,500 F 1.100 | 18,630 F 1.242 | 0.142 2,130 Yes
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 26,600 C 0.665 | 27,510 C 0.688 | 0.023 910 No
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 31,700 D 0.793 | 32,670 D 0.817 | 0.024 970 No
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 60,000 30,100 C 0.602 | 31,640 C 0.633 0.031 1,540 No
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TABLE 12-2
YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Existing ME Year 2035 Baseline

Year 2035 + Project

. . e Project .
Street Segment M| (e | (Caets | ADT® | Lose | wict| ADT | LOs | vic vic | valumes | 5197
(Continued from Previous Page)

Cuyamaca Street (cont.)
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 60,000 49,600 E 0.992 | 50,660 F 1.013 | 0.021 1,060 Yes
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 60,000 30,600 C 0.612 | 31,020 C 0.620 | 0.008 420 No
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 11,600 A 0.290 | 11,860 A 0.297 | 0.007 260 No
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE 15,000 10,700 D 0.713 | 10,700 D 0.713 0.00 0 No
Magnolia Avenue
54. Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd " Santee 1%’\(')%6 40000 | 4300 | B | 0430 | 7470 | C | 0747 | 0317 | 3170 | No
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 9,500 A 0.238 | 12,670 A 0.317 | 0.079 3,170 No
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to EIl Nopal Santee 40,000 40,000 13,600 A 0.340 | 16,770 B 0.419 | 0.079 3,170 No
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 27,300 C 0.683 | 28,310 C 0.708 | 0.025 1,010 No
58. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 26,200 C 0.655 | 27,940 C 0.699 | 0.044 1,740 No
59. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 40,000 30,400 D 0.760 | 32,450 D 0.811 | 0.051 2,050 No
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 60,000 36,300 C 0.605 | 36,940 C 0.616 | 0.011 640 No
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 33,900 D 0.848 | 34,120 D 0.853 | 0.005 220 No
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Avenue Santee 40,000 40,000 36,500 E 0.913 | 36,600 E 0.915 | 0.002 100 No
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue Santee 10,000 15,000 13,000 F 1.300 | 13,000 F 1.300 | 0.000 0 No
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps County 23,500 57,000 24,900 F — 25,430 F — — 530 Yes

(Continued on Next Page)
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YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 12-2

Street Segment

Jur.

Existing
Capacity
(LOSE)®

ME

Year 2035 Baseline

Year 2035 + Project

Ae

Capacity
(LOSE)®

ADT®

LOS®

viC ¢

ADT

LOS | VIC v/C

Project
Volumes

Sig?

(Continued from Previous Page)

Footnotes:

ho o0 oP

h.

Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS tables (See Appendix A). Existing capacities used in the Year 2035 analysis.

Average Daily Traffic
Level of Service
Volume to Capacity ratio

A denotes a Project-induced increase in the VVolume to Capacity ratio. For County of San Diego, an increase in Project trips is used to measure impacts.

The Mobility Element classifies this section of Fanita Parkway as a 10,000 ADT Two-Lane Undivided Parkway. The Project proposes to construct this roadway as a Two-Lane Divided Parkway enhancing the

capacity to 15,000 ADT.

The 15,000 ADT capacity for the existing sections of Cuyamaca Street was continued along this future section providing access to the Project. The intersection operations at both ends of the Cuyamaca Street
road segment between the Project Site and Magnolia Avenue report LOS D or better operations. Therefore, adequate operations are expected along this roadway. See Section 16.1.4 for detailed analyses of
Cuyamaca Street. In addition, the section of Cuyamaca Street between Chaparral Drive and Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major Arterial under Year 2035 conditions as a Project

Design Feature to adequately transition to the four-lane section south of Woodglen Vista Drive required as Year 2035 Project mitigation.

The 10,000 ADT capacity for the connection of Magnolia Avenue was used along this future section providing access to the Project.

General Notes:

1.

2
3.
4

Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.

ME = Mobility Element
DNE = Does not exist

County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.
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TABLE 12-3
YEAR 2035 FREEWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project R
Freeway Segment Dir. | Lanes? Volume ° viC¢ Density ¢ LOS® Volume VIC Density LOS Sig?
AM | PM | AM | PM | AM |PM |AM |[PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM

State Route 52
Santo Road to EB 3M 2,039 | 7,410 | 0.317 | 1.215 | 104 | — | A F | 2164 | 7,587 | 0336 | 1.245 | 110 | — | A F | 0.020 | 0.029 | Yes
Mast Boulevard wB 3Mm 8,012 | 3,233 | 1.314 | 0503 | — | 165 | F B |8240 |3333| 1351 | 0518 — | 171 | F B | 0.037 | 0.015 | Yes
Mast Boulevard to EB 2M 2,012 | 6,351 | 0.458 | 1.444 | 155 | - B F | 2029 | 6375 | 0461 | 1.449 | 156  — B F | 0003 | 0.005 | No
SR-125 wB 2M 5590 | 3424 | 1.271 | 0778 | — | 287 | F | D |5621 |3438 | 1278 | 0782 | — | 289 | F | D |0.007 | 0.003 | No
SR-125 to EB | 2M+1A | 2,563 | 6,365 | 0.388 | 0.965 | 13.2 | 41.6 | B E | 2580 | 6389 | 0.391 | 0.968 | 13.3 | 419 | B E | 0.003 | 0.004 | No
Cuyamaca Street WB | 2M+1A | 4,786 | 4,229 | 0.725 | 0.641 | 26.1 | 22.4 | D C | 4817 | 4243 | 0.730 | 0.643 | 263 | 225 | D C | 0.005 | 0.002 | No
Cuyamaca Street to EB | 2M+1A | 1,822 | 5684 | 0.276 | 0.861 | 9.3 | 336 | A D |1,853 | 5698 0281 |0863| 95 | 337 | A D | 0.005 | 0.002 | No
SR-67 WB | 2M+1A | 4,557 | 3,500 | 0.690 | 0.530 | 24.3 | 180 | C B | 4574 | 3524 | 0.693 | 0534 | 245 | 181 | C C | 0.003 | 0.004 | No

State Route 67
Riverford Road to NB 2M 2,926 | 4710 | 0697 | 1122 | 249 | — | C F | 2934 4713 | 0699 | 1.122 | 249 | — C F | 0002 | 0.001 | No
5R-52 SB 2M 4,136 | 3,477 | 0.987 | 0.829 | 43.7 | 31.7 | E D | 4,140 | 3483 | 0.988 | 0.831 | 438 | 319 | E D | 0.001 | 0.002 | No
SR-52to Bradley Ave | NB | 2M+2A | 4,600 | 7,405 | 0.546 | 0.888 | 18.9 | 356 | C E | 4635 7,454 | 0550 | 0.894 | 19.0 | 360 | C E | 0.004 | 0.006 | No
SB 3M 6,502 | 5,466 | 1.028 | 0.865 | — | 340 | F D |6565 | 5494 | 1038 | 0869 | — | 343 | F D | 0.010 | 0.004 | No

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 12-3
YEAR 2035 FREEWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project vic
A
Freeway Segment Dir. | Lanes? Volume ° VIC ¢ Density ¢ LOS® Volume VIC Density LOS Sig?
AM PM AM PM AM | PM | AM | PM | AM PM AM PM | AM | PM | AM | PM AM PM
(Continued From Previous Page)
State Route 125
Grossmont College Dr NB 3M+2A | 4,173 | 3,684 | 0.386 | 0.341 | 13.2 | 11.6 B B 4,259 | 3,806 | 0.394 | 0.352 | 134 | 12.0 B B 0.008 | 0.011 | No
to SR-52 SB AM | 2,681 | 4704 | 0310 | 0544 | 106 186 | A | C |[2838 | 4773 0328 | 0552 | 112 | 189 | B | C | 0018 | 0.008 | No
Footnotes:
a.  Lane geometry taken from PeMS lane configurations at corresponding postmile. ) )
b.  Existing volume calculated from most recent Caltrans Traffic Census Program Peak Hour Volume Data (2016) and grown against Mobility Element forecast volumes LOS Density Range (pc/mifin)
to reach Year 2035 conditions. @ N 12 - ﬁ
c.  VIC = (Peak Hour Volume/Hourly Capacity) c >18 - 26
d.  Density measures passenger cars per mile per lane. Density = Flow Rate (passenger-cars/hour/lane) + Speed (average passenger-car speed in mph). D >26-35
e.  Level of Service E >3 4_545
f.  “A” denotes the Project-induced increase in V/C. Per City Guidelines, a significant impact occurs when the V/C is

increased by greater than 0.01 for LOS E or LOS F.

General Note:

1.

Hwn

M = Mainline
A = Auxiliary
Sig? = Significant impact, yes or no.

“—" Shown in density column where density exceeds the maximum threshold for LOS F.

\ 4
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13.0 NO SCHOOL PROJECT SCENARIO

As previously mentioned, since the completion of the transportation analysis included in this report,
the Project Description has slightly changed, resulting in a shift between residential densities,
changes to park acreage, and a reduction in school students from 1,000 to 700 students. With these
changes, the resulting trip generation decreases as compared to the numbers analyzed in this report.
Therefore, the analysis presented herein provides a conservative assessment of the local
transportation system.

The Project proposes to develop a K-8 school within the site. A secondary scenario has been
analyzed to assess traffic conditions without the inclusion of a school as part of the Project. Without
the school, an additional 59 single-family units, or approximately 2% of the total residential DU of
the Proposed Project, were assumed. This 2% increase is based on the overall land use plan and
maximum density requirements. (See the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan for additional details.) The total
residential units, therefore, changed from 2,949 DU with the school to 3,008 DU without the school.

Overall, without the school and with the additional residential units attributed to the single-family
density range, the primary trip generation is shown to decrease. The primary trip generation
decreases without the school due to the classification of the school as a “charter school” land use
which has a higher external trip generation. A charter school has the potential to attract students
within a larger radius than a typical public school which tends to serve the immediate neighborhood.
Thus, with the school included in the trip generation, a higher external trip generation was
calculated. Without the charter school, the number of external trips is reduced even with an increase
in the residential trips. The basic calculations are as follows:

1,000-Student Charter School x 1.85 trips/student = 1,850 GrossTrips (X 45% Primary Trips)
= 1,110 Fewer Primary Trips Without the School

59 Residential Units x 10 ADT/unit = 590 More Primary Trips Without the School
Net Change in Primary Trip Generation = 520 Fewer Primary Trips Without the School

With an increased proportion of residential development and without a school on-site, the share of
internal/mixed-use activity would be expected to decrease as compared to the proposed Project. The
non-residential gross ADT decreases about 27.5% from 6,723 ADT under the proposed Project to
4,873 ADT under the “No School” scenario. Thus, the internal capture rate applied to the “No
School” scenario was proportionally decreased from 8.5% to 6.2%. See Section 7.1.4 for more
details on the internal trip reductions. With this lowered internal/mixed-use capture rate, there is a
reduction in the primary trip generation and the total external trip generation for the Project without
the school increases from 26,272 ADT to 26,445 ADT.

It should be noted that with the reduction in the school enrollment from 1,000 to 700 students,
changes in trip generation with and without the school experience the same increases and decreases
described above. See Appendix D for the current Project trip generation calculations.

N
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Table 13-1 below shows the change in trip generation without the school.

The trip distribution shown in Figure 7-1 provided earlier in this report was used to assign No
School Scenario Project trips to the study area street system.

Figure 13-1 illustrates the Project Traffic Volumes under the No School Scenario. Figure 13-2
shows the Year 2035 Net Project Traffic Volumes under the No School Scenario. Figure 13-3
through Figure 13-5 show the traffic volumes for the Existing + Project (No School Scenario),
Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project (No School Scenario), and Year 2035 With Project (No
School Scenario) assuming the connection of Magnolia Avenue, respectively.
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TABLE 13-1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION (NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)

Dall(yAgr_ll_g)Ends AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ID Land Use Size
Rate b Volume o4 of | In:Out Volume o4 of | In:Out Volume
ADT | split | In ‘ Out ‘Total ADT | split | In ‘Out‘ Total
Residential
Village Center
A | Medium-Density 435 DU 8 /DU 3,480 8% | 20:80 | 56 222 278 10%| 70:30| 244 104 | 348
(Average 12 DU/acre)
H Cc
B Active Adult 445 DU 427 /DU 1,900 0.24| 33:67 | 35 72 107 0.30| 61:39| 82 52 134
(Average 15 DU/acre)
¢ | Medium-Density 790 DU | 8 /DU | 6320 | 8% 20:80 101 | 405 | 506 | 10%| 70:30| 442 & 190 632
(Average 13 DU/acre)
p | Low-Density 1338 DU | 10 /DU | 13380 | 8%/ 30:70 | 321 | 749 | 1,070 | 10%| 70:30| 937 | 401 | 1,338
(Average 5 DU/acre)
Subtotal Residential
E (A+B+C+D) 3,008 DU — 25,080 — — 513 | 1,448 | 1,961 — — | 1,705 | 747| 2,452
Non-Residential
F | Local Serving Retail 80 KSF 40 /KSF 3,200 3% | 60:40 | 58 38 96 9% 50:50 144 | 144 | 288
G Primary Trips 45% 1,440 — — 26 17 43 — — 65 65 130
H Pass-By/Diverted Trip Reduction 55% | (1,760) | — — (32 (21) | B3) | — — (79) | (79)| (158)
I | Agriculture/Farm ¢ 36.2  Acres 2 [acre 72 0.26 | 43557 | 4 5 9 0.45 | 57:43 9 7 16
J | Active Park ® 199 Acres | 50 /acre 995 4% | 50:50 | 20 20 40 8% | 50:50 40 40 80
K | Passive Park f 53.5 Acres 5 lacre 268 0.15 | 57:43 5 3 8 0.2 | 4555 5 6 11
L | Recreation Center 9 10 KSF |28.82 /KSF 288 1.76 | 66:34 | 12 6 18 231 | 4753 11 12 23
M | RV Parking/Solar Farm " 250 spaces | 0.2 /space 50 6% | 50:50 | 2 1 3 9% | 50:50 3 2 5

Subtotal Non-Residential

N | (Fe 43K L+M) 4873 | —| — |100| 73 | 174 | —| — | 212 211 423

Gross Trip Generation

EN) 20053 | — | — 614|152 2135| — | — |1917| 958 2,875
o (Té’izflﬂTJrale',aS) — 28193 | — | — |582 1500 2082 | — | — 1838|879 2717
EI'}_(IJ;[aI Pass-By/Diverted Link Trip Reduction . (1.760) | — — @ @ am| — . 79) | (79) | (58)
P Egtfgg%}f)')\’!ixed'use Reduction — w748 | — | — | @6) (93 (@129 —  — | (114) (54) (168)

Net External Trip Generation

546 1,407 | 1,953 1,724 825

(O+P)

Footnotes:

a.  Average Daily Trips

b.  Rates are based on SANDAG’s (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002, for all gross, primary, and pass-by-diverted trip rates, except where
noted.

c.  SANDAG references the ITE trip generation rates for the source of their “Retirement Community” rate. Therefore, the ITE 251 rate for “Detached Senior Adult Housing” was used.

d.  SANDAG “agriculture” rate applied. Since no peak splits are provided by SANDAG, peak splits taken from ITE 818 “Nursery (Wholesale)” rates. Events would not be daily and would occur
largely outside the commuter AM and PM peak periods.

e.  Active Park rate sourced to SANDAG rate for "City Park". The Project also proposes a trail network throughout the site. The trails would traverse through parks, open space, and habitat preserve.
Any trips associated with trails would be captured through the park trip generation.

f.  Passive Park ADT rate sourced to SANDAG rate for “Neighborhood Park”. Since no peak splits are provided by SANDAG, peak splits taken from ITE 417 “Regional Park” rates.

g. Recreation center may be open to public. SANDAG does not provide a rate for this specific use. ITE 495 rate for “Recreational Community Center” applied. The 10,000 SF recreation center is
located within the joint use site, adjacent to the school.

h.  Portion of RV parking open to public. Since no rate is provided by SANDAG or ITE for “RV Parking”, SANDAG rate for “Industrial Storage” applied.
i.  SANDAG mixed-use reduction rate of 6.2% applied, adjusted to reflect the proportion of non-residential ADT as compared to the proposed Project (Table 7-2). See Section 13.0 text for details.
General Notes:

1. As previously mentioned, since the completion of the transportation analysis included in this report, the Project Description has slightly changed, resulting in a shift between residential densities,
changes to park acreage, and a reduction in school students from 1,000 to 700 students. With these changes, the resulting trip generation decreases as compared to the numbers analyzed in this report.
Therefore, the analysis presented herein provides a conservative assessment of the local transportation system.

