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RIVERSIDE COUNTY
THERMAL RANCH SPECIFIC
PLAN

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

APPENDIX M: GENERAL PLAN LEVEL OF SERVICE POLICY ANALYSIS

1.0 Introduction

Section 2.19 of this EIR summarizes the consistency of the proposed Project with the County plans, policies,
ordinances and other regulations affecting the development and/or operation of roadways and intersections. It also
evaluates the potential impacts concerning vehicle miles traveled per day the project could generate. Other areas of
analysis in Section 2.19 of this EIR include the creation of hazardous roadway designs, and the need for new or
improved roadways.

To supplement Section 2.19 of the EIR, this Appendix M provides a detailed assessment of the Project’s potential
impacts on planning area intersections and whether the Project conforms with applicable County LOS policies.

1.2 CEQA Threshold of Concern

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) requires that the EIR analyse the potential impacts of a proposed
development in terms of the vehicle miles of travel (VMT) the project may generate. The potential VMT impacts
the proposed Thermal Ranch project could generate are discussed in detail in Section 2.19.6. CEQA threshold
questions for transportation no longer explicitly require an analysis of roadway or intersection operational levels of
service. However, CEQA continues to require analysis of the following threshold question. Would the project:

“a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

1.3 Relevant General Plan Policy

C2.1 The following minimum target levels of service have been designated for the review of development
proposals in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County with respect to transportation impacts on
roadways designated in the Riverside County Circulation Plan (Figure C-1) which are currently County
maintained, or are intended to be accepted into the County maintained roadway system:
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LOS C shall apply to all development proposals in any area of the Riverside County not located within the
boundaries of an Area Plan, as well those areas located within the following Area Plans: REMAP, Eastern
Coachella Valley, Desert Center, Palo Verde Valley, and those non-Community Development areas of the
Elsinore, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, Mead Valley and Temescal Canyon Area Plans.

14 General Plan Policy Consideration

For most roadways, the County General Plan has a target operating standard of LOS D or better. However, Policy
C 2.1 of the Circulation Element (see above) establishes an LOS target of LOS C for County roads and intersections
located in the East Coachella Valley Area Plan (ECVAP). In recognition of the difficulty and in some cases
practicability of meeting the LOS C standard, Policy C 2.1 also states:

“Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion by
virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets in order to
balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and
costs, provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully evaluate
the impacts of such approval. Any such approval must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures,
make specific findings to support the decision, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.””

Intersections and roadway segments that do not meet a minimum level of service will require improvement
modifications to bring the deficiency to within the target LOS thresholds. Pursuant to General Plan Policy C 2.1,
the Board of Supervisors may approve a project that results in a county-maintained road operating below target
LOS on a case-by-case basis in order to balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits,
environmental impacts and costs.

Some intersections and roadway segments in the Project area are adjacent to or are within the city of Coachella, and
it is important to identify the LOS standards of that jurisdiction even though the proposed Project is not subject to
the City of Coachella’s ordinances or policies. The Coachella General Plan identifies a minimum LOS D; however,
LOS E or LOS F may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis.

2.0 General Plan Policy and Project Levels of Service Analysis

The proposed Project would construct or contribute its fair share to the construction of roadway and intersection
improvements that are in accordance with the standards, classifications and policies established by the County in
the General Plan Circulation Element. One area of potential conflict is with the LOS C operating standard
established for the ECVAP planning area in the Circulation Element, which is discussed separately below. CEQA
threshold a) asks whether a project will:

“a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

2.1 LOS Policies

The County General Plan identifies differing acceptable levels of service (operational LOS), with LOS D being the
most common. However, as discussed above, Circulation Element Policy C 2.1 sets forth alternative LOS targets
for different geographic locations, including the area encompassed in the ECVAP where the target LOS is C.
Currently, of the 32 intersections analysed for the Thermal Ranch Project, six have not yet been constructed. During
weekday operations five of the existing 26 intersections operate at LOS D and the balance operate at LOS C or
better (see Table M-3) for EAPC Phase I (2026).

Circulation Element, Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element, amended July 7, 2020.
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The Riverside County Congestion Management Plan? (CMP) establishes LOS E as the minimum LOS standard for
CMP designated roadways in the Project area. CMP locations within the Project area are the following: 62nd
Avenue between Monroe Street and SR-86; Airport Boulevard west of SR-86 to west of Harrison; and 66th Avenue
between Pierce St. and SR-86.

As cited above and in Section 2.19.3, the County General Plan (Policy C 2.1) allows the Board of Supervisors to
make findings and approve development projects even in instances where the target LOS is exceeded if the project
has overriding benefits such as new jobs in a local area, transportation improvements that otherwise would not be
constructed, non-motorized transportation systems, or projects that provide some unique benefits to the County
which outweigh the traffic deficiencies provided that operational improvements are provided to the extent
economically feasible. Also see the General Plan Consistency Requirements set forth in the County Transportation
Analysis Guidelines.’

The Project-specific LOS policy consistency analysis projected traffic conditions under multiple scenarios,
consistent with the approved scoping agreement. These scenarios include: (1) existing traffic, ambient background
growth, and project buildout in year 2032 (“EAP”); (2) EAP plus cumulative project traffic (“EAPC”) for year
2026, when Planning Areas 1 through 4 are anticipated to open; (3) EAPC for project buildout in year 2032; and
(4) Horizon Year 2045 without and with the proposed Project (see Tables M-10 and M-11, respectively).

The analysis was based on the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM), the sub-regional model
for Riverside County, adjusted for the County’s General Plan Update and current traffic analysis zones (TAZ). The
scenarios analysed include the Phase I buildout (2026), the Project buildout (2032) and Horizon Year (2045).
Without Project traffic forecasts assume the socio-economic data used is consistent with the currently adopted
(2015) County General Plan and updated Circulation Element (2020). The Horizon Year (2045) With Project
scenario represents changes proposed by the Project. The Horizon Year analysis was used to determine if
improvements funded through regional transportation mitigation fee programs, such as the Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program, could accommodate the long-range cumulative traffic at the target LOS identified
in the County General Plan.

2.2 Existing Conditions at Project Intersections

The Project traffic analysis studied 32 intersections and several roadway segments in the Specific Plan area (see
Exhibit 2.19-1). The following Table M-3 describes existing (2023) intersection operations at the studied
intersections and shows that all are currently operating at an acceptable LOS during the peak hours. It should be
noted that three Project intersections current operate at LOS D in the AM and/or PM peak hour periods and below
the General Plan prescribed target of LOS C on the weekday. They include:

*  Cesar Chavez at Avenue 52 (AM & PM Peak Hour)

» State Route 86 at Avenue 62 (AM & PM Peak Hour)

* State Route 86 at Avenue 66 (PM Peak Hour)

*  Polk Street at Airport Boulevard (AM & PM Peak Hour)

Riverside County Congestion Management Program, Riverside County Transportation Commission. 2011.
Transportation Analysis Guidelines for Level of Service and Vehicle Miles Traveled, Riverside County Transportation
Department. December 2020
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Table M-1: Intersection Analysis for Existing (2023) Conditions

Weekday Weekend
. Traffic Delay? Level of Delay? Level of
Intersection # Control! (secs.) Service (secs.) Service
AM PM AM PM Sat AM Sun PM Sat AM Sun PM
1 Cesar Chavez St. / 52nd Av. TS 41.1 42.5 D D 36.2 42.6 D D
2  Cesar Chavez St. / 54th Av. TS 17.1 17.0 B B 14.0 15.6 B B
3 Harrison St. / Airport Bl. TS 33.5 30.2 C C 34.6 304 C C
4 Harrison St. / 58th Av. CSS 12.0 13.8 B B 11.2 11.4 B B
5 Harrison St. / 60th Av. CSS 13.9 15.2 B C 11.6 12.2 B B
6 Harrison St. / 62nd Av. AWS 9.5 10.9 A B 8.7 9.4 A A
7 Harrison St. / 66th Av. TS 26.7 25.8 C C 25.8 253 C C
8 Harrison St. / Middleton St. CSS 133 24.9 B C 11.1 13.6 B B
9  Harrison St. / Desert Empire Homes CSS 12.2 25.6 B D 10.7 13.7 B B
10 Monroe St./ 62nd Av. AWS 7.5 8.0 A A 7.0 7.4 A A
11 Jackson St./62nd Av. AWS 7.5 7.4 A A 7.3 7.2 A A
12 Van Buren St. / 62nd Av. AWS 7.4 7.4 A A 7.2 7.1 A A
13 Tyler St./ 62nd Av. AWS 10.4 9.0 B A 7.7 7.8 A A
14  Polk St./ 62nd Av. CSS 11.2 10.6 B B 9.8 9.7 A A
15  Fillmore St. / 62nd Av. AWS 7.6 7.7 A A 7.1 7.3 A A
16 Pierce St./ 62nd Av. AWS 7.4 7.5 A A 7.2 7.2 A A
17 Highway 111/ 62nd Av. TS 28.3 314 C C 27.3 28.0 C C
18 SR-86/62nd Av. TS 47.1 394 D D 343 32.1 C C
19  Tyler St./ 66th Av. AWS 9.5 9.1 A A 7.7 7.7 A A
20 W. Pierce St./ 66th Av. AWS 10.4 9.7 B A 7.6 7.7 A A
21 SR-86/66th Av. TS 28.9 39.9 C D 28.8 30.8 C C
22 Polk St. / Airport BL TS 35.1 35.8 D D 27.8 27.1 C C
23 Palm St. / Airport BL TS 20.0 21.3 B C 17.8 16.6 B B
24 Highway 111/ Palm St. TS 13.6 12.6 B B 11.7 7.4 B A
25 SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport Bl. TS 34.8 28.1 C C 34.1 23.0 C C
26 SR-86 NB Ramps / Airport Bl. TS 20.9 9.9 C A 15.7 7.4 B A
27 Harrison St. / Project Access 1 Future Intersection
28 Harrison St. / Project Access 2 Future Intersection
29 Project Access 3 /62nd Av. Future Intersection
30 Tyler St. / Project Access 4 Future Intersection
31 Tyler St. / Project Access 5 Future Intersection
32 Tyler St. / Project Access 6 Future Intersection
* BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop
2 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right
Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn
3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.
For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The County General Plan promotes alternative modes of transportation including a trails and bikeway system.
Figure 9 of the Eastern Coachella Valley Area Plan (ECVAP) delineates the system on project-adjacent roads and
others in the area and includes the following future facilities:

Harrison Street: Design Guidelines Trail, Class I Bike Path, Class II Bike Path

Avenue 62: Class I Bike Path
Tyler Street: Class I Bike Path
Avenue 64: Combined Trail (Regional Trail/Class I Bike Path

Transit Facilities

The Project area is currently served by Sunline Transit Agency (Sunline), a public transit agency serving the
Coachella Valley within Riverside County. Based on a review of the existing transit routes within the vicinity of
the proposed Project, Sunline Route 8 runs along Cesar Chavez Street/Harrison Street, Avenue 54, Shady Lane,
Airport Boulevard, Highway 86, and Avenue 62. Sunline Route 9 provides service along Avenue 66, Harrison
Street, and Pierce Street.