2. Appendix D provides the trip generation calculations for the current proposed Project, showing the lower volumes.
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13.1 Existing + Project (No School Scenario) Analysis
13.1.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations

Table 13—-2 summarizes the Existing + Project (No School Scenario) intersection operations. As seen
in Table 13-2, the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F with the
addition of Project (No School Scenario) traffic:

= Intersection #3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #8. El Nopal / Los Ranchitos Road — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS E/F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F (AM peak
hour)

Based on the established significance criteria, thirteen (13) significant direct impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-
induced change in delay is greater than 2.0 seconds for LOS E or F operating intersections.

These impacts are calculated to occur under the Proposed Project condition with the school, with the
exception of Intersection #8. However, Intersection #8 is calculated to be a significant direct impact
under Existing + Cumulative Projects + Proposed Project conditions. Hence, no additional impacts
result from this analysis.

Appendix L contains the Existing + Project (No School Scenario) peak hour intersection calculation
worksheets.

13.1.2 Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 13-3 summarizes the Existing + Project (No School Scenario) street segment operations. As
seen in Table 13-3, the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F
with the addition of Project (No School Scenario) traffic:

=  Segment #5. El Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E

N
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=  Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard —
LOS E

=  Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive/Santee Lakes Boulevard to Lake
Canyon Road - LOS F

= Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F
= Segment #41. Cuyamaca Street from Project Site to Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

= Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from El Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

=  Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS E

Based on the established significance criteria, six_(6) significant direct impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project (No School Scenario) traffic at study area locations above since the
Project-induced change in V/C is greater than 0.02 for LOS E or F operating street segments.
Segment #41 is not deemed to be a significant impact as the intersection operations at both ends of
this segment are calculated to operate at LOS C or better. See Section 16.1.4 for a more detailed
discussion and analyses of Cuyamaca Street.

These impacts are calculated to occur under the Proposed Project condition with the school. No
additional impacts result from this analysis.

13.2  Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project (No School Scenario) Analysis

13.2.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations

Table 13-4 summarizes the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project (No School Scenario)
intersection operations. As seen in Table 13-4, the following study area intersections are calculated
to operate at LOS E or F with the addition of cumulative projects and Project (No School Scenario)
traffic:

= Intersection #3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #8. El Nopal / Los Ranchitos Road — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS E/F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= |ntersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F (AM peak
hour)
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= |ntersection #47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E (PM peak hour)
= |ntersection #55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

Based on the established significance criteria, fifteen (15) significant direct impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-
induced change in delay is greater than 2.0 seconds for LOS E or F operating intersections.

These impacts are calculated to occur under the Proposed Project condition with the school. No
additional impacts result from this analysis.

Appendix M contains the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project (No School Scenario) peak hour
intersection calculation worksheets.

13.2.2 Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 13-5 summarizes the Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project (No School Scenario) street
segment operations. As seen in Table 13-5, the following study area street segments are calculated
to operate at LOS E or F with the addition of cumulative projects and Project (No School Scenario)
traffic:

=  Segment #5. El Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E
= Segment #6. Mast Boulevard from SR-52 to West Hills Parkway — LOS E

= Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard —
LOS E

=  Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive/Santee Lakes Boulevard to Lake
Canyon Road - LOS F

= Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F
= Segment #41. Cuyamaca Street from Project Site to Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

= Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from El Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

= Segment #50. Cuyamaca Street from Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps — LOS E
=  Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS E

Based on the established significance criteria, eight (8) significant direct impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project (No School Scenario) traffic at study area locations above since the
Project-induced change in V/C is greater than 0.02 for LOS E or F operating street segments.
Segment #41 is not deemed to be a significant impact as the intersection operations at both ends of
this segment are calculated to operate at LOS C or better. See Section 16.1.4 for a more detailed
discussion and analyses of Cuyamaca Street.

These impacts are calculated to occur under the Proposed Project condition with the school. No
additional impacts result from this analysis.
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13.3  Year 2035 With Project (No School Scenario) Analysis
13.3.1 Peak Hour Intersection Operations

Table 13-6 summarizes the Year 2035 With Project (No School Scenario) intersection operations.
As seen in Table 13-6, the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F
under Year 2035 With Project (No School Scenario) conditions:

= |Intersection #3. Ganley Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= |ntersection #4. Woodglen Vista Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak
hours)
= |ntersection #6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #8. El Nopal / Magnolia Avenue —LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #9. Lake Canyon Road / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #12. Beck Drive / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard / SR-52 WB Ramps — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #18. Mast Boulevard / West Hills Parkway — L OS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #22. Mast Boulevard / Fanita Parkway — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #25. Mast Boulevard / Cuyamaca Street — LOS E/F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #37. Riverford Road / SR-67 SB Ramps — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #39. Riverford Road / Woodside Avenue — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #40. Mission Gorge Road / West Hills Parkway — LOS F (AM peak hour)
= Intersection #45. Mission Gorge Road / Carlton Hills Boulevard — LOS F/E (AM/PM

peak hours)
= Intersection #46. Mission Gorge Road / Town Center Parkway — LOS E (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #47. Mission Gorge Road / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #49. Mission Gorge Road / Cottonwood Avenue — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #50. Mission Gorge Road / Magnolia Avenue — LOS E (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #51. Woodside Avenue N / SR-67 SB Off-Ramp — LOS E (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #53. Fanita Drive / SR-52 WB Off-Ramp — LOS F (AM peak hour)

= Intersection #55. Buena Vista Avenue / Cuyamaca Street — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #60. Prospect Avenue / Fanita Drive — LOS E (AM peak hour)

Based on the established significance criteria, sixteen (16) significant cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the study area locations above since the Project-
induced change in delay is greater than 2.0 seconds for LOS E or F operating intersections.

These impacts are calculated to occur under the Proposed Project condition with the school. No
additional impacts result from this analysis.
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Appendix N contains the Year 2035 With Project (No School Scenario) peak hour intersection
calculation worksheets.

13.3.2 Daily Street Segment Operations

Table 13—-7 summarizes the Year 2035 With Project (No School Scenario) street segment operations.
As seen in Table 13-7, the following study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E
or F under Year 2035 With Project (No School Scenario) conditions:

=  Segment #4. El Nopal from Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos Road - LOS E
=  Segment #5. El Nopal from Los Ranchitos Road to Riverford Road — LOS E

=  Segment #16. Carlton Oaks Drive from Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard —
LOS E

=  Segment #30. Fanita Parkway from Ganley Drive/Santee Lakes Boulevard to Lake
Canyon Road - LOS F

=  Segment #31. Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard — LOS F
= Segment #41. Cuyamaca Street from Project Site to Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

= Segment #45. Cuyamaca Street from Woodglen Vista Drive to El Nopal - LOS E

=  Segment #46. Cuyamaca Street from El Nopal to Mast Boulevard — LOS F

=  Segment #50. Cuyamaca Street from Mission Gorge Road to SR-52 Ramps — LOS F
= Segment #62. Woodside Avenue east of Magnolia Avenue — LOS E

= Segment #63. N. Woodside Avenue from Riverford Road to Woodside Avenue — LOS F
= Segment #64. Riverford Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps — LOS F

Based on the established significance criteria, nine (9) significant cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project (No School Scenario) traffic at study area locations above
since the Project-induced change in V/C is greater than 0.02 for LOS E or F operating street
segments. Segment #41 is not deemed to be a significant impact as the intersection operations at
both ends of this segment are calculated to operate at LOS C or better. See Section 16.1.4 for a more
detailed discussion and analyses of Cuyamaca Street.

These impacts are calculated to occur under the Proposed Project condition with the school. No
additional impacts result from this analysis.

13.4 Conclusions

The analysis of the “No School” scenarios do not result in any new impacts over those calculated
with the proposed Project. Therefore, no changes to the conclusions of significance would be
expected under this scenario.
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TABLE 13-2
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
I Existing + Project A° .
Existin Sig?
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak g (No School) Delay g
Type Hour
Delay ? LOS® Delay LOS
1. Princess Joann Rd / Santee DNE/ AM — — 132 B — No
Cuyamaca St MSSCY | PM — — 15.6 C —
2. Princess Joann Rd / . | AM 7.6 A 111 B 35
Magnolia Ave Santee | AWSC® 1 oy 7.9 A 12,6 B 4.7 No
3. Gan|ey Rd/ AM 9.3 A 54.9 F 45.6
Fanita Pkwy Santee | MSSC | py 9.1 A 78.1 F 0.0 | '
4. Woodglen Vista Dr / AM 8.9 A 19.5 C 10.6
Cuyamaca St Santee | AWSC | oy 9.0 A 86.6 F 776 Yes
5. Woodglen Vista Dr/ Santee Signal AM 11.9 B 134 B 15 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 10.7 B 10.8 B 0.1
6. ElNopal/ AM 12.0 B 99.4 F 87.4
Cuyamaca St santee | AWSC oy | 118 B >100.0 F >2.0 ves
7. El Nopal / st siomal | AM 23.9 C 28.8 C 49 N
Magnolia Ave antee nal 1 p 18.3 B 24.8 c 6.5 °
8. El Nopal / Los AM 13.9 B 20.0 C 6.1
Ranchitos Rd County 1 AWSC 1 oy | 149 B 35.9 E 21.0 ves
9. Lake CanyonRd/ AM 7.9 A 60.8 F 52.9
Fanita Pkwy Santee | AWSC | by 8.3 A >100.0 F >2.0 ves
10. Lake Canyon Rd / AM 10.3 B 11.3 B 1.0
Carlton Hills Blvd Santee | AWSC | oy 9.2 A 10.4 A 12 No
11. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0
Halberns Blvd Santee | MSSC 1y 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0 No
12. Beck Dr/ AM 22.4 C >100.0 F >2.0
Santee AWSC Y
Cuyamaca St PM 133 B >100.0 F >2.0 e
13. 2nd Street / . AM 8.0 A 8.0 A 0.0
Santee Signal No
Magnolia Ave g PM 6.6 A 6.7 A 0.1
14. Carefree Dr/ Santee Signal AM 174 B 20.9 C 35 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 9.2 A 9.6 A 0.4
15. Riverford Rd / Count Signal AM 25.7 c 30.9 c 5.2 No
Riverside Dr y PM 24.3 C 30.7 C 6.4
16. Mast Blvd / San Diego/ | oo AM 9.5 A 9.5 A 0.0 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 13.1 B 17.2 B 41

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-2

EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
- Existing + Project A€ .
Existin Sig?
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak g (No School) Delay g
Type Hour
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
17. Mast Blvd / San Diego/ Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 -
SR-52 WB Ramps 9 Caltrans g PM 10.9 B 13.0 B 2.1
18. Mast Blvd / San Diedo Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 v
West Hills Pkwy 9 9 PM 243 C 51.9 D 276 &
19. Mast Blvd / Santee Signal AM 39 A 45 A 06 No
West Hills H.S. g PM 7.4 A 128 B 5.4
. . AM 3.9 A 8.0 A 41
20. Mast Blvd / Medina Dr Santee Signal PM 45 A 46 A 01 No
21. Mast Blvd / Santee Signal AM 50 A 51 A 01 No
Pebble Beach Dr 9 PM 3.7 A 3.8 A 0.1
29 Mast BIvd / Santee sional | AM 108 B 58.9 E 48.1 Y
Fanita Pkwy g PM 12.0 B 87.9 F 75.9 &
23. Mast Blvd / Sant Sianal AM 42.4 D 445 D 2.1 N
Carlton Hills Blvd antee ignal 1 pm 448 D 477 D 2.9 °
24. Mast Blvd / sant sinal | AM | 135 B 136 B 0.1 N
Halberns Blvd antee ignal | oy 13.8 B 13.9 B 0.1 0
25. Mast Blvd / Santee s | AM 36.9 D 67.4 E 305 Y
Cuyamaca St g PM 333 C 55.8 E 225 &
26. Mast Blvd / Santee Signal AM 71 A 71 A 00 No
Park Center Dr 9 PM 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0
27. Mast Blvd / o s | AM | 529 c 33.1 c 0.2 N
Magnolia Ave antee 'gnal - pm 26.8 C 28.3 C 15 °
28. Carlton Oaks Dr / San Diedo Sianal AM 15.0 B 15.6 B 0.6 No
West Hills Pkwy g g PM 9.8 A 10.6 B 0.8
29. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 8.9 A 9.2 A 0.3 No
Pebble Beach Dr g PM 5.0 A 5.0 A 0.0
30. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 10.9 B 16.2 B 5.3 No
Fanita Pkwy g PM 9.2 A 106 B 1.4
31. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 33.0 C 41.0 D 8.0 No
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 233 C 283 C 5.0

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-2
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
- Existing + Project A€ .
Existin Sig?
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak g (No School) Delay g
Type Hour
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
32. Riverwalk Dr/ . AM 146 B 22.7 C 8.1
Cuyamaca St Santee Signal PM 14.6 B 20.9 c 6.3 No
33. Riverpark Dr/ — Sianal AM 16.7 B 17.9 B 12 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 19.9 B 23.7 C 3.8
34. Town Center Pkwy / . AM 14.5 B 14.6 B 0.1
Cuyamaca St Santee | Signal | oy | 557 c 37.5 D 48 No
35. Town Center Pkwy / . AM 11.6 B 12.1 B 0.5
Riverview Pkwy Santee Signal PM 145 B 14.6 B 0.1 No
36. Riverview Pkwy / Santee Sianal AM 101 B 11.0 B 0.9 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 112 B 1255 B 13
37. Riverford Rd / SR-67 County/ MSSC AM 86.0 F >100.0 F 22 -
SB Ramps Caltrans PM 51.0 F 64.0 F 69
38. Woodside Ave/SR-67 | County/ Signal AM 40.4 D 44.4 D 4.0 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 432 D 46.1 D 2.9
39. Riverford Rd / Count Signal AM 54.9 D 63.8 E 8.9 Yes
Woodside Ave y g PM 31.1 C 345 C 3.4
40. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 16.1 B 20.1 C 4.0 No
West Hills Pkwy PM 14.3 B 14.7 B 04
41. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Sianal AM 41 A 4.3 A 0.2 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 111 B 11.9 B 0.8
42. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 18 A 18 A 0.0 No
SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 06 A 06 A 0.0
43. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 32.6 C 45.4 D 128 No
SR-125 Caltrans g PM 29.1 C 48.4 D 19.3
44. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 37.7 D 39.4 D 17 No
Fanita Dr g PM 29.9 C 443 D 14.4
45, Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 61.7 E 82.7 F 21.0 Yes
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 38.9 D 45.2 D 6.3
46. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 26.2 C 26.3 C 0.1 No
Town Center Pkwy g PM 459 D 46.0 D 0.1

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-2

EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
- Existing + Project A€ .
Existin Sig?
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak g (No School) Delay g
Type Hour
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)

47. Mission Gorge Rd / Signal Signal AM 43.3 D 46.0 D 2.7 No
Cuyamaca St g g PM 47.4 D 54.1 D 6.7

48. Mission Gorge Rd / Sianal Signal AM 19.0 B 198 B 0.8 No
Riverview Pkwy g g PM 17.0 B 17.2 B 0.2

49. Mission Gorge Rd / Signal Sianal AM 26.7 C 26.8 C 0.1 No
Cottonwood Ave g g PM 20.6 C 20.7 C 0.1

50. Mission Gorge Rd / Signal Signal AM 40.9 D 44.5 D 3.6 No
Magnolia Ave PM 47.7 D 50.3 D 2.6
51. Woodside Ave / SR-67 AM 26.0 D 26.2 D 0.2

SB Off-Ramp AWSC | AWSC | oy, 16.0 c 16.3 c 0.3 No

52. Woodside Ave / SR-67 Signal Signal AM 10.0 A 101 A 0.1 No
NB On-Ramp 9 g PM 9.3 A 9.4 A 0.1
53. Fanita Dr / SR-52 WB AM 26.8 D 28.5 D 17

Off-Ramp MSSC MSSC 1 oy 16.7 C 172 C 05 No

54. Fanita Dr/SR-52 EB Signal Uncontrolle | AM 15.2 C 16.2 C 1.0 No
On-Ramp g df PM 9.9 A 10.1 B 0.2

55. Buena Vista Ave / Santee Signal AM 11.2 B 11.4 B 0.2 No
Cuyamaca St PM 28.9 C 40.1 D 11.2

56. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 2.6 A 2.6 A 0.0 No
WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 3.6 A 3.8 A 0.2

57. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Sianal AM 3L.7 C 32.2 C 0.5 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 36.2 D 38.3 D 2.1

58. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 6.8 A 9.3 A 2.5 No
WB Ramps /SR-67 SB | Caltrans g PM 5.9 A 5.9 A 0.0

59. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 20.1 C 21.8 c 1.7

60. Prospect Ave / — Signal AM 27.2 C 27.3 C 0.1 No
Fanita Dr g PM 19.1 B 19.3 B 0.2

61. Prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 29.1 C 29.2 C 0.1 No
Cuyamaca St PM 34.4 C 345 C 0.1

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-2
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
- Existing + Project A€ .
Existin Sig?
Intersection Jur. Control | Peak g (No School) Delay g
Type Hour
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
62. Prospect Ave / . AM 8.3 A 8.3 A 0.0
Santee Signal No
Cottonwood Ave PM 6.5 A 6.5 A 0.0
63. Prospect Ave / . AM 20.4 C 20.9 c 0.5
. Santee Signal No
Magnolia Ave PM 28.1 C 30.1 C 2.0
64. Prospect Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Signal AM 9.5 A 9.6 A 0.1 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 8.6 A 9.2 A 0.6
65. Prospect Ave / . AM 20.1 C 20.1 C 0.0
Santee Signal No
Graves Ave PM 33.7 C 33.7 C 0.0
66. Mast Boulevard / Santee Signal AM 5.3 A 5.4 A 0.1 No
Weston Road g PM 15 A 1.9 A 0.4
Footnotes: SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS ~ DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
b.  Level of Service
c.  Adenotes the increase in delay due to Project. Delay Los Delay LOS
d.  Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay reported. 00 < 100 A 0.0 < 100 A
e.  All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported. 10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
f.  No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the southbound left-turn 20.1to 35.0 c 15.1t0 25.0 c
movement is reported. 35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this intersection during the 55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F

AM peak hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, as well as upstream congestion from
SR-52 WB exceed the limits of the analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result is
based on the bottleneck effect of the lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field.