CVWD Middleton Reservoir 7802-1 Site

The Project reservoir site, located 2.4+ miles southwest of the Project site, currently hosts a CVWD 2.5 mg tank
and is planned and partially improved for multiple tanks. It is located adjacent to unimproved dirt roads that do not
serve general traffic but primarily provide access to surrounding agricultural lands. The closest paved street is
Harrison Street located 1.29+ miles northeast of the reservoir site.

23 Project Impacts on LOS (2026, 2032 and 2045)

2.3.1 PhaseI (2026) and Project (2032) Buildout Operational Analyses

Phase I development includes the construction of the equestrian center and all the residential units, except for the
condominiums planned for PA-5. Project buildout with the completion of PAs-5 and 6 would be completed by
2032. The EAPC (2026 and 2032) traffic conditions analyses determine the potential near-term cumulative
circulation system deficiencies. The roadway network is similar to existing (2023) conditions except for new
connections to be constructed by the Project or cumulative projects.

As discussed in the Project Traffic Analysis (Appendix K), an ambient growth factor from existing (2023)
conditions of 6.12% (2 percent per year, compounded over 3 years) is included for Phase I (EAPC 2026) traffic
conditions to account for background traffic growth. For Project buildout (EAPC 2032) traffic conditions to account
for background traffic growth, an ambient growth factor from existing (2023) conditions of 19.51% (2 percent per
year, compounded over 9 years) was used.

Conservatively, the traffic analysis estimated the area ambient traffic growth and then added traffic generated by
other known or probable related projects. Some of these related projects may not be implemented and operational
by the completion of Phase I (2026) or at Project buildout in 2032. The resulting traffic growth utilized in the traffic
analysis (ambient growth factor plus traffic generated by related projects) is considered a conservative analysis of
background cumulative traffic deficiencies under 2026 or 2032 conditions.

Phase I Buildout Operational Analysis (EAPC 2026)

Phase I EAPC (2026) peak hour traffic operations were evaluated for the study area intersections and indicate that
the following study area intersections would operate at LOS E or worse during the AM and/or PM peak hours with
the addition of Project Phase I traffic. Eight other intersections would operate at LOS D. These levels of service
impacts would occur in the absence of any intersection improvements.
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Table M-2: Phase I (2026) Deficient Intersections (Without Improvements)

Intersection # Intersection Location Deficiency Level & Time
#6 Harrison St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (PM)

#13 Tyler St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (AM & PM)
#18 SR-86 / 62nd Ave LOS E (AM & PM)

Table M-3, below, shows the Phase I EAPC operating conditions at Project intersections without improvements
consistent with General Plan roadway classifications.

Table M-3: Intersection Analysis for EAPC Phase I (2026)

Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes? Delay® Level of Delay® Level of
Traffic ~ Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control' L T L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM SatAM SunPM SatAM SunPM
1 Cesar Chavez St./52nd Av. TS = 5 9 2 0 05 15 0 05 15 0 443 459 ) D | 369 445 D D
2 Cesar Chavez St./ 54th Av. TS 1 1 d 1 1 1 05 05 1 0o 1 0 186 188 B B 141 159 B B
3 Harrison St. / Airport BI. TS 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1>> 328 307 C C 319 292 C C
4 Harrison St./ 58th Av. css 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 156 199 C C 146 139 B B
5 Harrison St./ 60th Av. css 1 ) 1= g 00 0 268 24y = ) D 184 194 @ €
6 Harrison St./62nd Av. AWS 1 10 1 1 0 o0 1 0 0 1 0 229 535 C F 19.1 514 C F
7 Harrison St./ 66th Av. TS 17 2 © 1 2 © 0@ 9 0 © MW 0 202 280 C C 26.0 26.6 (c (e
8 Harrison St./ Middleton St. css 1 1 0 1 1t 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 154 336 C D 1.7 157 B C
9 Harrison St. / Desert Empire Homes (&) 0 1 1 1 1 © © © O 1 0 1 132 =B B D 112 151 B C
10 Monroe St./62nd Av. AWS 0 1 0 05 05 1 o 1 o o0 1 0 78 81 A A 7.4 7.7 A A
11 Jackson St./ 62nd Av. AWS o) lE ok GF 0 g e (0 gl f 0 (g gl )L eiGE R A A 7.6 7 A A
12 Van Buren St./ 62nd Av. AWS o ®* o o 1M o O 1M O O 1 O0f79 79 A A 7.5 7.6 A A
13 Tyler St. /62nd Av. AWS o it 0 1 1 0 o0 11 @ 05 05 1 |>80 521 F F s Gy (& C
14 Polk St./ 62nd Av. CSS o 1m o0 1 1 1 1 1 0 05 15 0 328 271 D D 20.0 20.2 C C
15 Fillmore St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1 o o 1M O O 1 O0/([104 169 B C 109 129 B B
16 Pierce St./62nd Av. AWS o 1 o o M o O 1M 0 O 1 0 100 113 A B 109 111 B B
17 Highway 111 /62nd Av. TS 1 1 1 1 1 g | i 0 2 0 [593 855 € D | 307 330 @ (&
18 SR-86/62nd Av. TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 05 05 1 05 05 1 725 625 E E 35,6 50.1 D D
19 Tyler St./ 66th Av. AWS D L8 1 1 0 | g = b 1 D123 (32 B B 8.8 8.8 A A
20 W. Pierce St. / 66th Av. AWS o 1 o o 1M 0o O 1M 0 0 1 0 146 162 B C 8.6 8.9 A A
21 SR-86/ 66th Av. TS 12 1 1 2 1 0505 1 05 05 1 334 424 C D 306 359 C D
22 Polk St. / Airport Bl. TS o 1 0 o0 o0 o0 1 3 1 1 2 0 383 369 D D 28.1  29.0 C C
23 Palm St. / Airport Bl TS o E 0 1 g 0 g O i G e s (7 B B
24 Highway 111/ Palm St. TS 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 140 131 B B 1.5 79 B A
25 SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport BI. TS 0 1 0 05 05 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 350 310 C @ 359 234 D C
26 SR-86 NB Ramps / Airport BI. TS 1 0 1> 0 0 O 0 1 0 1 1 0 215 105 C B 163 74 B A
27 Harrison St. / Project Access 1 css D16 1 g a 0 0 0 0 11113 194 B B g9/ 145 A B
28 Harrison St. / Project Access 2 s 0 1 o 1 1 0o 0 0 0 1 0 1> 132 115 B B 27.8 124 C B
29 Project Access 3 /62nd Av. css o @1 9 o @ @ 0 | 0 1 | 0116 128 B B 109 125 B B
30 Tyler St./ Project Access 4 css 1 1 0 0 |1 g6 0 1 0 0 O 01139 129 B B 10.9 108 B B
31 Tyler St./ Project Access 5 css 1 1 6 0 | g a 1.0 0 0 0 137 192 B B 104 107 B B
32 Tyler St./ Project Access 6 css 1 1 o 0 1 o o0 1 0 0O O 0 116 108 B B 9.5 9.5 A A

BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop

When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane;

> = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn; 1 = Improvement

3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
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Table M-4: Intersection Analysis for EAPC Phase I (2026) Buildout
Impacts With and Without Improvements

Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes? Delay® Level of Delay® Level of
Traffic  Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service
# Intersection Control' L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM SatAM SunPM SatAM SunPM

6 Harrison St./62nd Av.
Without Improvements:  AWS 1 1
With Improvements: TS 1 1
13 Tyler St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements:  AWS o 1
With Improvements: TS 1 1 0 1 1 0
18 SR-86/62nd Av.
Without Improvements: TS 12 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 725 625 E E 35.6 50.1 D D
With Improvements: TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 1> 370 379 D D Xy 2 C D

1 1 o o 1 o0 o0 1 0 229 535 C F 19.1 514 C F
1 1 @ 4 1 ® S S @ BOSESSY) D

5o
R
B
o

o
=
=
o
o
=
o
o
5
o
n
=

>80 521 F F 22 681610 @
16.3 153 B B 17.2  16.0 B

|
o
|
o

|
o
|
=
v

* BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

' TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop

2 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; 1 = Improvement

3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.
For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

With the installation of the intersection improvements set forth in Table M-4, which are limited to the addition of
turn-lanes and two traffic signals, all Project intersections would operate at LOS D or better upon completion of the
Phase I Project in 2026. Excepting the General Plan LOS policy exceedance, all Project intersections would operate
at acceptable LOS at completion of Phase I development and street and intersection improvements, and impacts
would be less than significant. Nonetheless, the Project would be inconsistent with the County’s level of service
target in the ECVAP of LOS C and a statement of overriding consideration would be required under General Plan
Policy C 2.1.

2.3.2 Project Buildout Operational Analysis (EAPC 2032)
Project buildout (EAPC 2032) weekday peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for the study area
intersections and results are summarized in Table M-7, indicating that the following study area intersections,
without improvements (see Table M-5), are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS E or F level during the

weekday AM and/or PM peak hours.

Table M-5: Project Buildout (2032) Deficient Intersections (Weekday Without Improvements)

Intersection # Intersection Location Deficiency Level & Time

#4 Harrison St. / 58™ Ave LOS E (PM)

#5 Harrison St. / 60™ Ave LOS F (AM & PM)

#6 Harrison St. / 62" Ave LOS F (AM & PM)

#8 Harrison St. / Middleton St. LOS F (PM)

#13 Tyler St. / 62™ Ave LOS F (AM & PM)

#14 Polk St./ 62™ Ave LOS F (AM & PM)

#15 Fillmore St. / 62™ Ave LOS E (AM) & LOS F (PM)
#18 SR-86 / 62" Ave LOS F (AM & PM)

#20 W. Pierce St. / 66™ Ave LOS F (PM)

Project buildout (EAPC 2032) weekend peak hour traffic operations were also evaluated for the study area
intersections and results are summarized in Table M-6 below, indicating that the following study area intersections,
without improvements, are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS E or F level during the AM and/or PM
peak hours in 2032.
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Table M-6: Project Buildout (2032) Deficient Intersections (Weekend Without Improvements)

Intersection # Intersection Location Deficiency Level & Time
#5 Harrison St. / 60™ Ave LOS E (AM & PM)
#6 Harrison St. / 62" Ave LOS F (AM & PM)
#13 Tyler St. / 62™ Ave LOS F (AM)
#14 Polk St./ 62™ Ave LOS F (AM & PM)
#15 Fillmore St. / 62™ Ave LOS F (PM)
#18 SR-86 / 62" Ave LOS E (PM)

Table M-7 below provides future operating conditions at all Project intersections with the 2032 buildout of the
Project and ambient and cumulative growth. Without improvements, nine of the 32 intersections analysed would
operate at LOS E or worse in the AM and/or PM peak hour periods and seven would operate at LOS D in either the
AM or PM period, or both.