General Notes:

1. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.

2. Jur.=Jurisdiction
3. DNE, “—" = Does nhot exist
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TABLE 13-3
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(No ScHoOL SCENARIO)
Street Segment Jur. gf)i(rl)sg‘li?t?/ Existing EXIEEQ%:hZE?;ECt Project A/e Sig?
(LOSE)* ["ApT® | Los® | vicd| ADT | Los | wic | Volumes| Vi€

Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 530 A 0.066 530 A 0.066 0 0.000 No
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 1,700 A 0.213 | 1,700 A 0.213 0 0.000 No
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 3,780 C 0.473 | 3,780 C 0.473 0 0.000 No
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 8,870 C 0.591 | 11,510 D 0.767 2,640 0.176 No
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 9,810 D — 12,450 E — 2,640 — Yes
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52 to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 26,440 C 0.661 | 33,050 D 0.826 6,610 0.165 No
7. West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 19,540 B 0.489 | 29,060 C 0.727 9,520 0.238 No
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 19,590 B 0.490 | 29,110 C 0.728 9,520 0.238 No
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 40,000 16,800 B 0.420 | 19,440 B 0.486 2,640 0.066 No
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 19,220 B 0.481 | 21,340 C 0.534 2,120 0.053 No
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 20,200 B 0.505 | 22,320 C 0.558 2,120 0.053 No
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 18,490 B 0.462 | 18,750 B 0.469 260 0.007 No
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 7,710 C 0.514 | 7,710 C 0.514 0 0.000 No
14. West of Riverford Rd County 19,000 1,810 A — 1,810 A — 0 — No
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 7,360 C 0.491 | 7,890 C 0.526 530 0.035 No
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 10,560 D 0.704 | 13,470 E 0.898 2,910 0.194 Yes
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TABLE 13-3
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. +
Street Segment Jur. (I:E;(;)S;:;?t?/ Existing EXI(S&'I‘r’]gschlz(r;'))JECt Project 6/2 Sig?
(LOSE)* ["ApTo | Los® | vic? | ADT | LOs | vic | Volumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 16,510 B 0.413 | 19,150 B 0.479 2,640 0.066 No
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 17,000 B 0.425 | 17,000 B 0.425 0 0.000 No
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 45,440 C 0.757 | 51,260 D 0.854 5,820 0.097 No
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 41,100 C 0.685 | 47,710 C 0.795 6,610 0.110 No
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 60,000 37,960 C 0.633 | 41,130 C 0.686 3,170 0.053 No
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 28,630 B 0.477 | 31,270 B 0.521 2,640 0.044 No
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 23,140 A 0.386 | 24,460 A 0.408 1,320 0.022 No
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 25,550 B 0.426 | 26,870 B 0.448 1,320 0.022 No
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 24,960 A 0.416 | 26,280 B 0.438 1,320 0.022 No
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 8,900 C 0.593 | 8,900 C 0.593 0 0.000 No
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 9,880 C 0.659 | 9,880 C 0.659 0 0.000 No
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 11,610 A 0.290 | 13,730 A 0.343 2,120 0.053 No
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr * sanee | DREL 1 — | — | 1243 D | 0829 | 12430 | 0829 | No
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 2,610 A 0.261 | 15,040 F 1.504 | 12,430 1.243 Yes
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 3,860 A 0.386 | 15,230 F 1.523 11,370 1.137 Yes
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 3,330 A 0.333 | 6,770 C 0.677 3,440 0.344 No

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-3
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. +
Street Segment Jur. (I:E;(;)S;:;?t?/ Existing EXI(S&'I‘r’]gschlz(r;'))JECt Project 6/2 Sig?
(LOSE)* ["ApTo | Los® | vice | ADT | LOs | vic | Volumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 18,990 B 0.475 | 19,250 B 0.481 260 0.006 No
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 11,650 A 0.291 | 11,910 A 0.298 260 0.007 No
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 5,880 A 0.147 | 6,940 A 0.174 1,060 0.027 No
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 10,030 A 0.251 | 11,620 A 0.291 1,590 0.040 No
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 24,960 C 0.624 | 29,460 C 0.737 4,500 0.113 No
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 2,210 A 0.147 | 2,210 A 0.147 0 0.000 No
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 19,280 B 0.482 | 19,540 B 0.489 260 0.007 No
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 5,660 C 0.377 | 5,920 C 0.592 260 0.026 No
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave 9 Santee 1%’\(')%6 — | — | — |14020 | E | 093 | 14020 | 0935 | No
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd ¢ Santee 1%’\(')%6 — — | — | 7670  c |os11| 7670 | 0511 | No
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr ¢ Santee 1%’\(')%6 — — — 7,670 C 0.511 7,670 0.511 No
44. Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr ¢ Santee 15,000 670 A 0.045 | 8,340 C 0.556 7,670 0.511 No
45. Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal Santee 15,000 4,360 A 0.291 | 12,030 D 0.802 7,670 0.511 No
46. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 8,860 C 0.591 | 16,530 F 1.102 7,670 0.511 Yes
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 19,600 B 0.490 | 25,420 C 0.636 5,820 0.146 No
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 26,690 Cc 0.667 | 32,240 D 0.806 5,550 0.139 No
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 21,850 B 0.437 | 26,870 B 0.537 5,020 0.100 No
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TABLE 13-3
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. +
Street Segment Jur. (I:E;(;)S;:;?t?/ Existing EXI(S&'I:’](\]JSChlz(r;'))JECt Project 6/2 Sig?
b c d
(LOSE)* ["ApTo | Los® | vice | ADT | LOs | vic | Volumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Cuyamaca Street (cont.)
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 39,020 C 0.780 | 41,660 D 0.833 2,640 0.053 No
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 26,060 B 0.521 | 27,120 B 0.542 1,060 0.021 No
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 7,640 A 0.191 | 7,900 A 0.198 260 0.007 No
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE — — — — — — — — No
Magnolia Avenue
54. Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd " Santee 1%'\(')% — — — 6,350 C 0.635 6,350 0.635 No
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 2,020 A 0.051 | 8,370 A 0.209 6,350 0.158 No
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 40,000 9,030 A 0.226 | 15,380 B 0.385 6,350 0.159 No
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 13,690 A 0.342 | 17,390 B 0.435 3,700 0.093 No
58. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Santee 40,000 22,440 C 0.561 | 25,610 C 0.640 3,170 0.079 No
59. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 25,830 C 0.646 | 29,000 C 0.725 3,170 0.079 No
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 33,870 B 0.565 | 35,460 C 0.591 1,590 0.026 No
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 12,600 A 0.315 | 13,130 A 0.328 530 0.013 No
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 27,210 C 0.680 | 27,470 C 0.687 260 0.007 No
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Rd to Woodside Ave Santee 10,000 3,390 A 0.339 | 3,390 A 0.339 0 0.000 No
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Dr to SR-67 Ramps County 23,500 18,390 E — 19,710 E — 1,320 — Yes

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-3
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Existing I Existing + Project .
Street Segment Jur Capacity Existing (No School) Project A’ Sig?
' (LOSE)? b P Volumes | VIC '
ADT® | LOs® | vicd| ADT | Los | vic

(Continued from Previous Page)

Footnotes:
a.  Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS tables (See Appendix A).
Average Daily Traffic
Level of Service
Volume to Capacity ratio
A denotes a Project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio. For County of San Diego, an increase in Project trips is used to measure impacts.
This future section of Fanita Parkway is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT.
This future section of Cuyamaca Street is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT. The intersection operations at both ends of the
Cuyamaca Street road segment between the Project Site and Magnolia Avenue report LOS C or better operations. Therefore, adequate operations are expected along this roadway. The section of
Cuyamaca Street between Chaparral Drive and Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major Arterial under Year 2035 conditions as a Project Design Feature to adequately
transition to the four-lane section south of Woodglen Vista Drive.
h.  This future section of Magnolia Avenue is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Collector with an LOS E capacity of 10,000 ADT.
i.  Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

@moooo

General Notes:
1. Jur =Jurisdiction
2. DNE, “—" = Does not exist
3. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
4.  County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.
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TABLE 13-4
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Control | Peak Existing + Cumlli);;sif;: I%:ojects AC
i r ' i i
Cumulative Projects . 2
Intersection Jur. Type | Hour J + Project (No School) Delay Sig?
Delay ? LOS® Delay LOS
1. Princess Joann Rd / Santee DNE/ AM — — 13.2 B — No
Cuyamaca St MSSCY | PM — — 15.6 C —
2. Princess Joann Rd / .| AM 7.7 A 11.2 B 35
Magnolia Ave Santee | AWSC® | o, 7.9 A 12.8 B 4.9 No
3. Ganley Rd/ Fanita AM 9.4 A 63.0 F 53.6
Pkwy Santee | MSSC | o, 9.2 A 85.0 F 758 | Y
4. Woodglen Vista Dr / AM 8.9 A 19.8 C 10.9
Cuyamaca St Santee | AWSC | o\, 9.1 A 90.0 F g9 | Yo
5. Woodglen Vista Dr / Santee Signal AM 12.0 B 13.6 B 1.6 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 10.7 B 10.8 B 01
6. EIl Nopal / Cuyamaca AM 12.3 B >100.0 F >2.0
st Santee | AWSC | o, 121 B >100.0 F 2.0 Yes
7. El Nopal / Magnolia . AM 24.3 C 295 C 5.2
Ave Santee | Signal |, 186 B 258 C 7.2 No
8. El Nopal / Los AM 14.4 B 21.1 C 6.7
Ranchitos Rd County | AWSC | oy, 155 C 395 E 200 | YO
9. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 8.1 A 70.5 F 62.4
Fanita Pkwy Santee | AWSC | o, 8.6 A >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
10. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 10.4 B 114 B 1.0
Carlton Hills Blvd Santee | AWSC | o, 9.3 A 105 A 1.2 No
11. Lake Canyon Rd / AM 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0
Halberns Blvd Santee | MSSC | o\, 8.7 A 8.7 A 0.0 No
AM 24.1 C >100.0 F >2.0
12. Beck Dr/ Cuyamaca St Santee AWSC PM 13.7 5 5100.0 F 520 Yes
13. 2" Street / Magnolia : AM 8.2 A 8.3 A 0.1
Ave Santee | Signal | o, 6.7 A 7.0 A 0.3 No
14. Carefree Dr / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 17.8 B 21.7 C 39 No
Ave g PM 9.3 A 9.8 A 05
15. Riverford Rd / County Signal AM 26.5 c 32.0 C 55 No
Riverside Dr g PM 25.1 C 32.2 C 7.1
16. Mast Blvd /SR-52EB | San Diego/ | o, AM 105 B 10.7 B 0.2 No
Ramps Caltrans g PM 15.3 B 243 C 9.0

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-4
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Control | Peak Existing + Cumligisif;:%:ojects AC
) ontro ea : : .
Cumulative Projects . 2
Intersection Jur. Type | Hour J + Project (No School) Delay Sig?
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)

17. Mast Blvd / SR-52WB | San Diego/ | & AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Vs
Ramps ¢ Caltrans g PM 13.1 B 16.9 B 3.8

18. Mast Blvd / West Hills San Dieco | Sianal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 Ves
Pkwy 9 g g PM 375 D 91.4 F 53.9

19. Mast Blvd / West Hills Santee Signal AM 38 A 4.1 A 03 No
H.S. PM 7.4 A 16.3 B 8.9
; ) AM 3.7 A 8.7 A 5.0

20. Mast Blvd / Medina Dr Santee Signal PM 41 A 42 A 01 No

21. Mast Blvd / Pebble Santee Signal AM 4.9 A 5.0 A 01 No
Beach Dr PM 3.9 A 4.0 A 0.1

22. Mast Blvd / Fanita Santee Signal AM 12,5 B 66.9 E 54.4 Yes
Pkwy PM 13.5 B 95.8 F 82.3

23. Mast Blvd / Carlton Santee Signal AM 43.2 D 46.4 D 3.2 No
Hills Blvd g PM 45.9 D 49.8 D 3.9

24. Mast Blvd / Halberns Santee Signal AM 13.6 B 13.7 B 01 No
Blvd g PM 13.9 B 14.0 B 0.1

25. Mast Blvd / Cuyamaca Santee Signal AM 38.0 D 65.2 E 202 Yes
St g PM 33.7 c 58.2 E 245

26. Mast Blvd / Park Santee Signal AM 7.1 A 7.1 A 0.0 No
Center Dr PM 8.9 A 8.9 A 0.0

27. Mast Blvd / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 36.6 D 36.7 D 01 No
Ave PM 28.1 C 30.3 C 2.2

28. Carlton Oaks Dr / West San Dieao | Sianal AM 16.9 B 18.1 B 12 No
Hills Pkwy g g PM 11.4 B 132 B 18

29. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Sianal AM 9.0 A 94 A 04 No
Pebble Beach Dr g PM 5.0 A 5.0 A 0.0
30. Carlton Oaks Dr / . AM 11.6 B 17.8 B 6.2

Fanita Pkwy Santee | Signal |\, 95 A 11.1 B 16 No

31. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Siqnal AM 34.9 c 47.9 D 13.0 No
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 24.3 c 30.7 C 6.4

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-4

EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Control | Peak Existing + Cumligisif;:%:ojects AC
. ontrol | Pea : ; :
Cumulative Projects - ?
Intersection Jur. Type | Hour J + Project (No School) Delay Sig?
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)

32. Riverwalk Dr/ Santee Sianal AM 15.0 B 24.5 C 9.5 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 15.0 B 22.3 C 7.3

33. Riverpark Dr/ Santee S|gnal AM 17.1 B 18.5 B 1.4 No
Cuyamaca St PM 20.6 C 25.2 C 4.6
34. Town Center Pkwy / . AM 14.9 B 151 B 0.2

Cuyamaca St Santee | Signal | oy | 569 D 42.7 D 6.6 No

35. Town Center Pkwy / Santee Signal AM 10.9 B 11.4 B 0.5 No
Riverview Pkwy g PM 132 B 133 B 0.1

36. Riverview Pkwy / Santee Signal AM 10.6 B 11.8 B 12 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 11.8 B 135 B 1.7

37. Riverford Rd / SR-67 County/ | v | AM | 21000 F >100.0 F 22 Yes
SB Ramps Caltrans PM 59.1 F 79.4 F 69

38. Woodside Ave / SR-67 | County/ Signal AM 41.3 D 46.1 D 4.8 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 44.3 D 47.4 D 3.1

39. Riverford Rd/ County S|gna| AM 60.3 E 69.4 E 9.1 Yes
Woodside Ave PM 33.0 C 36.8 D 3.8

40. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 22.0 C 276 C 5.6 No
West Hills Pkwy PM 16.5 B 16.9 B 04

41. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 4.1 A 4.3 A 0.2 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 111 B 11.9 B 0.8

42. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Signal AM 18 A 18 A 0.0 No
SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 0.6 A 0.6 A 0.0

43. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ signal | M 33.8 C 37.5 D 3.7 No
SR-125 Caltrans g PM 29.9 c 50.7 D 20.8

44. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 38.7 D 40.4 D 17 NG
Fanita Dr g PM 31.9 C 51.2 D 19.3

45. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 65.3 E 84.4 F 19.1 Yes
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 39.2 D 46.0 D 6.8

46. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 26.7 C 26.8 C 0.1 No
Town Center Pkwy g PM 48.6 D 48.7 D 0.1

(Continued on Next Page)

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers

146

LLG Ref. 3-15-2462

Fanita Ranch

N:\2462\Text\Report\Final Submittal\2462.Report (FINAL).docx

\ 4




TABLE 13-4
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Control | Peak Existing + Cumligisif;:%:ojects A
. ontrol | Pea : ; :
Cumulative Projects - ?
Intersection Jur. Type | Hour J + Project (No School) Delay Sig?
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
47. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee sional | ™M 44.4 D 47.3 D 2.9 Yes
Cuyamaca St g PM 49.7 D 61.2 E 115
48. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sianal AM 37.3 D 41.2 D 3.9 NG
Riverview Pkwy g PM 21.0 C 21.6 Cc 0.6
49. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 26.6 C 26.7 C 0.1 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 20.5 C 20.6 C 0.1
50. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 47.6 D 513 D 3.7 No
Magnolia Ave PM 50.4 D 51.6 D 1.2
51. Woodside Ave/SR-67 |  Santee/ | oo AM 29.3 D 29.5 D 0.2 No
SB Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 17.1 C 17.4 C 0.3
52. Woodside Ave / SR-67 |  Santee/ Signal AM 10.1 B 10.2 B 0.1 No
NB On-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.5 A 9.5 A 0.0
53. Fanita Dr/SR-52 WB santee/ | yrosc | AM 301 D 323 D 22 No
Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 17.6 C 18.2 Cc 0.6
54. Fanita Dr / SR-52 EB Santee/ | Uncontroll | AM 16.4 C 17.7 C 13 No
On-Ramp Caltrans ed | PM 10.1 B 10.4 B 0.3
55. Buena Vista Ave / Santee Signal AM 18.5 B 19.5 B 1.0 Yes
Cuyamaca St PM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0
56. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 2.9 A 2.9 A 0.0 No
WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 3.8 A 4.0 A 0.2
57. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 338 C 34.6 C 0.8 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 44.2 D 48.0 D 3.8
58. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 7.3 A 10.5 B 3.2 No
WB Ramps /SR-67 SB | Caltrans g PM 5.8 A 5.8 A 0.0
59. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ signal | ™M 9.5 A 9.6 A 0.1 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 26.1 c 30.3 c 4.2
60. prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 29.3 C 29.5 C 0.2 No
Fanita Dr g PM 195 B 19.7 B 0.2
61. Prospect Ave / Santee S|gnal AM 29.9 C 30.0 C 0.1 No
Cuyamaca St PM 35.1 D 35.2 D 0.1
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TABLE 13-4

EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Control | Peak Existing + CumlIJEI)::\ItSi);[/Ie-n I%:ojects A
. ontro ea ; H .
Intersection Jur. Type | Hour Cumulative Projects | Project (No School) |  pelay Sig?
Delay? | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
62. Prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 8.4 A 8.4 A 0.0 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 6.6 A 6.6 A 0.0
63. Prospect Ave / . AM 21.6 Cc 22.2 C 0.6
. Santee Signal No
Magnolia Ave PM 30.8 C 32.8 C 2.0
64. Prospect Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Signal AM 9.9 A 10.1 B 0.2 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6
65. Prospect Ave / . AM 22.6 C 22.6 C 0.0
Santee Signal No
Graves Ave PM 40.3 D 40.3 D 0.0
66. Mast Boulevard / . AM 21.9 C 33.0 C 111
Santee Signal
Weston Road PM 20.0 B 20.1 C 0.1
Eootnotes: SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
b.  Level of Service
c.  Adenotes the increase in delay due to Project. Delay LOS Delay LOS
d.  Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay reported. 00 < 100 A 00 =< 100 A
e.  All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported. 10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
f.  No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the southbound left-turn 20.1t0 35.0 c 15.1t0 25.0 c
movement is reported. 35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this intersection during the 55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F

AM peak hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, as well as upstream congestion from
SR-52 WB exceed the limits of the analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result is
based on the bottleneck effect of the lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field.

General Notes:

1
2.
3.

Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
Jur. = Jurisdiction
DNE, “—" = Does not exist
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EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 13-5

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
o _— . Existing + Cumulative
Street Segment Jur. ICE;(E)S;«I:?% EXIStIﬂEFJ):OjCelégulaﬂve Pm(jﬁgtsé:hz;?)j et Project A’ Sig?
(LOSE)? Volumes V/C
ADT® | LOS® | V/ICY| ADT | LOS | V/C

Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 685 A 0.086 685 A 0.086 0 0.000 No
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 1,759 A 0.220 | 1,759 A 0.220 0 0.000 No
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 3,886 C 0.486 | 3,886 C 0.486 0 0.000 No
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 9,146 Cc 0.610 | 11,786 D 0.786 2,640 0.176 No
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 10,130 D —_ 12,770 E — 2,640 — Yes
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52 to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 30,730 D 0.768 | 37,340 E 0.934 6,610 0.166 Yes
7. West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 22,962 C 0.574 | 32,482 D 0.812 9,520 0.238 No
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 21,361 C 0.534 | 30,881 D 0.772 9,520 0.238 No
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 40,000 18,022 B 0.451 | 20,662 B 0.517 2,640 0.066 No
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 20,299 B 0.507 | 22,419 C 0.560 2,120 0.053 No
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 21,669 C 0.542 | 23,789 C 0.595 2,120 0.053 No
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 19,616 B 0.490 | 19,876 B 0.497 260 0.007 No
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 9,056 C 0.604 | 9,056 C 0.604 0 0.000 No
14. West of Riverford Rd County 19,000 2,986 A — 2,986 A — 0 — No
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 7,831 C 0.522 | 8,361 C 0.557 530 0.035 No
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 11,194 D 0.746 | 14,104 E 0.940 2,910 0.194 Yes
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TABLE 13-5
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
o o4 . Existipg + Cumu_lative
| Gy | o | TSI e |8
(LOS E) @ Volumes | V/C
ADT® | LOs® | vici| ADT | Los | vic
(Continued from Previous Page)

Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 18,268 B 0.457 | 20,908 B 0.523 2,640 0.066 No
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 18,965 B 0.474 | 18,965 B 0.474 0 0.000 No
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 48,026 C 0.800 | 53,846 D 0.897 5,820 0.097 No
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 43,029 C 0.717 | 49,639 C 0.827 6,610 0.110 No
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 60,000 40,160 C 0.669 | 43,330 C 0.722 3,170 0.053 No
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 31,416 B 0.524 | 34,056 B 0.568 2,640 0.044 No
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 26,846 B 0.447 | 28,166 B 0.469 1,320 0.022 No
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 21,772 B 0.463 | 29,092 B 0.485 1,320 0.022 No
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 26,946 B 0.449 | 28,266 B 0.471 1,320 0.022 No
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 9,302 C 0.620 | 9,302 C 0.620 0 0.000 No
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 10,243 D 0.683 | 10,243 D 0.683 0 0.000 No
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 13,456 A 0.336 | 15,576 B 0.389 2,120 0.053 No
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr f Santee 1%’\(')%6 — | — | — | 12430 | D | 082 | 12430 | 0820 | No
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 2,782 A 0.278 | 15,212 F 1.521 12,430 1.243 Yes
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 4,158 B 0.416 | 15,528 F 1.553 11,370 1.137 Yes
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 3,713 C 0371 | 7,153 C 0.715 3,440 0.344 No
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TABLE 13-5
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
o o4 . Existipg + Cumu_lative
Street Segment Jur. E;E)S;éri]tgy EXIStm%’VOJ'Celég e Pr(’gﬁgtsé:hzg‘l’)le“ Project A Sig?
(LOSE)? Volumes V/C
ADT® | LOs® | vicd| ADT | Los | vic
(Continued from Previous Page)

Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 19,836 B 0.496 | 20,096 B 0.502 260 0.006 No
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 12,261 A 0.307 | 12,521 A 0.313 260 0.006 No
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 6,135 A 0.153 | 7,195 A 0.180 1,060 0.027 No
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 10,492 A 0.262 | 12,082 A 0.302 1,590 0.040 No
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 25,993 C 0.650 | 30,493 D 0.762 ,4500 0.112 No
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 2,254 A 0.225 | 2,254 A 0.225 0 0.000 No
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 21,231 C 0.531 | 21,491 C 0.537 260 0.006 No
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 6,782 C 0.678 | 7,042 C 0.704 260 0.026 No
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave ¢ Santee 1D5'\(|)gé — — — 14,020 E 0.935 14,020 0.935 No
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd ¢ Santee 1D5'\(|)gé — — — 7,670 C 0.511 7,670 0.511 No
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr ¢ Santee 1D5'\(|)gé — — — 7,670 C 0.511 7,670 0.511 No
44, Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr ¢ Santee 15,000 683 A 0.046 | 8,353 C 0.557 7,670 0.511 No
45, Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal Santee 15,000 4,472 A 0.298 | 12,142 D 0.809 7,670 0.511 No
46. EIl Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 9,173 C 0.612 | 16,843 F 1.123 7,670 0.511 Yes
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 20,527 B 0.513 | 26,347 C 0.659 5,820 0.146 No
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 28,084 C 0.702 | 33,634 D 0.841 5,550 0.139 No
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 24,245 B 0.485 | 29,265 C 0.585 5,020 0.100 No
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TABLE 13-5
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
o o4 . Existipg + Cumu_lative
Street Segment Jur. E;E)S;éri]tgy EXIStm%’VOJ'Celég e Pr(’gﬁgtsé:hzg‘l’)le“ Project A Sig?
(LOSE)? Volumes V/C
ADT® | LOs® | vicd| ADT | Los | vic
(Continued from Previous Page)

Cuyamaca Street (cont.)
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 42,639 D 0.853 | 45,279 E 0.906 2,640 0.053 Yes
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 28,971 C 0.579 | 30,031 C 0.601 1,060 0.022 No
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 8,470 A 0.212 | 8,700 A 0.218 260 0.006 No
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE — — — — — — 0 — No
Magnolia Avenue
54, Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd " Santee 1%'\(;%6 — — — 6,350 C 0.635 6,350 0.635 No
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 2,204 A 0.055 | 8,554 A 0.214 6,350 0.159 No
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to EI Nopal Santee 40,000 9,415 A 0.235 | 15,765 B 0.394 6,350 0.159 No
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 14,291 A 0.357 | 17,991 B 0.450 3,700 0.093 No
58. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Santee 40,000 23,504 C 0.590 | 26,764 C 0.669 3,170 0.079 No
59. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 27,797 C 0.695 | 30,967 D 0.774 3,170 0.079 No
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 36,725 C 0.612 | 38,315 C 0.639 1,590 0.027 No
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 13,098 A 0.327 | 13,628 A 0.341 530 0.014 No
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 28,163 C 0.704 | 28,423 C 0.711 260 0.007 No
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Rd to Woodside Ave Santee 10,000 3,524 A 0.352 | 3,524 A 0.352 0 0.000 No
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Dr to SR-67 Ramps County 23,500 18,916 E — 20,236 E — 1,320 — Yes

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-5
EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. o ; Existing + Cumulative
Existing Emsﬂng:ojcllelé{r;ulatlve Projects + Project Project A® .
Street Segment Jur. (IC_%pgtEt)ya (No School) Volumes | vic | Sig?
ADT® | LOs® | vicd| ADT | Los | vic

(Continued from Previous Page)

Footnotes:
a.  Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS tables (See Appendix A).
Average Daily Traffic
Level of Service
Volume to Capacity ratio
A denotes a Project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio. For County of San Diego, an increase in Project trips is used to measure impacts.
This future section of Fanita Parkway is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT.
This future section of Cuyamaca Street is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT. The intersection operations at both ends of the
Cuyamaca Street road segment between the Project Site and Magnolia Avenue report LOS C or better operations. Therefore, adequate operations are expected along this roadway. The section of
Cuyamaca Street between Chaparral Drive and Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major Arterial under Year 2035 conditions as a Project Design Feature to adequately
transition to the four-lane section south of Woodglen Vista Drive.
h.  This future section of Magnolia Avenue is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Collector with an LOS E capacity of 10,000 ADT.
i.  Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

@re oo

General Notes:
1. Jur =Jurisdiction
2. DNE, “—" = Does not exist
3. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
4. County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.
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TABLE 13-6
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project AC .
Intersection Jur. (No School) Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay ? LOS® Delay LOS
1. Princess Joann Rd / 4| AM 17.8 C 28.7 D 10.9
Cuyamaca St Santee MSSC PM 15.8 C 24.9 C 9.1 No
2. Princess Joann Rd / .| AM 9.4 A 117 B 2.3
Magnolia Ave Santee AWSC PM 9.6 A 13.0 B 3.4 No
3. Ganley Rd/ Fanita AM 17.9 C 75.3 F 57.4
Pkwy santee | MSSC 1 py 18.7 C 99.4 F g7 | Y
4. Woodglen Vista Dr/ AM 26.6 D 78.7 F 52.1
Cuyamaca St Santee AWSC PM 98.7 F >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
5. Woodglen Vista Dr/ Santee Sianal AM 13.2 B 13.9 B 0.7 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 10.1 B 10.2 B 0.1
6. El Nopal / Cuyamaca AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0
st Santee | AWSC | oy | 51000 F >100.0 F >0 | Y
7. El Nopal / Magnolia : AM 27.0 C 28.9 C 1.9
Ave Santee | Signal | 22.6 c 271 c 45 No
8. El Nopal / Los AM 19.9 C 24.3 C 4.4
Ranchitos Rd County | AWSC 1 by 293 D 46.8 E 175 | T
Fanita Pkwy santee | AWSC | oy | 350 D >100.0 F >0 | YeS
10. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 111 B 115 B 04
Carlton Hills Blvd Santee | AWSC | by 10.0 A 105 B 05 No
11. Lake Canyon Rd/ AM 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0
Halberns Blvd Santee | MSSC | by 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 No
AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0
AW
12. Beck Dr/Cuyamaca St | Santee Sl pm | >1000 F >1000 F 20 | 7%
13. 2" Street / Magnolia . AM 8.3 A 8.3 A 0.0
Ave Santee | Signal | o\, 6.9 A 7.2 A 0.3 No
14. Carefree Dr / Magnolia Santee Sianal AM 19.9 B 21.4 C 15 No
Ave g PM 10.4 B 107 B 0.3
15. Riverford Rd / Count Sional AM 44.3 D 51.7 D 7.4 No
Riverside Dr y g PM 42.7 D 49.5 D 6.8
16. Mast Blvd /SR-52EB | San Diego/ | . AM 12.4 B 125 B 0.1 No
Ramps Caltrans g PM 33.6 c 54.2 D 20.6

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-6
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project AC .
Intersection Jur. (No School) Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay® | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
17. Mast Blvd / SR-52WB | San Diego/ | . AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 -
Ramps ¢ Caltrans g PM 18.1 B 20.8 C 2.7
18. Mast Blvd / West Hills San Diedo Signal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 .
Pkwy ¢ g g PM 68.3 E 96.4 F 28.1
19. Mast Blvd / West Hills — Signal AM 4.7 A 4.8 A 01 No
H.S. g PM 10.3 B 126 B 2.3
. . AM 3.8 A 8.6 A 4.8
20. Mast Blvd / Medina Dr Santee Signal PM 3.9 A 40 A 01 No
21. Mast Blvd / Pebble Santee Signal AM 111 B 12.2 B 11 No
Beach Dr PM 45 A 46 A 0.1
22. Mast Blvd / Fanita Santee Signal AM 73.7 E >100.0 F >2.0 Yes
Pkwy PM 56.9 E >100.0 F >2.0
23. Mast Blvd / Carlton Santee Sianal AM 48.3 D 51.9 D 3.6 No
Hills Blvd g PM 496 D 49.7 D 0.1
24. Mast Blvd / Halberns Santee Signal AM 19.1 B 19.2 B 0.1 No
Blvd g PM 321 C 327 C 06
25. Mast Blvd / Cuyamaca Santee Signal AM 55.2 E 69.0 E 13.8 .
St g PM | >1000 F >100.0 F >2.0
26. Mast Blvd / Park — Signal AM 7.8 A 7.8 A 0.0 No
Center Dr g PM 10.2 B 105 B 03
27. Mast Blvd / Magnolia Santee Signal AM 53.3 D 54.0 D 0.7 No
Ave PM 41.3 D 427 D 1.4
28. Carlton Oaks Dr / West San Diedo | Sianal AM 20.1 C 20.2 C 0.1 No
Hills Pkwy g g PM 13.1 B 141 B 1.0
29. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 10.8 B 111 B 0.3 No
Pebble Beach Dr g PM 52 A 5.2 A 0.0
30. Carlton Oaks Dr / Santee Signal AM 16.6 B 20.2 C 3.6 No
Fanita Pkwy g PM 10.4 B 11.3 B 0.9
31. Carlton Oaks Dr/ — Signal AM 45.1 D 51.6 D 6.5 No
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 353 D 39.8 D 45