Table M-7: Intersection Analysis for Project Buildout (EAPC 2032)

Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes? Delay? Level of Delay? Level of
Traffic = Northbound Southbound  Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control' L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM SatAM SunPM SatAM SunPM
1 Cesar Chavez St./52nd Av. TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 0515 0 0515 0 488 526 D D 401 492 D D
2 Cesar Chavez St./ 54th Av. TS 1 1 d 1 1 1 0505 1 0 1 0 309 281 C C 146 167 B B
3 Harrison St. / Airport Bl. TS 1 s o 1 1 1 1 OF 1 I B evl B D D | 341 3441 C C
4 Harrison St. / 58th Av. css 1 1.0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0O 0 0 207 363 C E 199 178 C C
5 Harrison St./ 60th Av. Css 1 1 0 1 v ) B gl G ey B F F 374 494 - E
6 Harrison St./62nd Av. AWS 1 1 0 1 1 o o 1 o 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
7 Harrison St. / 66th Av. TS 1 2 0 2 0 0 11 0 0 (I @]288 289 ( (e 2666 275 (e €
8 Harrison St. / Middleton St. Css 1 1 0 1 1 o o 1 o 0 1 0 209 >80 C F 13.6 216 B C
9 Harrison St. / Desert Empire Homes (&) 0 1 1 1 1 0O 0 0 O 1 0 1 154 341 C© D 124 187 B C
10 Monroe St./ 62nd Av. AWS 0 1! 0 05 05 1 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 8.8 9.2 A A 7.8 8.4 A A
11 Jackson St./ 62nd Av. AWS G 1 e o 00 g oG 090 06 A A 8.4 8.9 A A
12 Van Buren St./ 62nd Av. AWS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 105 129 B B 9.0 1.1 A B
13 Tyler St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 0 g 0 g 0 6h b i aR0 a8l F F 6003 338 F D
14 Polk St./62nd Av. CSS o 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 05 15 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
15 Fillmore St./ 62nd Av. AWS @ I e ol g g o g L) 355 80 E F 215 683 € F
16 Pierce St./62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1 o O 1M 0o 0 1M 0 183 312 C D 163 183 C C
17 Highway 111 /62nd Av. TS 1 1 1 1 0 1 0F ] 2 @ 1513 53 D b | 335 =90 € D
18 SR-86/62nd Av. TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 >80 >80 F F 513 66.8 D E
19 Tyler St./ 66th Av. AWS o 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 149 189 B C 9.3 9.4 A A
20 W. Pierce St. / 66th Av. AWS o 1 o0 o 1M 0O 0 1 0 0 1 0 347 >80 D F 9.6 11.0 A B
21 SR-86 / 66th Av. TS 1 2 | = 2 | 05 G5 ([ @5 05 | [4]13 533 P D | 39.6 485 D D
22 Polk St./ Airport BI. TS o 1 o0 o0 o o0 1 3 1 1 2 0 513 400 D D 296 294 C C
23 Palm St./ Airport BI. TS G 0 @ { 0 | g 72 0 0 72 (|75 228 [ & 19.6 187 B B
24 Highway 111/ Palm St. TS 1 1 0o 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 147 138 B B 120 83 B A
25 SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport BI. TS 0 1! 0 05 05 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 411 407 D D 36.8 29.6 D C
26 SR-86 NB Ramps / Airport Bl. TS 1 0 1> 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0]216 105 C B 155 7.6 B A
27 Harrison St. / Project Access 1 Css © 9 ® i 1 ® ©® © ©@ 00 © Jd 181 %4 B C 120 207 B @
28 Harrison St. / Project Access 2 Ts o 1 0 1 1 0 O O O 1 0 1>|228 164 C B 375 15.7 D B
29 Project Access 3/ 62nd Av. Ccss ©@ At ©®@ ©® ©®@ 0 © 1 © 14 1 0 150 175 B C 135 155 B C
30 Tyler St./ Project Access 4 css 1 1 0 0 1 O O 2 0 O O 0 140 129 B B 109 108 B B
31 Tyler St./ Project Access 5 css 1 1 o 0 1 0 O ¥ O O O O0]139 123 B B 10.5 104 B B
32 Tyler St./ Project Access 6 css 1 1 0 0 1 O O 2 O O O O 18 109 B B 9.5 9.5 A A

BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

' TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop

When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane;

> = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn; 1 = Improvement

3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
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With the installation of the intersection improvements set forth in Table M-8, below, which include addition
through-lanes, turn-lanes and intersection controls (signs and traffic signals), all Project intersections would operate
at LOS D or better upon buildout of the Project in 2032. Excepting the General Plan LOS policy exceedance, all
Project intersections would operate at acceptable LOS at Project buildout and street and intersection improvements,
and impacts would be less than significant. Nonetheless, the Project would be inconsistent with the County’s level
of service target in the ECVAP of LOS C and a statement of overriding consideration would be required under
General Plan Policy C 2.1.

Table M-7: Intersection Analysis for Project Buildout (EAPC 2032)

Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes? Delay® Level of Delay? Level of
Traffic = Northbound  Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service
# Intersection Control' L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM SatAM SunPM SatAM SunPM
4 Harrison St. / 58th Av.
Without Improvements:  CSS 1 1 0o 0 1 1 o 1M 0 0 0 0 207 363 C E 199 17.8 C C

With Improvements: TS 1 1 ® © 1 1 o 11 0 O O O 89 109 A B 8.4 7.0 A A

5 Harrison St. / 60th Av.
Without Improvements: ~ CSS 1 1 ® 1 1 o o 1 0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F 374 494 E E
1M 0 0 1 0 99 113 A B 8.3 8.7 A A

o
N
o
o

With Improvements: s 1 1
6 Harrison St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements:  AWS 1 1
With Improvements: s 1 1
8 Harrison St. / Middleton St.
Without Improvements: ~ CSS 1 1 M o0 o 1 0 209 >80 C F 13.6 216 B C
With Improvements: s 1 1 0 1 1 @ @ W ©® 0 W @ 923 92 A A 6.5 6.0 A A
13 Tyler St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements: ~ AWS o 1 0 1 1 o o0 1 0 0505 1 >80 >80 F F 60.3 3338 F D
With Improvements: s 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 20.7 16.1 @ B 182 159 B B
14 Polk St./62nd Av.
Without Improvements: ~ CSS o 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 05 15 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F
With Improvements: TS o 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 05 15 0 184 163 B B 172 178 B B
15 Fillmore St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements:  AWS 0 1m0 0 m o 0 1m0 0 M 0 355 >80 E F 215 683 C
With Improvements: TS o 1t o o 1M o0 O 1M 0 O 1M 0 170 234 B C 175 187 B B
18 SR-86/62nd Av.
Without Improvements: TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 >80 >80 F F 51.3 66.8 D E
With Improvements: TS 1 2 1 12 1 50.4 458 D D 353 445 D D
W. Pierce St. / 66th Av.
Without Improvements: ~ AWS o 1M o o 1M 0 O 1M 0 0 1 0 347 >80 D F 9.6 11.0 A B
With Improvements: TS o 1t o o 1M 0O O 1M 0 0 1M 0 163 171 B B 184 179 B

o
-
N
o
o

m o0 o0 11 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
il o 8l 0 40.0 46.5 D D 483 349 D

-

v
=
o
(=Y

o
N
N
o
o

=Y
=
o

=Y
o
=Y
-

v
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o

BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop
When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

~

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; 1 = Improvement
3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.
For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

2.3.3 Horizon Year (2045) Area Buildout With and Without Project (2045)

Given the scale of the proposed Project, its location on the edge of urbanizing land uses, and its potential to impact
the local roadway network, a comparison was made of Horizon Year (2045) conditions with and without the
proposed Project.

Horizon Year (2045) Area Buildout Without Project

Horizon Year (2045) Without Project weekday and weekend conditions peak hour traffic operations have been
evaluated for the study area intersections and indicates the following study area intersections (see Table M-9, below)
are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E or worse) under Horizon Year (2045) Without Project
traffic conditions on a weekend without improvements:
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Table M-8: Horizon Year (2045) Without Project
Deficient Intersections (Weekend Without Improvements)

Intersection # Intersection Location Deficiency Level & Time

#1 Cesar Chavez St. / 52nd Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#2 Cesar Chavez St. / 54th Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#3 Harrison St. / Airport Blvd LOS F (Weekday)

#4 Harrison St. / 58th Ave LOS F (Weekend)

#5 Harrison St. / 60th Ave LOS F (Weekday & Weekend
Saturday AM)

#6 Harrison St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday & Weekend
Saturday AM)

#7 Harrison St. / 66th Ave LOS F (Weekday PM)

#8 Harrison St. / Middleton St. LOS F (Weekday & Weekend
Saturday AM)

#9 Harrison St. / Desert Empire Homes LOS F (Weekday & Weekend
Saturday AM)

#10 Monroe St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday PM)

#11 Jackson St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#12 Van Buren St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#13 Tyler St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#14 Polk St./ 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday & Weekend
Saturday AM)

#15 Fillmore St. / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#16 Pierce St. / 62nd Ave LOS E (Weekday AM) & LOS
F (Weekday PM)

#17 Highway 111/ 62nd Ave LOS E (Weekday AM) & LOS
F (Weekday PM)

#18 SR-86 / 62nd Ave LOS F (Weekday & Weekend
Saturday AM)

# 20 W. Pierce St. / 66th Ave LOS F (Weekday)

#21 SR-86 / 66th Ave LOS E (Weekday AM) & LOS
F (Weekend PM)

#25 SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport Blvd LOS E (Weekday AM) & LOS
F (Weekday PM)

As shown on Table M-9, in Horizon Year 2045 and without the Project and without improvements, 21 of the 32
intersections analysed would operate at LOS E or worse during either the AM or PM peak hour periods, or both.
These include seven major intersections along Harrison Street and ten major intersections along Ave 62. Other
important intersections that would operate at LOS E or worse in 2045 without the Project include SR 86 Expressway
intersections with Ave 56 (Airport Blvd), Ave 62 and Ave 66, as well as the intersection of Highway 111 and Ave
62. Three intersections would operate at LOS D in either the AM or PM period, or both

Table M-10, below, shows 2045 operating conditions for all 32 Project intersections in Horizon Year 2045
Without Project.
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Table M-9: Project Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2045) Without Project

Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes? Delay? Level of Delay? Level of
Traffic = Northbound  Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Contro! L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM SatAM SunPM SatAM SunPM
1 Cesar Chavez St./52nd Av. TS 1 2 1 2 0 0515 0 0515 0 >80 >80 F F 435 432 D D
2 Cesar Chavez St./ 54th Av. TS 1 1 d 1 1 1 05 05 1 0o 1 0 >80 >80 F F 233 156 C B
3 Harrison St. / Airport BI. TS q 1 @ 1 [ q 1 1 ®@ i 1 1> >80 >80 F F B 288 C C
4 Harrison St. / 58th Av. Css 1 1 0 0 1 1 o 1 0 0O 0O 0 765 >80 F F 21.7 13.0 C B
5 Harrison St./ 60th Av. Css 1 1 0 1 1 o o 1 0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F >80 175 F C
6 Harrison St./62nd Av. AWS 1 1 0o 1 1 o o 1 0 0 11 0 >80 >80 F F >80 29.9 F D
7 Harrison St./ 66th Av. TS 1 2 O 1 2 0 0© W 0 @ W 0 I3 =D D F 28.8 256 C C
8 Harrison St. / Middleton St. Css 1 1 0o 1 1 o o 1 0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F >80 144 F B
9 Harrison St. / Desert Empire Homes Css 0 l 1 1 1 © O 0 0 1 0 1 >80 >80 F F 373 143 E B
10 Monroe St./62nd Av. AWS 0O 1M 0 05 05 1 o 1M o o0 1 0 253 707 D F 1.1 7.5 B A
11 Jackson St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1M 0 O 1 o0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F 183 746 € A
12 Van Buren St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1M 0 O 1 0o 0 1M 0 574 >80 F F 128 75 B A
13 Tyler St./62nd Av. AWS @ W © 19 1 0O o0 1 0 05 05 1 >80 >80 F F 16.5 14.6 C B
14 Polk St./ 62nd Av. Css o 1m o0 1 1 1 1 1 0 05 15 0 >80 >80 F F >80 19.0 F C
15 Fillmore St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1M o0 o 1 o0 0 1M 0 >80 >80 F F 15.0 10.1 B B
16 Pierce St./62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1M 0 O 1 0 0 1M 0 354 >80 E F 123 10.0 B A
17 Highway 111/ 62nd Av. TS 1 1 1 1 1 ® 1 1 0o 1 2 0 663 >80 E F 40.0 359 D D
18 SR-86/62nd Av. TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 >80 >80 F F >80 475 F D
19 Tyler St./ 66th Av. AWS o 1 o 1 1 0o 1 1 0 1 1 0 149 117 B B 103 88 B A
20 W. Pierce St./ 66th Av. AWS o 1t o o 1M 0 o 1 0 0 1M 0 632 >80 F F 10.8 89 B A
21 SR-86/66th Av. TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 760 >80 E F 529 432 D D
22 Polk St. / Airport BI. TS o 1 o 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 2 0 415 380 D D 30.2 2838 C C
23 Palm St. / Airport B. TS 0o 0 o0 1 0o 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 237 242 C C 217 172 C B
24 Highway 111/ Palm St. TS 1 1 0o 0 1 1 1 0 1 0O 0 o0 207 176 C B 158 79 B A
25 SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport BI. TS 0o 1M 0 05 05 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 643 >80 E F 322 222 C C
26 SR-86 NB Ramps / Airport BI. TS 1 0o 1> 0 0 0 0 1 0o 1 1 0 262 200 C B 1.9 74 B A
27 Harrison St. / Project Access 1 Future Intersection
28 Harrison St. / Project Access 2 Future Intersection
29 Project Access 3/62nd Av. Future Intersection
30 Tyler St./ Project Access 4 Future Intersection
31 Tyler St./ Project Access 5 Future Intersection
32 Tyler St./ Project Access 6 Future Intersection

* BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

' TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop

When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane;

> = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn; 1 = Improvement

3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

2.3.3.1 Horizon Year (2045) Area Buildout With Project

Peak hour traffic operating conditions for Horizon Year (2045) With Project have been evaluated for the study area
intersections, and those anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E or worse) are summarized
in Table M-11 below. The analysis indicates that there are no additional new intersections anticipated to operate at
an unacceptable LOS (LOS E or worse) with the addition of Project traffic. As with Horizon Year (2045) Without
Project traffic conditions, the following study area intersections are anticipated to continue to operate at an
unacceptable LOS under Horizon Year (2045) With Project traffic conditions and without improvements.
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Table M-10:

Project Buildout (2045 Horizon Year) Deficient Intersections (W/O Improvements)

Intersection #

Intersection Location

Deficiency Level & Time

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9

#10
#11
#12
#13
#14
#15
#16
#17
#18
#20
#21
#25

Cesar Chavez St. / 52nd Ave
Cesar Chavez St. / 54th Ave
Harrison St. / Airport Blvd
Harrison St. / 58th Ave
Harrison St. / 60th Ave
Harrison St. / 62nd Ave
Harrison St. / 66th Ave
Harrison St. / Middleton St.
Harrison St. / Desert Empire

Monroe St. / 62nd Ave
Jackson St. / 62nd Ave
Van Buren St. / 62nd Ave
Tyler St. / 62nd Ave
Polk St./ 62nd Ave
Fillmore St. / 62nd Ave
Pierce St./ 62nd Ave
Highway 111/ 62nd Ave
SR-86 / 62nd Ave

W. Pierce St. / 66th Ave
SR-86 / 66th Ave

SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport Blvd

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend PM)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend PM)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend PM)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend PM)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday PM)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS E (Weekend AM) & LOS F (Weekday &
Weekend PM)

LOS F (Weekday PM)

LOS F (Weekday) & LOS E (Weekend PM)
LOS F (Weekday) & LOS E (Weekend PM)
LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend PM)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend)

LOS F (Weekday)

LOS F (Weekday & Weekend PM)

LOS E (Weekend AM) & LOS F (Weekday &
Weekend PM)

As noted above, in Horizon Year 2045 Without Project and without requisite roadway and intersection
improvements, 21 of the 32 Project intersections analysed will operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E or

F) in Horizon Year 2045. These same 21 intersections would operate at unacceptable levels in Horizon Year 2045

With Project conditions. As noted above, these include seven major intersections along Harrison Street and ten

major intersections along Ave 62.