(Continued on Next Page)
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YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 13-6

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project A )
Intersection Jur. (No School) Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay® | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
32. Riverwalk Dr/ . AM 201 C 214 C 7.3
Cuyamaca St Santee Signal PM 21.0 C 27.1 C 6.1 No
33. Riverpark Dr/ Santee Signal AM 18.4 B 194 B 1.0 No
Cuyamaca St g PM 23.7 C 26.3 C 2.6
34. Town Center Pkwy / . AM 18.9 B 192 B 03
Cuyamaca St Santee | Signal | o, 50.0 D 53.4 D 3.4 No
35. Town Center Pkwy / : AM 8.4 A 8.5 A 0.1
Riverview Pkwy Santee Signal PM 11.9 B 12.2 B 0.3 No
36. Riverview Pkwy / Santee Sional AM 25.7 C 29.3 C 3.6 No
Magnolia Ave g PM 27.6 c 30.8 C 3.2
37. Riverford Rd / SR-67 County/ | \resc | AM | >1000 F >100.0 F 6 Yes
SB Ramps Caltrans PM >100.0 F >100.0 F 26
38. Woodside Ave / SR-67 | County/ signal | ™M 46.9 D 49.8 D 2.9 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 51.8 D 54.6 D 2.8
39. Riverford Rd/ Count Signal AM 96.9 F >100.0 F >2.0 v
Woodside Ave unty ‘9N v 477 D 50.8 D 3.1 &
40. Mission Gorge Rd/ Santee Sianal AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0 v
West Hills Pkwy '9 PM 19.8 B 20.4 c 0.6 &
41. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Sional AM 4.4 A 4.5 A 0.1 No
SR-52 EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 11.7 B 11.9 B 0.2
42. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ Sional AM 3.0 A 3.0 A 0.0 No
SR-52 WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 1.8 A 18 A 0.0
43. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee/ sional | M 32.1 C 40.8 D 8.7 No
SR-125 Caltrans g PM 40.1 D 50.5 D 10.4
44. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | M 43.7 D 44.2 D 0.5 No
Fanita Dr g PM 41.7 D 52.6 D 10.9
45. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sianal AM 83.1 F 94.1 F 11.0 Yes
Carlton Hills Blvd g PM 56.3 E 67.6 E 11.3
46. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sional AM 30.0 C 30.1 C 0.1 No
Town Center Pkwy g PM 65.1 E 65.2 E 0.1

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-6
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline Year 2035 + Project AC i
Intersection Jur. (No School) Sig?
Type Hour Delay
Delay® | LOS® | Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)

47. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 45.6 D 46.9 D 13 Yes
Cuyamaca St g PM 79.0 E 89.1 F 10.1

48. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee signal | M 41.9 D 43.7 D 18 No
Riverview Pkwy g PM 43.3 D 44.1 D 0.8

49. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Sianal AM 90.2 F 90.3 F 0.1 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM | 1865 F 187.1 F 0.6

50. Mission Gorge Rd / Santee Signal AM 58.5 E 59.7 E 12 No
Magnolia Ave PM 66.3 E 68.2 E 1.9

51. Woodside Ave / SR-67 |  Santee/ AWSC AM 39.6 E 39.7 E 0.1 No
SB Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 19.4 C 19.6 C 0.2

52. Woodside Ave / SR-67 |  Santee/ Sianal AM 10.6 B 10.7 B 0.1 No
NB On-Ramp Caltrans g PM 10.1 B 10.1 B 0.0

53. Fanita Dr/ SR-52 WB Santee/ vsse | M 55.3 F 55.4 F 0.1 No
Off-Ramp Caltrans PM 19.7 C 19.8 C 0.1

54. Fanita Dr/SR-52 EB Santee/ Uncontroll | AM 21.9 C 22.9 C 1.0 No
On-Ramp Caltrans edf PM 10.7 B 10.9 B 0.2

55. Buena Vista Ave / Santee Signal AM 38.0 D 39.1 D 11 Yes
Cuyamaca St PM >100.0 F >100.0 F >2.0

56. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Sianal AM 3.0 A 3.1 A 0.1 No
WB Ramps Caltrans g PM 43 A 4.4 A 0.1

57. Cuyamaca St/ SR-52 Santee/ Sional AM 36.0 D 36.2 D 0.2 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 50.2 D 53.2 D 3.0

58. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ Signal AM 7.4 A 11.0 B 3.6 No
WB Ramps /SR-67 SB | Caltrans g PM 5.8 A 6.1 A 0.3

59. Magnolia Ave / SR-52 Santee/ sional | M 12.2 B 12.3 B 0.1 No
EB Ramps Caltrans g PM 46.2 D 50.9 D 4.7

60. Prospect Ave / Santee signal | ™M 64.5 E 64.5 E 0.0 No
Fanita Dr g PM 23.0 C 233 C 0.3

61. Prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 35.5 D 35.6 D 0.1 No
Cuyamaca St PM 38.8 D 38.9 D 0.1

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-6
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

(No SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. Year 2035 + Project
. Control | Peak | Year 2035 Baseline hool J AC .
Intersection Jur. (No School) Sig?
Type Hour . Delay
Delay? | LOS Delay | LOS
(Continued from Previous Page)
62. Prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 10.6 B 106 B 0.0 No
Cottonwood Ave g PM 7.9 A 7.9 A 0.0
63. Prospect Ave / — Signal AM 33.6 C 33.8 C 0.2 No
Magnolia Ave PM 39.9 D 40.5 D 0.6
64. Prospect Ave / SR-67 Santee/ Sianal AM 101 A 10.2 B 0.1 No
NB Off-Ramp Caltrans g PM 9.8 A 9.9 A 0.1
65. Prospect Ave / Santee Signal AM 25.2 C 25.2 C 0.0 No
Graves Ave PM 53.5 D 53.5 D 0.0
66. Mast Boulevard / . AM 29.1 C 46.1 D 17.0
Santee Signal No
Weston Road PM 10.5 B 10.6 B 0.1
Footnotes: SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
a.  Average dela)_/ expressed in seconds per vehicle. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
b.  Level of Service
c. A denotes the increase in delay due to Project. Delay LOS Delay LOS
d.  Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay reported. 00 < 100 A 00 < 100 A
e.  All-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Average intersection delay reported. 10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
f.  No traffic control devices are installed at this location. Therefore, the southbound left-turn 20.1t0 35.0 c 15.1t0 25.0 c
movement is reported. 35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
g. The HCM methodology does not accurately reflect operations at this intersection during 55.1to0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
the AM peak hour. Latent demand east of the intersection, as well as upstream congestion 2801 F 2501 F
from SR-52 WB exceed the limits of the analysis software/methodology. The LOS F result
is based on the bottleneck effect of the lane-drop on the WB on-ramp observed in the field.
General Notes:
1. Jur = Jurisdiction
2. Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.
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YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 13-7

(No ScHoOL SCENARIO)
Street Segment Jur. g;(;)s;::tgy Ca'gla%ity vear 2035 Baseline YeaENZ(;sSsC;OF;)OJeCt Project A/e Sig?
(LOSE)® | (LOSE)* [apTo | Lose | vict| ADT | Los | wic | Volumes | ViC

Princess Joann Road
1. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 8,000 4,200 C 0.525 | 4,200 C 0.525 0 0.000 No
Woodglen Vista Drive
2. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 8,000 4,000 C 0.500 | 4,000 C 0.500 0 0.000 No
El Nopal
3. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 8,000 8,000 4,300 C 0.538 | 4,300 C 0.538 0 0.000 No
4. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 15,000 12,800 D 0.853 | 14,970 E 0.998 2,170 0.145 Yes
5. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 16,200 16,200 13,700 E — 15,870 E — 2,170 — Yes
Mast Boulevard
6. SR-52 to West Hills Pkwy San Diego 40,000 40,000 30,500 D 0.763 | 33,970 D 0.849 3,470 0.086 No
7. West Hills Pkwy to Medina Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 29,000 C 0.725 | 34,600 D 0.865 5,600 0.140 No
8. Pebble Beach Dr to Fanita Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 29,000 C 0.725 | 34,440 D 0.861 5,440 0.136 No
9. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 21,500 C 0.538 | 22,880 C 0.572 1,380 0.034 No
10. Carlton Hills Blvd to Halberns Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 28,700 C 0.718 | 30,350 D 0.759 1,650 0.041 No
11. Halberns Blvd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 40,000 28,700 C 0.718 | 30,350 D 0.759 1,650 0.041 No
12. Cuyamaca St to Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 22,300 C 0.558 | 22,400 C 0.560 100 0.002 No
13. Magnolia Ave to Los Ranchitos Rd Santee 15,000 15,000 6,300 B 0.420 | 6,300 B 0.420 0 0.000 No
14. Los Ranchitos Rd to Riverford Rd County 19,000 37,000 7,000 B — 7,000 B — 0 — No
Carlton Oaks Drive
15. West Hills Pkwy to Pebble Beach Dr Santee 15,000 15,000 8,800 C 0.587 | 9,330 C 0.622 530 0.035 No
16. Fanita Pkwy to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 15,000 15,000 13,200 E 0.880 | 14,070 E 0.938 870 0.058 Yes

(Continued on Next Page)
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YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 13-7

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. +
Street Segment ur. g:;:é?% Ca'E)AaEi ty Year 2035 Baseline YeaENZSSSEChOZT)O Ject Project \?/ é Sig?
(LOSE)* | (LOSE)* ["ApTo | Los® | vice| ADT | LOS | vic | Volumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Mission Gorge Road
17. Western City Limits to West Hills Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 21,200 C 0.530 | 23,060 C 0.577 1,860 0.047 No
18. West Hills Pkwy to SR-125 Santee 40,000 40,000 19,700 B 0.493 | 19,700 B 0.493 0 0.000 No
19. SR-125 to Fanita Dr Santee 60,000 60,000 49,200 C 0.820 | 52,670 D 0.878 3,470 0.058 No
20. Fanita Dr to Carlton Hills Blvd Santee 60,000 60,000 48,700 C 0.812 | 52,670 D 0.878 3,780 0.063 No
21. Carlton Hills Blvd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 60,000 60,000 44,400 C 0.740 | 46,940 C 0.782 2,540 0.042 No
22. Town Center Pkwy to Cuyamaca St Santee 60,000 60,000 37,700 C 0.628 | 39,710 C 0.662 2,010 0.034 No
23. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 60,000 60,000 28,200 B 0.470 | 29,520 B 0.492 1,320 0.022 No
24. Riverview Pkwy to Cottonwood Ave Santee 60,000 40,000 28,400 B 0.473 | 29,720 B 0.495 1,320 0.022 No
25. Cottonwood Ave to Magnolia Ave Santee 60,000 40,000 26,400 B 0.440 | 27,720 B 0.462 1,320 0.022 No
Prospect Avenue
26. Fanita Dr to Cuyamaca St Santee 15,000 15,000 7,600 C 0.507 | 7,600 C 0.507 0 0.000 No
27. Cuyamaca St to Cottonwood Ave Santee 15,000 15,000 8,700 C 0.580 | 8,700 C 0.580 0 0.000 No
West Hills Parkway
28. Mast Blvd to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 40,000 16,100 B 0.403 | 17,440 B 0.436 1,340 0.033 No
Fanita Parkway
29. Project Site to Ganley Dr f Santee DNE 11%%%%/ 7160 | C | 0716 | 12430 | D | 0829 | 5370 | 0091 | No
30. Ganley Dr to Lake Canyon Rd Santee 10,000 10,000 9,920 E 0.992 | 15,210 F 1.521 5,370 0.505 Yes
31. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 10,000 15,000 10,910 F 1.091 | 15,530 F 1.553 4,930 0.462 Yes
32. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 10,000 10,000 6,000 C 0.600 | 7,400 C 0.740 1,400 0.140 No

(Continued on Next Page)
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YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 13-7

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. +
Street Segment Jur. g;(;)s;::tgy Ca'gla%ity Vear 2035 Baseline YeaEN223S5choFc’)T)°JeCt Project \?/ec Sig?
(LOSE)* | (LOSE)* ["ApTo | Los® | vice| ADT | LOS | vic | Volumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Fanita Drive
33. Mission Gorge to SR-52 Ramps Santee 40,000 40,000 16,300 B 0.408 | 16,400 B 0.410 100 0.002 No
34. SR-52 Ramps to Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 16,300 B 0.408 | 16,400 B 0.410 100 0.002 No
Carlton Hills Boulevard
35. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 7,400 A 0.185 | 7,830 A 0.196 430 0.011 No
36. Mast Blvd to Carlton Oaks Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 13,100 A 0.328 | 13,750 A 0.344 650 0.016 No
37. Carlton Oaks Dr to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 40,000 32,800 D 0.820 | 33,850 D 0.846 1,050 0.026 No
Halberns Boulevard
38. Lake Canyon Rd to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 15,000 3,500 A 0.233 | 3,500 A 0.233 0 0.000 No
Town Center Parkway
39. Mission Gorge Rd to Cuyamaca St Santee 40,000 40,000 16,500 B 0.413 | 16,600 B 0.415 100 0.002 No
40. Cuyamaca St to Riverview Pkwy Santee 10,000 10,000 7,200 C 0.720 | 7,300 C 0.730 100 0.010 No
Cuyamaca Street
41. Project Site to Magnolia Ave 9 Santee 1[;’\(;56 15,000 8,630 C 0.575 | 14,020 E 0.935 5,390 0.360 No ¢
42. Magnolia Ave to Princess Joann Rd ¢ Santee 1[;’\(;56 40,000 6,800 B 0.453 | 8,980 C 0.599 2,180 0.146 No
43. Princess Joann Rd to Chaparral Dr ¢ Santee 1[;’\(;56 40,000 9,400 C 0.627 | 11,580 D 0.772 2,180 0.145 No
44, Chaparral Dr to Woodglen Vista Dr ¢ Santee 15,000 40,000 9,400 C 0.627 | 11,580 D 0.772 2,180 0.145 No
45. Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal Santee 15,000 40,000 12,600 D 0.840 | 14,780 E 0.985 2,180 0.145 Yes
46. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 15,000 40,000 16,500 F 1.100 | 18,680 F 1.245 2,180 0.145 Yes
47. Mast Blvd to River Park Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 26,600 C 0.665 | 27,550 C 0.689 950 0.024 No
48. River Park Dr to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 31,700 D 0.793 | 32,700 D 0.818 1,000 0.025 No
49. Town Center Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 50,000 60,000 30,100 C 0.602 | 31,670 C 0.633 1,570 0.031 No
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YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

TABLE 13-7

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
. +
Street Segment ur. g;;;::?% Ca'E)AaEi ty Year 2035 Baseline YeaENZSSSEChOF;II’)O Ject Project \?/ é Sig?
(LOSE)® | (LOSE)* ["ApTo [ Lose | vic?| ADT | Los | vic | YOlumes
(Continued from Previous Page)

Cuyamaca Street (cont.)
50. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 50,000 60,000 49,600 E 0.992 | 50,670 F 1.013 1,070 0.021 Yes
51. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 50,000 60,000 30,600 C 0.612 | 31,030 C 0.621 430 0.009 No
Riverview Parkway
52. Mission Gorge Rd to Town Center Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 11,600 A 0.290 | 11,860 A 0.297 260 0.007 No
53. Town Center Pkwy to Magnolia Ave Santee DNE 15,000 10,700 D 0.713 | 10,700 D 0.713 0 0.000 No
Magnolia Avenue
54. Cuyamaca St to Princess Joann Rd " Santee 1%’\(')56 40,000 4,300 B 0.430 | 7,510 D 0.751 3,210 0.321 No
55. Princess Joann Rd to Woodglen Vista Dr Santee 40,000 40,000 9,500 A 0.238 | 12,710 A 0.318 3,210 0.080 No
56. Woodglen Vista Dr to El Nopal Santee 40,000 40,000 13,600 A 0.340 | 16,810 B 0.420 3,210 0.080 No
57. El Nopal to Mast Blvd Santee 40,000 40,000 27,300 C 0.683 | 28,330 C 0.708 1,030 0.025 No
58. Mast Blvd to Riverview Pkwy Santee 40,000 40,000 26,200 C 0.655 | 27,960 C 0.699 1,760 0.044 No
59. Riverview Pkwy to Mission Gorge Rd Santee 40,000 40,000 30,400 D 0.760 | 32,470 D 0.812 2,070 0.052 No
60. Mission Gorge Rd to SR-52 Ramps Santee 60,000 60,000 36,300 C 0.605 | 36,950 C 0.616 650 0.011 No
61. SR-52 Ramps to south of Prospect Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 33,900 D 0.848 | 34,120 D 0.853 220 0.005 No
Woodside Avenue
62. East of Magnolia Ave Santee 40,000 40,000 36,500 E 0.913 | 36,600 E 0.915 100 0.002 No
N. Woodside Avenue
63. Riverford Rd to Woodside Ave Santee 10,000 15,000 13,000 F 1.300 | 13,000 F 1.300 0 0.000 No
Riverford Road
64. Riverside Dr to SR-67 Ramps County 23,5001 57,000 24,900 F — 25,440 F — 540 — Yes

(Continued on Next Page)
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TABLE 13-7
YEAR 2035 STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

(NO SCHOOL SCENARIO)
Existing ME . Year 2035 + Project )
Street Segment Jur. Capacity | Capacity Year 2035 Baseline (No School) VPrIOJeCt \?/é Sig?
a a olumes ’
(LOSE)® | (LOSE) ADT | LOS| vic

ADT® | Los® | vicd

(Continued from Previous Page)

Footnotes:
a.

+ooooT

h.
i.

Capacities based on City of Santee, County of San Diego, and City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS tables (See Appendix A). Existing capacities used in the Year 2035 analysis.

Average Daily Traffic
Level of Service
Volume to Capacity ratio

A denotes a Project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio. For County of San Diego, an increase in Project trips is used to measure impacts.
The Mobility Element classifies this section of Fanita Parkway as a 10,000 ADT Two-Lane Undivided Parkway. The Project proposes to construct this roadway as a Two-Lane Divided Parkway enhancing the

capacity to 15,000 ADT.

This future section of Cuyamaca Street is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT. The intersection operations at both ends of the Cuyamaca Street
road segment between the Project Site and Magnolia Avenue report LOS C or better operations. Therefore, adequate operations are expected along this roadway. In addition, the section of Cuyamaca Street
between Chaparral Drive and Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major Arterial under Year 2035 conditions as a Project Design Feature to adequately transition to the four-lane section south

of Woodglen Vista Drive required as Year 2035 Project mitigation.

This future section of Magnolia Avenue is proposed to be constructed by the Project as a two-lane Collector with an LOS E capacity of 10,000 ADT.
Capacity for “3-Ln Light Collector” interpolated between 2-Ln Light Collector with Continuous Left-Turn Lane (2.2B) and 4-Lane Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

General Notes:

1.

2
3.
4

Jur = Jurisdiction
DNE, “—" = Does not exist
Sig = Significant impact, yes or no.

County of San Diego does not use V/C ratios as a measure of effectiveness.

N
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14.0 SR-52 WESTBOUND RAMP EVALUATION

The SR-52 Westbound Ramp at Mast Boulevard was evaluated in the AM peak hour using a queue
and travel time assessment. As shown earlier in this report in Table 6-1, the existing intersection
delay for Intersection #17. Mast Boulevard/ SR-52 Westbound Ramps reports acceptable LOS B
operations, on average for all movements at this intersection. The reason LOS B is reported is due to
the software’s shortcomings in assessing the on-ramp queue accounting for the upstream flow on
SR-52. Based on field observations, the westbound delay and resulting queue to enter westbound
SR-52 in the AM peak hour exceeds the allowable storage on the ramp and spills onto Mast
Boulevard given the congestion experienced on the upstream SR-52 mainline lanes.

A State Route 52 Traffic Engineering Performance Assessment (TEPA) is currently being prepared
by Caltrans to evaluate this occurrence which will use the TransModeler software to evaluate speeds
and travel times along Mast Boulevard to SR-52 westbound. However, for purposes of discussing
the ramp queueing at this on-ramp within this report, a qualitative evaluation of the on-ramp queuing
operations and travel time delays at this location was conducted using travel time information from
GPS-sourced data (i.e. Google Maps).

GPS-Based Data (Google Maps)

A review of travel time data was taken from Google Maps to provide documented estimated drive
times for vehicles destined to westbound SR-52. The starting point was identified by the “back of
queue”, in this case the intersection of Fanita Parkway at Mast Boulevard was used. The ending
point was identified as the point of merge between the on-ramp vehicles and the SR-52 mainline
(otherwise known as the “gore”). The total distance traveled is approximately 1.5 miles. A “typical”
weekday was selected when schools were in session during the course of the 7:00AM to 9:00AM
period. The date of Wednesday May 9, 2018 was used in the assessment. The two-hour timeframe
was broken down into 30-minute intervals. Table 14-1 shows the typical travel times experienced
along Mast Boulevard under existing conditions.

As shown in the table below, the peak period for congestion along this route appears to be around
the 7:30AM timeframe with travel times up to 18 minutes. The queue during this period is most
excessive at 6,820 feet with the most congested queue length shown at 4,640 feet, just east of West
Hills High School.

The least congested travel time along this route is at the end of the morning peak period, 9:00AM.
This shows that typically, it should take approximately four (4) minutes to drive from Fanita
Parkway to the SR-52 westbound gore.

N
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TABLE 14-1

MAST BOULEVARD TO SR-52 EXISTING TRAVEL TIME

Time Ave_rage Tl_'avel Queue Length Hlustration
Time (min) (feet)
7:00AM 7 to 16 minutes 6,820’
5,640’ .
4,325’ ,_”\//
7:30AM | 8 to 18 minutes 6.820 ‘
5,640° i
4,640’ M\/”'
8:00AM | 5 to 14 minutes 6,820 '
5,640" -
3,500° m,\/" :
8:30AM 3 to 8 minutes 3,500’
2,800’ . #:,,___; e
e ‘:.::'!__\ : / """
9:00AM 4 minutes 2,800’
2,050’ ==

General Notes:
Data sourced to Google Maps, May 9, 2018.

1.

With the addition of Project traffic to the Mast Boulevard corridor, it would be expected that drivers
from Fanita Ranch would experience substantial delays in reaching SR-52 westbound. The San
Diego region currently does not provide significance criteria for evaluating impacts to travel times
and queue lengths pre- and post-project. However, the peak hour intersection analysis and freeway
analysis in this report indicate significant LOS impacts with the addition of Project traffic in the AM
peak hour along this route. Mitigation measures are recommended later on in Section 19.2 of this
report that would improve operations within this area.

As mentioned above, a separate study is being prepared to evaluate and recommend improvements
for the Mast Boulevard to SR-52 westbound travel route based on additional increases in traffic with

the development of the Proposed Project.
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15.0 BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN/TRANSIT DISCUSSION

15.1 Bicycles and Pedestrians

The following information is provided in the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan. Off-site, the Project design
of Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue would facilitate the movement of other
transportation modes to/from off-site locales in the south. Sidewalks would be constructed parallel to
each roadway to facilitate linkages between the Project site and existing bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. For Fanita Parkway, improvements to the parkway would be carried all the way to Mast
Boulevard. Fanita Parkway ROW will include on-street bike lanes, a multi-purpose trail on the west
side, and a sidewalk on the east side of the street. Both the sidewalk and multi-purpose trail are
separated from the roadway by a landscape parkway.

The Cuyamaca Street ROW connecting between the Project site and Chaparral Drive will also
include on-street bike lanes, a multi-purpose trail on the west side, and a nature trail on the east side
of the street. The multi-purpose trail will be separated from the roadway by a landscape parkway.

The Magnolia Avenue ROW will also include a sidewalk on the east side of the street with bike
lanes/emergency parking on both sides. A contiguous sidewalk is also proposed on the west side of
the street.

On-site, bicycle circulation is provided through a combination of on-street lanes, multi-purpose
trails, and hiking/biking trails through open space areas. On-street bike lanes and multi-use trails are
limited to the collector and arterial roadways in the lower elevations of the site. Hiking/biking trails
are provided in the open space areas. Bicycle parking will be provided in all multi-family
neighborhoods and for all commercial uses. A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan
would also include community wide provision for bicycle facilities and services, including shared
bicycle parking facilities in the Village Center.

Pedestrian circulation throughout the Project site is provided through a combination of sidewalks,
multi-purpose trails, and hiking trails through open space areas. Architectural strategies provide for
building placement that defines streets and public spaces, building design that creates pedestrian
scale, and landscaping and street furniture that provide pedestrian comfort.

15.2  Transit

The site is currently undeveloped, and there is no existing roadway infrastructure; therefore, there is
currently no transit service in the vicinity. Upon development of all the Project improvements, the
local circulation system will be interconnected between the site and the City of Santee land uses to
the south. Given the scale of the proposed Specific Plan area, transit routes could be rerouted to
utilize Fanita Parkway to the north and/or extend into the site via existing routes on Cuyamaca Street
and Magnolia Avenue. .
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16.0 ACCESS ASSESSMENT & ON-SITE CIRCULATION

This section provides a detailed discussion of the Project access roads.

16.1  Access Assessment

16.1.1 Network Conditions

As discussed earlier in this report, the Project proposes to construct the northern extensions of Fanita
Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia Avenue to provide access to the site as Project Design
Features. The extensions of Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street are needed to provide access to the
site. The construction of Magnolia Avenue would provide an additional north/south route to
Cuyamaca Street. Detailed discussions on these roadways are provided below. Appendix O provides
the roadway cross-sections and street design criteria for each roadway type.

Fanita Parkway
Fanita Parkway is forecasted to serve 47% of Project trips to/from the City streets in the south.

Fanita Parkway currently terminates at Ganley Road. The Project proposes improvements to the
existing section starting at Mast Boulevard, traveling to the existing terminus at Ganley Road to
mitigate potential Project impacts. From there, the roadway will be fully constructed by the Project
as a Project Design Feature.

For the section of Fanita Parkway between Mast Boulevard and Lake Canyon Road, the roadway is
proposed to be widened to a Four-Lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 40,000 ADT to
accommodate future traffic volumes. Two 12-foot travel lanes will be provided in both the
northbound and southbound directions. Five-foot Class Il bike lanes will be striped on both sides of
the roadway, separated by a two-foot bike lane buffer. A raised median will be constructed with a
width varying between six (6) and 14 feet. A 10-foot multi-purpose trail/Class | bike way will be
constructed on the west side of the roadway adjacent to a six-foot landscaped parkway. A five-foot
landscaped parkway is proposed on the east side of the roadway.

From Lake Canyon Road to Ganley Road, Fanita Parkway is proposed to be constructed as a
modified Three-Lane Parkway which will accommodate future traffic volumes. Two 12-foot travel
lanes will be provided in the southbound direction with one (1) 12-foot lane in the northbound
direction. Five-foot Class Il bike lanes will be striped on both sides of the roadway, separated by a
two-foot bike lane buffer on the west side and a three-foot bike lane buffer on the east side. A raised
median will be constructed with a width varying between six (6) and 14 feet. A 10-foot multi-
purpose trail/Class | bike way will be constructed on the west side of the roadway adjacent to a six-
foot landscaped parkway. A five-foot landscaped parkway is proposed on the east side of the
roadway. The intersection of Fanita Parkway and Ganley Road will be signalized to accommodate
future traffic volumes. In addition, the gated vehicular entrance south of Ganley Road currently used
by Santee Lakes as an entry/exit to their campground and RV storage areas will be abandoned and
realigned to complete the west leg (fourth leg) of the Fanita Parkway/ Ganley Road intersection.
This new four-way intersection will accommodate trips into and out of both the Santee Lakes and the
PDMWD facilities currently accessed via Sycamore Canyon Road. In addition, SDG&E easements
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and the northernmost access to the Ray Stoyer Plant on the PDMWD property are currently accessed
via Sycamore Canyon Road. The Project proposes to provide a right-in/right-out only access on
Fanita Parkway for the eastern easement access and a full access intersection with a northbound
dedicated left-turn lane to the PDMWD property on the west side of Fanita Parkway. The
intersection of Lake Canyon Road at Fanita Parkway will widen to provide two northbound and two
southbound through lanes prior to narrowing to the three-lane configuration approaching Ganley
Road. LOS A is calculated at the Fanita Parkway/ Ganley Road intersection with this three-lane
configuration. The three-lane Fanita Parkway capacity would be expected to adequately serve
Project traffic and ambient street traffic into the long-term. However, the roadway may be widened
to include an additional northbound through lane completing the Four-Lane Parkway design should
traffic volumes on this section exceed specified thresholds. Further discussion on these threshold
indicators is provided in Section 16.1.3.

From Ganley Road to the first on-site roundabout at “Street E”, Fanita Parkway will narrow to two
lanes as a Two-Lane Parkway with an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT to accommodate future traffic
volumes. The two-lane section of the roadway will be divided by a six to 14-foot raised median,
provide one 12-foot travel lane in both directions, include five-foot bike lanes on both sides of the
roadway with a three-foot buffer on the east side and two-foot buffer on the west side, and provide a
five-foot landscaped parkway on the east side of the roadway with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on
the west side separated from the roadway by a six-foot landscape parkway.

Cuyamaca Street

Cuyamaca Street is forecasted to serve 53% of Project trips prior to splitting off to Magnolia
Avenue, where it would then carry 29% of Project trips to/from the City streets in the south.
Cuyamaca Street currently terminates at Chaparral Drive. From Chaparral Drive to the first on-site
roundabout with “Street Y”, the roadway is proposed to be constructed as a Two-Lane Parkway with
an LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT to accommodate future traffic volumes. One 12-foot travel lane
will be provided in both the northbound and southbound directions. A 10-foot bike lane/emergency
parking lane will be provided on the west side of the roadway with an eight-foot bike
lane/emergency parking lane on the east side. A raised median will be constructed with a width of 10
feet. An eight-foot multi-purpose trail/Class | bike way will be constructed on the west side of the
roadway adjacent to a five-foot landscaped parkway. A five-foot landscaped parkway is proposed on
the east side of the roadway.

Magnolia Avenue

Magnolia Avenue is forecasted to serve 24% of Project trips south of its future intersection at
Cuyamaca Street. Magnolia Avenue currently terminates just north of Princess Joann Road.
Magnolia Avenue is classified as a Four-Lane Parkway per the Adopted Mobility Element. The
traffic volumes forecasted on this future connection do not require the full construction of the
roadway to four-lane standards. The Year 2035 traffic volumes both without and with the Project are
less than 8,000 ADT. Therefore, from its current terminus to Cuyamaca Street, the roadway is
proposed to be constructed as a Two-Lane Collector with an LOS E capacity of 10,000 ADT which
would adequately accommodate future traffic volumes. One 13-foot travel lane will be provided in
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both the northbound and southbound directions separated by a 12-foot painted median. A seven-foot
bike lane/emergency parking lane will be provided on both sides of the roadway. A five-foot
sidewalk is proposed on both sides of the roadway with an additional five-foot parkway on the west
side.

The “special uses” on the site for the RV parking and solar panel operations will take access solely
from the current terminus of Carlton Hills Boulevard north of Lake Canyon Road. Very few Project
trips (approximately 50 ADT) are expected to use this access as the special uses associated with the
site are a low trip generator. Therefore, no improvements to Carlton Hills Boulevard are needed to
accommodate future traffic volumes.

16.1.2 Traffic Volumes

Given these roadways will be constructed by the Project and will serve as access roads to/from the
Fanita Ranch site, the newly constructed sections will carry the amount of Project trips assigned to
the street system from the Project trip generation and trip distribution. By the Year 2035, traffic
volumes are forecasted at 12,350 ADT on Fanita Parkway between Ganley Road and Street “E” and
on Cuyamaca Road from Street “W” to the future connection of Magnolia Avenue, Year 2035 With
Project volumes are forecasted at 13,920 ADT. South of the future extension of Magnolia Avenue,
they are forecasted at 8,930 ADT. It is anticipated that Magnolia Avenue will carry 7,470 ADT
between Cuyamaca Street and its current terminus just north of Princess Joann Road. Figure 11-2,
provided earlier in this report, depicts the future traffic volumes on these roadways. Table 12-2
provides the Year 2035 With Project roadway capacity analysis. Additional analysis of Fanita
Parkway is provided in the following section.

A thorough review of the Year 2035 Mobility Element traffic model (a calibrated version of the
SANDAG Series 12 traffic model) indicated that volumes on Fanita Parkway were unbalanced
between Ganley Road and Mast Boulevard. Future volumes approaching Lake Canyon Road were
shown to be approximately double the 2,610 ADT shown in existing traffic counts. The model
shows these trips being generated by the Santee Lakes recreation park and a portion of the existing
residential land uses east of Fanita Parkway. There are no further plans to densify Santee Lakes per
the publicly available Santee Lakes Master Plan (November 2016) that would result in increases in
traffic volumes of this intensity. Nor are there any future development plans within the existing
residential uses to the east. The base year of the Series 12 model upon which the Mobility Element
model is based also shows similarly high volumes on Fanita Parkway between Ganley Road and
Lake Canyon Road, which indicates an underlying issue with how the model depicts volumes on this
segment. The model lacks the granularity needed to accurately assign traffic on a segment-by-
segment basis in this area. Therefore, the Year 2035 ADT volumes along Fanita Parkway were
calibrated to existing traffic patterns to more accurately represent anticipated future conditions along
this corridor.

16.1.3 Fanita Parkway Analysis
As shown earlier in Table 12-2 of this report, LOS F operations are forecasted along the two-lane
section of Fanita Parkway assuming the Mobility Element 2-Lane Parkway LOS E capacity of
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10,000 ADT. It is therefore recommended that the section of Fanita Parkway between the Project
site and Ganley Road be constructed to provide a raised median increasing the LOS E capacity to
15,000 ADT for a 2-Lane Parkway with Raised Median. The Project proposes this as a Project
Design Feature. The intersection of Ganley Road at Fanita Parkway will widen to provide one
southbound left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane, a northbound left-turn lane,
northbound through lane, and a dedicated northbound right-turn lane. The east and west approaches
will be improved to provide an eastbound shared left/through/right-turn lane and a westbound left-
turn lane and shared through/right-turn lane. From Ganley Road to Lake Canyon Road, the roadway
should be constructed to provide two lanes in the southbound direction and one-lane in the
northbound direction, separated by a raised median to mitigate potential impacts along this existing
segment. Approaching the Lake Canyon Road intersection, Fanita Parkway would widen to four
lanes. The exact details of this configuration are described above in Section 16.1.1.

Fanita Parkway between the Ganley Road and Lake Canyon Road is projected to operate at LOS F
with the addition of Project traffic using a two-lane 15,000 LOS E capacity (equivalent to a two-lane
Parkway) using the ADT V/C method. The design of this section of Fanita Parkway proposes two
southbound lanes with one northbound lane, as well as intersection enhancements at Ganley Road
and Lake Canyon Road (see Section 2.3). With the addition of a third lane on Fanita Parkway, an
increase in capacity would be expected. However, it is difficult to measure the improvement to the
capacity with the addition of an extra lane in one direction. Santee currently does not have a roadway
capacity for a three-lane roadway. A two-lane divided Parkway allows for a 15,000 LOS E ADT
capacity on a daily basis, using the volume-to-capacity methodology, thus resulting in LOS F
operations in Year 2035 with the Project (15,130 ADT). Volume-to-capacity street segment analysis
lacks the precision of peak hour intersection analysis, which takes into account more detailed traffic
flow patterns, intersection controls, and roadway features. Peak hour analysis also represents the
highest accumulation of traffic volumes throughout a 24-hour period. The intersection calculations
are based on complex computerized traffic models utilizing methodology from the HCM that has
been refined over decades. By contrast, the V/C segment analysis is comprised of two variables;
volume obtained from a 24-hour count, and capacity based on the City’s published guidelines, which
necessarily present a homogenized, “one-size fits all” summary of theoretical capacities for roads
based generally on the roadway width, number of lanes and presence of parking maneuvers.
Between these two methods, the peak hour analysis is the superior and more accurate method to
determine actual roadway calculations.

The Fanita Parkway/Lake Canyon Road intersection would be improved to install a traffic signal and
the lane geometry would include two through lanes in the northbound and southbound directions.
Based on the computed intersection analysis, the intersection will operate at LOS A, the roadway
would be expected to operate very efficiently since LOS A is calculated at the intersections on either
end of the segment with the proposed mitigation. In addition, LOS B or better operations are
calculated using the peak hour arterial analysis method, and a third lane providing additional
capacity (two southbound thru lanes and one northbound thru lane) are proposed along this segment.
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Supplemental analyses under the Year 2035 With Project conditions were conducted for the
modified three-lane design of Fanita Parkway: a peak hour intersection analysis (traffic signals
installed as mitigation measures at Ganley Road and Lake Canyon Road), peak hour arterial analysis
and a queueing analysis. The results of these analyses are discussed below.

Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Table 16-1 shows the results of a peak hour intersection analysis assuming a three-lane Fanita
Parkway between Lake Canyon and Ganley Drive. This table shows LOS A operations at the
intersection in both the AM and PM peak hours for both the Fanita Parkway intersections with
Ganley Road and Lake Canyon Road. Appendix P contains the analysis worksheets.

TABLE 16-1
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
3-LANE FANITA PARKWAY

Year 2035 + Project
Intersection
Control | Peak a b

Type Hour Delay LOS

) ) AM 8.4 A

3. Fanita Pkwy/ Ganley Rd ¢ Signal PM 77 A
) ) AM 6.4 A

9. Fanita Pkwy/ Lake Canyon Rd¢ | Signal PM 79 A

Footnotes:
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b.  Level of Service DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
c.  Three-Lane improvements to intersection include:

SIGNALIZED

S ) Delay LOS
Traffic signal; 1 NB thru lane, 1 NB right-turn lane; 1
SB left-turn lane; 2 SB thru lanes; 1 WB left-turn lane; 1 (1)'oolfo ;g'g S
WB right-turn lane 20110 35.0 c
d.  Improvements to this intersection include: Traffic 35.1t0 55.0 D
signal; 1 NB thru lane,, 1 NB shared thru/right-turn 55.1to 80.0 E
lane; 1 SB left-turn lane; 2 SB thru lanes; 1 WB left-turn > 80.1 F

lane; 1 WB shared left/right-turn lane

Peak Hour Arterial Analysis

Table 16-2 shows the results of a peak hour analysis for the section of Fanita Parkway between
Mast Boulevard and Ganley Drive using the Synchro Version 10 software and assuming a three-lane
Fanita Parkway north of Lake Canyon Road to Ganley Road. This section of Fanita Parkway serves
as an access route to a major roadway ultimately connecting to daily commuter routes, which
classifies as a Class Il Arterial, per the HCM. This table shows travel speeds (mph) in both directions
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with the three-lane section between Lake Canyon Road and Ganley Road operating at LOS A and B.

Appendix P contains the analysis worksheets.

TABLE 16-2
PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL ANALYSIS

3-LANE FANITA PARKWAY

Year 2035 + Project

. . Roadway
Dir. Dir. Classification AM PM
Speed LOS Speed LOS
Three-Lane Fanita Parkway

3-In Parkway w/

NB Lake Canyon Rd to Ganley Rd Raised Median 28.3 B 28.4 B
3-In Parkway w/

SB Ganley Rd to Lake Canyon Rd Raised Median 37.7 A 384 A

Footnotes: SPEED (MPH) / LOS THRESHOLDS

a.  Speed measured in miles per hour. LOS  Classl  Classll  ClassIll  Class IV

b.  LOS = Level of Service

General Notes
1.  Dir. = Direction

2. NB = Northbound

3. SB=Southbound

Queuing Analysis

Table 16-3 shows the results of a peak hour intersection analysis and queue lengths by approach for
the intersection of Fanita Parkway at Ganley Road. Intersection LOS was calculated using the
Synchro Version 10 software and queues were calculated using the SimTraffic Version 10.0
simulation software. The analyses were conducted assuming a three-lane Fanita Parkway between
Lake Canyon and Ganley Drive. This table shows LOS C or better operations at the intersection for
all movements, with an average LOS A reported (as previously reported above in Table 16-2).
Queue lengths show that during peak hours, the 95" percentile queue calculates to approximately
nine (9) vehicles in the northbound direction (one lane on Fanita Parkway). The 95" percentile
queue is defined as only having a 5% probability of being exceeded. For those 9 queued vehicles, the

mTmMmoOO >

>42
>34-42
>27-34
>21-27
>16-21

<16

>35
>28-35
>22-28
>17-22
>13-17

<13

average delay reported for the northbound approach is 7.7 seconds.

Appendix P contains the queuing analysis worksheets.

>30
>24-30
>18-24
>14-18
>10-14

<10

>25
>19-25
>13-19
>0-13
>7-9
<7
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TABLE 16-3
INTERSECTION & QUEUING OPERATIONS
3-LANE FANITA PARKWAY

Year 2035 With Project
Three-Lane Fanita Parkway
Intersection .
. A h th
Intersection Control Ms\?er;i:]tlc E'eak Delay/LOS Que9u5in Pgm:g,'[:gns c
our Operations gop
a b Queue Queue
Delay LOS (ft) (# of Veh)
AM 8.4 A — —
Average
PM 7.7 A — —
AM 7.7 A 97’ 5
NB
PM 7.7 A 190’ 9
i AM 7.9 A 140’ 7
Fanita Parkway/ Signal SB
Ganley Road PM 5.0 A 7 4
AM 12.9 B 88’ 4
WB
PM 18.0 B 70 4
AM 11.7 B 35 2
EB
PM 17.6 B 26’ 2
Footnotes:

a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.

b.  Level of Service. See table at right for delay thresholds.

c. 95" percentile queue is defined as the queue length that has only a 5% probability of being exceeded.
Queue length shown in both feet and number of vehicles. Queue calculated using SimTraffic (Version
10) simulation software.

General Notes:

Calculated queue lengths in feet per lane.

One vehicle length = approximately 22 feet.

EB = eastbound, WB = westbound, SB = southbound, NB = northbound.
Veh = Vehicles

Ft = Feet

agrwNE

Based on the analysis presented above, adequate operations along the proposed three-lane section of
Fanita Parkway between Ganley Road to Lake Canyon Road would occur with the addition of
Project traffic. Therefore, it is recommended that the Project construct this section to the three-lane
configuration described in this report.

16.1.4 Cuyamaca Street Analysis

Using the volume-to-capacity methodology, the section of Cuyamaca Street between the first Project
roundabout at Street “A”/Street “Y”” and Magnolia Avenue is forecasted to operate at LOS E in the
Year 2035. The LOS E threshold for a Two-Lane Parkway lies between 13,000 and 15,000 ADT,
and this segment of Cuyamaca Street has a forecast volume of 13,920 ADT. However, peak hour
analyses, detailed below, yield very good results.
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Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Using the peak hour methodology applied for Fanita Parkway, the Cuyamaca Street/Street
“A”[Street “Y” roundabout and Cuyamaca Street/ Magnolia Avenue signalized intersection at both
ends of this segment operate at LOS C or better conditions. South of Magnolia Avenue to Princess
Joann Road, a traffic signal is proposed as mitigation for the Cuyamaca Street/Princess Joann Road

intersection, which would operate at LOS A in Year 2035.

Table 16-4 shows the results of a peak hour intersection analysis along Cuyamaca Street between
the on-site roundabout at Street A/Street Y and Woodglen Vista Drive. This table shows LOS C or
better operations at all intersections along this corridor in both the AM and PM peak hours.

Appendix Q contains the analysis worksheets.

TABLE 16-4

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
CUYAMACA STREET

Intersection

Year 2035 + Project

Control | Peak
Delay @ LOS®
Type Hour
A. Cuyamaca Street/ Street A/ Round- AM 11.7 (E:a
Street Y about PM 24.8
G. Cuyamaca Street/ ) AM 10.7 B
Magnolia Avenue Signal PM 18.3 B
1. Princess Joann Road/ ) AM 7.2 A
Cuyamaca Street Signal PM 2.5 A
4. Woodglen Vista Drive/ ) AM 15.8 B
Cuyamaca Street Signal PM 9.4 A
Footnotes:
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. SIGNALIZED
b.  Level of Service DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
c.  Mitigation measures to signalize the Intersection #1. Dela Los
Princess Joann Road/ Magnolia Avenue intersection and 00 < );0 0 A
Intersection #4. Woodglen Vista Road/ Cuyamaca Road 10110 20.0 A
Intersection included in the analysis above. 20110 35.0 c
35.1t0 55.0 D
55.1t0 80.0 E
> 80.1 F

N
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Peak Hour Arterial Analysis

Table 16-5 shows the results of a peak hour analysis for the section of Cuyamaca Street between
Street “A”/Street “Y” on-site and Woodglen Vista Drive to the south using the Synchro Version 10
software applying the HCM methodology and assuming a Two-Lane Parkway designation of
Cuyamaca Street. This section of Cuyamaca Street, which is classified as a Class Il Arterial per
HCM criteria, serves as an access route to a major roadway ultimately connecting to daily commuter
routes. This table shows travel speeds (mph) in both directions along Cuyamaca Street between the
Project site and Woodglen Vista Drive operating at LOS C or better as a two-lane roadway.

However, it should be noted that as part of the Project Design Features, and to ensure an adequate
transition from two (2) to four (4) lanes, the section of Cuyamaca Street from Chaparral Drive to
Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to Four-Lane Major Arterial standards.

ppendix Q contains the analysis worksheets.

N
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TABLE 16-5
PEAK HOUR ARTERIAL ANALYSIS

CUYAMACA STREET
Year 2035 + Project
. . Roadway
Dir. Dir. AP
Classification AM PM
Speed?® | LOS® | Speed LOS
Two-Lane Cuyamaca Street
. . . 2-Ln Parkway w/
Woodglen Vista Drive to Chaparral Drive © - Y 29.6 B 29.3 B
Raised Median
. . 2-Ln Parkway w/
Chaparral Drive to Princess Joann Road - Y 29.6 B 29.3 B
Raised Median
NB
. . 2-Ln Parkway w/
Princess Joann Road to Magnolia Avenue - Y 19.6 C 20.3 C
Raised Median
. 2-Ln Parkway w/
Magnolia Avenue to Street A/ Street Y . Y 30.7 A 21.3 C
Raised Median
. . . 2-Ln Parkway w/
Woodglen Vista Drive to Chaparral Drive ¢ . y 26.7 B 31.2 A
Raised Median
. . 2-Ln Parkway w/
Chaparral Drive to Princess Joann Road . y 26.7 B 31.2 A
Raised Median
SB
. . 2-Ln Parkway w/
Princess Joann Road to Magnolia Avenue . y 24.3 B 26.9 B
Raised Median
. 2-Ln Parkway w/
Magnolia Avenue to Street A/ Street Y . y 32.3 A 33.0 A
Raised Median
Footnotes: SPEED (MPH) / LOS THRESHOLDS
a.  Speed measured in miles per hour. LOS Classl Classll  ClassIll  Class IV
b.  LOS = Level of Service A >42 >35 >30 >05
c. The section of Cuyamaca Street between Chaparral Drive and B S34-42 2835  >24-30  >19-25
Woodglen Vista Drive will be improved to a Four-Lane Major c >27.34  >22-28  >18-24  >13-19
Arterial as a Project Design Feature to adequately transition to the D 52127  >17-22  >14-18 >9-13
four-lane section south of Woodglen Vista Drive. For the purposes of E >16-21  >13-17  >10-14 >7-9
the arterial analysis, it is shown to function adequately as a two-lane E <16 <13 <10 <7
roadway.
General Notes
1 Dir. = Direction
2. NB = Northbound
3. SB = Southbound
4.  Mitigation measures to signalize the Intersection #1. Princess Joann
Road/ Magnolia Avenue intersection and Intersection #4. Woodglen
Vista Road/ Cuyamaca Road Intersection included in the analysis
above.
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Based on the acceptable operations along this segment on a peak hour basis, adequate operations
along the proposed two-lane section of Cuyamaca Street would occur with the addition of Project
traffic. Therefore, it is recommended that the Project construct this section to the two-lane
configuration described in this report.

16.2 On-Site Circulation

This section evaluates the internal streets and intersections within the overall Project site. The
proposed school has not been designed at this time, and therefore a pick-up/drop-off circulation plan
for the school cannot be prepared at this time but will be developed once the site plan is designed.

16.2.1 Network Conditions

The on-site network of streets and intersections consists of different design types based on expected
traffic volumes. As mentioned in Section 16.1.1, Appendix O provides the roadway cross-sections
and street design criteria for each roadway type within the Project site. Roadways will vary within
the parameters of the City’s standard design for Local roads and Residential Collectors. Local roads
would be designed to carry up to 2,200 ADT and Residential Collectors would be designed to carry
up to 8,000 ADT. It is not anticipated that any on-site roadway would exceed the ADT thresholds set
forth above by these design standards.

The sections of Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street that feed into on-site roadways would be
designed to the Parkway capacities identified in the previous Section 16.1.1 of this report.

The intersections of key roadways were assessed in this report. Eleven (11) locations for internal
street crossings were selected for evaluation. They are listed below:

= Roundabout A: Cuyamaca Street/ Street “A”/Street “W”
= Roundabout B: Fanita Parkway/ Street “E”

= Roundabout C: Fanita Parkway/ Street “A”

= Roundabout D: Fanita Parkway/ Street “N”

= Roundabout E: Fanita Parkway/ Street “M”

= Roundabout F: Cuyamaca Street/ Street “V”

= Signalized Intersection G: Cuyamaca Street/ Magnolia Avenue
= Unsignalized Intersection H: Cuyamaca Street/ Street “T”
= Unsignalized Intersection I: Street “W”/ Street “WW”

= Unsignalized Intersection J: Street “W”/ Street “X”

= Unsignalized Intersection K: FStreet “X”/ Street “V”

Figure 16-1 provides the proposed conditions diagram for on-site intersections. Appendix R
provides detailed drawings of the roundabout configurations.

N
>
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16.2.2 Traffic Volumes

On-site traffic volumes were distributed and assigned to the Project site using the total internal site
trip generation noted as the “Primary Trip Generation” from Table 7-1 provided earlier in this
report. Internal pass-by and diverted trips were also included in the on-site traffic volumes. On-site
trip distribution was developed by assessing the land use plan and assigning trips generated by the
different land uses within the site.

As discussed earlier in Section 7.1.2, primary trips are all the “new” trips to the street system
resulting from the development of each land use. The pass-by/diverted trips are not necessarily new
trips at all on-site locations but are trips that would be making a stop at an on-site land use on their
way to their ultimate destination. For example, a residential trip leaving home for work could pass-
by or divert to the school entrance to drop off their child prior to reaching their ultimate destination
at their place of work. These trip types were accounted for in the internal assignment. Lastly, the
“Net External Trips” from the trip generation were assigned to the cordon intersections of the Project
site (those intersection providing direct access to/from Fanita Ranch to the public street system in the
south.

Figure 16-2 illustrates the on-site Project traffic volumes.

N
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16.2.3 Peak Hour Analysis

The total internal Project traffic volumes were used to evaluate the operations of the proposed on-
site intersections using the Synchro (Version 10) software. The results of the roundabout analysis
provide delay (in seconds), LOS and queue outputs based upon the procedures found in Chapter 22
of the HCM 6.

Table 16-6 summarizes the peak hour analysis for the on-site intersections and roundabouts. As seen
in Table 16-6, all locations are forecasted to operate at LOS C or better conditions with the proposed
intersection configurations.

It should be noted that for the Intersection G: Cuyamaca Street/ Magnolia Street, a traffic signal will
be installed and the following lane geometry is proposed:

Southbound: 2 left-turn lanes, 1 through lane
Northbound: 1 through lane, 1 right-turn lane
Westbound: 1 left-turn lane, 1 right-turn lane

The southbound left-turn volume is forecasted at 391 AM peak hour turns. With one (1) dedicated
left-turn lane providing a 150-foot storage bay, very good LOS B operations are reported with a
delay of 16.1 seconds for this movement and an overall average intersection delay of 12.7
seconds/LOS B is reported during the AM peak hour. However, to accommodate potential queues in
the left-turn lane, two (2) 175’ southbound left-turn lanes will be provided.

Appendix S contains the intersection analysis sheets for Project on-site intersections.

N
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TABLE 16-6
ON-SITE INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

. Control Peak | Project Conditions
Intersection Tvpe Hour
yp Delay ? LOS®
AM 11.7 B
A. Cuyamaca Street/ Street A/Street W Roundabout PM 248 C
. AM 8.4 A
B. Fanita Parkway/ Street E Roundabout PM 9.0 A
. AM 10.1 B
C. Fanita Parkway/ Street A Roundabout PM 5.9 A
. AM 8.1 A
D. Fanita Parkway/ Street N Roundabout PM 43 A
. AM 53 A
E. Fanita Parkway/ Street M Roundabout PM a1 A
AM 4.9 A
F. Cuyamaca Street/ Street V Roundabout PM 53 A
. . AM 10.7 B
G. Cuyamaca Street/ Magnolia Avenue Signal PM 183 B
AM 11.8 B
C
H. Cuyamaca Street/ Street T MSSC PM 18.0 c
AM 13.5 B
I. Street W/ Street WW MSSC PM 154 c
AM 10.3 B
J.  Street W/ Street X MSSC PM 11 B
AM 16.4 C
K. Street X/ Street V MSSC PM 207 C
Footnotes: SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
b. Level of Service
c. Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor Delay LOS Delay LOS
street critical movements delay reported. 00 < 100 A 00 < 100 A
10.1to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
20.1to 35.0 C 15.1to 25.0 C
35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
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17.0 VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (VMT) APPROACH

17.1  Statewide VMT Guidelines

This section provides an introduction to evaluating potential transportation impacts of a project as
proposed by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to implement
California State Law Senate Bill (SB) 743. OPR proposes that metrics based on Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) be used to evaluate a project’s transportation effects, and that projects in proximity
to transit are presumed to result in less-than-significant impacts. OPR also suggests thresholds of
significance and technical methodologies to calculate VMT.

17.1.1 VMT Background and Induced Travel

VMT is defined as a measurement of miles traveled by vehicles within a specified region and for a
specified time period. VMT is a measure of the use and efficiency of the transportation network.
VMT’s are calculated based on individual vehicle trips generated and their associated trip lengths.
VMT accounts for two-way (round trip) travel and is often estimated for a typical weekday for the
purposes of measuring transportation impacts.

Induced travel occurs where roadway capacity is expanded in an area of present or projected future
congestion. The effect typically manifests over several years. Lower travel times make the modified
facility more attractive to travelers, resulting in potential trip-making changes. Each of these effects
has implications for the total amount of vehicle travel.

= Longer Trips. The ability to travel a long distance in a shorter time increases the
attractiveness of destinations that are farther away, increasing trip length and vehicle
travel.

= Changes in Mode Choice. When transportation investments are devoted to reducing
automobile travel time, travelers tend to shift toward automobile use from other modes,
which increases vehicle travel.

= Route Changes. Faster travel times on a route attract more drivers to that route from
other routes, which can increase or decrease vehicle travel depending on whether it
shortens or lengthens trips.

= Newly Generated Trips. Increasing travel speeds can induce additional trips, which
increases vehicle travel. For example, an individual who previously telecommuted or
purchased goods on the internet might choose to accomplish those tasks via automobile
trips as a result of increased speeds.

= Land Use Changes. Faster travel times along a corridor lead to land development farther
along that corridor; that new development generates and attracts longer trips, which
increases vehicle travel. Over several years, this growth component of induced vehicle
travel can be substantial.

17.1.2 Senate Bill 743

In September 2013, the Governor’s Office signed SB 743 into law, starting a process that
fundamentally changes the way transportation impact analysis is conducted under CEQA. Within the
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State’s CEQA Guidelines, these changes include the elimination of Auto Delay, level of service
(LOS), and similar measurements of vehicular roadway capacity and traffic congestion as the basis
for determining significant impacts. The guidance identifies VMT as the most appropriate CEQA
transportation metric, along with the elimination of Auto Delay/LOS for CEQA purposes statewide.
The justification for this paradigm shift is that Auto Delay/LOS impacts lead to improvements that
increase roadway capacity and therefore induce more traffic and greenhouse gas emissions.

In January 2016, the OPR issued Draft Guidance, which provided recommendations for updating the
State’s CEQA Guidelines in response to SB 743 and recommended practice for VMT analysis in an
accompanying Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. OPR released an
update to the CEQA Guidelines and Technical Advisory in December 2018. The technical advisory
is publicly available on the state’s website®.

Per OPR’s proposed revisions to the CEQA guidelines, a lead agency may elect to be governed by
the VMT guidelines immediately. However, beginning July 1, 2020, the VMT guidelines shall apply
statewide.

17.1.3 Revised CEQA Guidelines

The following is an excerpt from the New Section 15064.3 Determining the Significance of
Transportation Impacts, Update 2018. This represents regulatory CEQA guidelines on evaluating
transportation impacts using VMT.

Subdivision (a): Purpose

This section describes specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation
impacts. Generally, vehicle miles traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation
impacts. For the purposes of this section, “vehicle miles traveled” refers to the amount and
distance of automobile travel attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations may
include the effects of the project on transit and non-motorized travel. Except as provided in
subdivision (b)(2) below (regarding roadway capacity), a project’s effect on automobile
delay does not constitute a significant environmental impact.

Subdivision (b): Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts

While subdivision (a) sets forth general principles related to transportation analysis,
subdivision (b) focuses on specific criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts. It is further divided into four subdivisions: (1) land use projects, (2) transportation
projects, (3) qualitative analysis, and (4) methodology.

Subdivision (b)(1): Land Use Projects

Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a
significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit
stop or a stop along an existing high-quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a

Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018. http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-
743 Technical_Advisory.pdf
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17.1.4

less than significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the
project area compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than
significant transportation impact

Subdivision (b)(2): Transportation Projects

Transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, vehicle miles traveled should be
presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. For roadway capacity
projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure of transportation
impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable requirements. To the extent that such
impacts have already been adequately addressed at a programmatic level, such as in a
regional transportation plan EIR, a lead agency may tier from that analysis as provided in
Section 15152.

Subdivision (b)(3): Qualitative Analysis

If existing models or methods are not available to estimate the vehicle miles traveled for the
particular project being considered, a lead agency may analyze the project’s vehicle miles
traveled qualitatively. Such a qualitative analysis would evaluate factors such as the
availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc. For many projects, a qualitative
analysis of construction traffic may be appropriate.

Subdivision (b)(4): Methodology
A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a

project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms,
per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate
a project’s vehicle miles traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect professional
judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles
traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be documented and explained in the
environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of adequacy in Section 15151
shall apply to the analysis described in this section.

Subdivision (c): Applicability

The provisions of this section shall apply prospectively as described in Section 15007. A lead
agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. Beginning on
July 1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.

Technical Guidance: Recommended Methodology, Significance Thresholds, Mitigation, and
Alternatives

The following information is sourced from the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA. This represents a non-regulatory technical advisory on evaluating transportation
impacts using VMT, with emphasis on larger-scale land development projects.
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RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING METHODOLOGY

The following section provides methodology recommendations to evaluate VMT for various
technical areas and project types.

Using Models to Estimate VMT

Travel demand models, sketch models, spreadsheet models, research, and data can all be used to
calculate and estimate VMT. To the extent possible, lead agencies should choose models that have
sensitivity to features of the project that affect VMT. Those tools and resources can also assist in
establishing thresholds of significance and estimating VMT reduction attributable to mitigation
measures and project alternatives.

Trip and Tour Based VMT

Trip-based assessment of a project’s effect on travel behavior counts VMT from individual trips to
and from the project. It is the most basic, and traditionally the most common, method of counting
VMT. For residential projects, the sum of home-based trips is called home-based VMT.

A Tour-based assessment counts the entire home-back-to-home tour that includes the project and any
trips within the tour. Examples include Tour 1: Home — Coffee Shop — Work — Home; Tour 2:
Home — Store — Home. Together, all tours comprise household VMT. A tour-based assessment of
VMT is a more complete characterization of a project’s effect on VMT. In many cases, a project
affects travel behavior beyond the first destination. The location and characteristics of the home and
workplace will often be the main drivers of VMT. For example, a residential or office development
located near high quality transit will likely lead to some commute trips utilizing transit, affecting
mode choice on the rest of the tour.

Vehicle Types
Vehicle Miles Traveled refers to on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light trucks.
Heavy-duty truck VMT could be included for modeling convenience and ease of calculation.

Residential and Office Projects

Tour- and trip-based approaches offer the best methods for assessing VMT from residential/office
projects and for comparing those assessments to VMT thresholds. When available, tour-based
assessment is ideal because it captures travel behavior more comprehensively. But where tour-based
tools or data are not available for all components of an analysis, a trip-based assessment of VMT
serves as a reasonable proxy.

When a trip-based method is used to analyze a residential project, the focus can be on home-based
trips. Similarly, when a trip-based method is used to analyze an office project, the focus can be on
home-based work trips.

When tour-based models are used to analyze an office project, either employee work tour VMT or
VMT from all employee tours may be attributed to the project. This is because workplace location
influences overall travel.
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For office projects that feature a customer component, such as a government office that serves the
public, a lead agency can analyze the customer VMT component of the project using the
methodology for retail development (see below).

Retail Projects

Generally, lead agencies should analyze the effects of a retail project by assessing the change in total
VMT because retail projects typically re-route travel from other retail destinations. A retail project
might lead to increases or decreases in VMT, depending on previously existing retail travel patterns.

Considerations for All Projects

Lead agencies should not truncate any VMT analysis because of jurisdictional or other boundaries.
Thus, where methodologies exist that can estimate the full extent of vehicle travel from a project, the
lead agency should apply them to do so. Analyses should also consider a project’s both short- and
long-term effects on VMT.

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Lead agencies have the discretion to set or apply their own thresholds of significance. However, the
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts should promote:

= Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions;
= Development of multimodal transportation networks; and
= Adiversity of land uses.

The OPR Advisory describes the analysis for the following circumstances which may or may not be
applicable to the Project.

Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact Near Transit Stops

CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1), states that lead agencies generally should
presume that certain projects (including residential, retail, and office projects, as well as
projects that are a mix of these uses) proposed within %2 mile of an existing major transit stop
or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor will have a less-than-significant impact
on VMT.

Major Transit Stop refers to an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or
rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service
interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.

A High-Quality Transit Corridor refers to a corridor with fixed route bus service with service
intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours.

This presumption would not apply, however, if project-specific or location-specific information
indicates that the project will still generate significant levels of VMT. One key indicator may be
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inconsistency with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy (as determined by the lead
agency, with input from the Metropolitan Planning Organization). If any of these exceptions to the
presumption might apply, the lead agency should conduct a detailed VMT analysis to determine
whether the project would exceed VMT thresholds.

Recommended Numeric Thresholds for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects

Residential Projects: Per the OPR guidelines, a proposed project exceeding a level of 15
percent below existing VMT per capita may indicate a significant transportation impact.
Existing VMT per capita may be measured as Regional VMT per capita or as City VMT per
capita. Proposed development referencing City VMT per capita must not cumulatively exceed
the number of units specified in the SCS for that City and must be consistent with the SCS.

For residential projects in unincorporated County areas, the local agency can compare a residential
project’s VMT to (1) the region’s VMT per capita, or (2) the aggregate population-weighted VMT
per capita of all cities in the region. In MPO areas, development in unincorporated areas measured
against aggregate City VMT per capita (rather than Regional VMT per capita) must not cumulatively
exceed the population or number of units specified in the SCS for that City because greater-than-
planned amounts of development in areas above the regional threshold would undermine
achievement of regional targets under SB 375.

These thresholds can be applied to either household (i.e., tour-based) VMT or home-based (i.e., trip-
based) VMT assessments.

Office Projects: Per the OPR guidelines, a proposed project exceeding a level of 15 percent
below existing regional VMT per employee may indicate a significant transportation impact.

In cases where the region is substantially larger than the geography over which most workers would
be expected to live, it might be appropriate to refer to a smaller geography, such as the county, that
includes the area over which nearly all workers would be expected to live.

Tour-based analysis of office project VMT could consider either total employee VMT or employee
work tour VMT. Where tour-based information is unavailable, home-based work trip VMT should
be used.

Retail Projects: Per the OPR guidelines, a net increase in total VMT may indicate a significant
transportation impact.

Because new retail development typically redistributes shopping trips rather than creating new trips,
estimating the total change in VMT (i.e., the difference in total VMT in the area affected with and
without the project) is the best way to analyze a retail project’s transportation impacts.

By adding retail opportunities into the urban fabric and thereby improving retail destination
proximity, local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT. Thus, lead
agencies generally may presume local-serving retail creates a less-than-significant transportation
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impact. Regional-serving retail development, on the other hand, which can lead to substitution of
longer trips for shorter ones, may tend to have a significant impact. Where such development
decreases VMT, lead agencies should consider the impact to be less-than-significant.

Because lead agencies will best understand their own communities and the likely travel behaviors of
future project users, they are likely in the best position to decide when a project will likely be local-
serving.

Consideration of Thresholds for Other Project Types

Of land use projects, residential, office, and retail projects tend to have the greatest influence on
VMT. For that reason, OPR recommends the quantified thresholds described above for purposes of
analysis and mitigation. Lead agencies, using more location-specific information, may develop their
own more specific thresholds, which may include other land use types.

Mixed-Use Projects

Lead agencies can evaluate each component of a mixed-use project independently and apply the
significance threshold for each project type included (e.g., residential and retail) if