Other important intersections that would operate at LOS E or worse in 2045 With Project conditions include SR 86
Expressway intersections with Ave 56 (Airport Blvd), Ave 62 and Ave 66, as well as the intersection of Highway
111 and Ave 62. The remaining 14 intersections will operate at acceptable LOS (D or better) at Project buildout in
Horizon Year 2045 With Project. Four intersections would operate at LOS D in either the AM or PM period, or
both. Table M-12, below, shows Horizon Year 2045 operating conditions for all 32 Project intersections in Horizon

Year 2045 With Project and without improvements.
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Table M-11:
Project Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2045) With Project (Without Improvements)

Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes? Delay? Level of Delay? Level of
Traffic  Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control' L T R LT R LT R L T R AM PM AM PM SatAM SunPM SatAM SunPM
1 Cesar Chavez St./52nd Av. TS 1 2 0 1 2 0O 0515 0 05 15 0 >80 >80 F F 442 >80 D F
2 Cesar Chavez St./ 54th Av. TS 1 1 d 1 1 1 05 05 1 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F 30.1 >80 C F
3 Harrison St. / Airport BI. TS 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1>> >80 >80 F F 443 >80 D F
4 Harrison St. / 58th Av. (@S 1 1 0 0 1 1 o 1 0 0 0 0 >80 >80 F F 373 >80 E F
5 Harrison St./ 60th Av. CSs 1 i 1 0 O 1 0 0 1 0]|>80 >80 F F >80 >80 F B
6 Harrison St./62nd Av. AWS 1 1 0 1 1 0 o 1 0 o 1 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
7 Harrison St. / 66th Av. TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 o 1 0 0 1 0 380 >80 D F 29.7 503 C D
8 Harrison St. / Middleton St. CSS 1 1T 0 1 1 0 o 1 0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
9 Harrison St./ Desert Empire Homes ~ CSS ©® 9 1 il 1 O ) o) (o) 0O 1 >80 >80 F F 40.5 >80 E F
10 Monroe St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1 0 05 05 1 o 1 0 o 1 0 298 >80 D F 122 229 B C
11 Jackson St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1 o0 o0 1M o o0 1 0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F 28.6 >80 D F
12 Van Buren St./ 62nd Av. AWS o 1t o o 1 o O 1M 0 0 1 0 >80 >80 F F 17.2 >80 C F
13 Tyler St./62nd Av. AWS o 1 0 1 1 0 ©@ Y © @3 65 1 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
14 Polk St./ 62nd Av. (&S o 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 05 15 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
15 Fillmore St. /62nd Av. AWS oF ML 0 g g g g g g =800 >80 F F >80 >80 F B
16 Pierce St./62nd Av. AWS o 1 0 o 1 0 o 1 0 o 1 0 >80 >80 F F 61.0 >80 F F
17 Highway 111/ 62nd Av. TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 >80 >80 F F 432 >80 D F
18 SR-86/62nd Av. TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
19 Tyler St./ 66th Av. AWS o 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 16.8 132 C B 11.4 10.9 B B
20 W. Pierce St./ 66th Av. AWS o 1 0 o 1 0 o 1 0 o 1 0 >80 >80 F F 12.6 163 B C
21 SR-86/66th Av. TS 1 z 1 1 2 1 0505 1 0505 1 >80 >80 F F 53.5 >80 D F
22 Polk St./ Airport BI. TS o 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 2 0 438 3838 D D 30.7 311 C C
23 Palm St. / Airport BI. TS 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 245 244 C C 231 224 C C
24 Highway 111/ Palm St. TS 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 208 17.6 C B 16.2 144 B B
25 SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport BI. TS ® W © 5 @5 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 >80 >80 F F 66.1 >80 E F
26 SR-86 NB Ramps / Airport BI. TS 1 0o 1> 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 275 222 C C 11.6 137 B B
27 Harrison St. / Project Access 1 Css © #2 © 1 Z2 © ©®© © @0 0 @ i 4“2 229 B @ 121 21.8 B C
28 Harrison St. / Project Access 2 Ts o 2 o0 1 2 0 O O 0 1 0 1> 21.7 238 C C 29.2 242 C C
29 Project Access 3/62nd Av. CSss 0o 1 0 0 0 0 0o 2 0 1 1 0 213 344 C D 1&1 250 C C
30 Tyler St./ Project Access 4 Css 1 2 0 0 1 o o0 1 0 O 0 0 161 135 C B 136 122 B B
31 Tyler St./ Project Access 5 CSss a 2 © © 2 © © #H © @ © 0 161 130 « B 132 11.8 B B
32 Tyler St./ Project Access 6 CSss 1 1 O 0o 2 0 o 1 o 0 0 0 132 114 B B 11.4 10.6 B B

BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

' TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop

When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane;

> = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn; 1 = Improvement

3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Table M-13 evaluates the Horizon Year 2045 With Project Condition with roadway and intersection improvements
that are consistent with the County General Plan Roadway Classifications. With improvements cited in Table M-
13 and further elaborated in Section 2.19.7 of the Draft EIR, all Project intersections would operate at LOS D or
better, with 14 intersections operating at LOS D, inconsistent with the County Policy C 2.1 LOS C target.
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Table M-12:

Intersection Analysis for Horizon (2045) Conditions With Project
With and Without Improvements

' Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes Delay’ Level of Delay’ Level of
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service
# Intersection CTorI?tfrf(i)cl‘ Sat Sun Sat Sun
L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
1 Cesar Chavez St. / 52nd Av.
Without Improvements: TS 1 2 0 2 0 0.5 1.5 0 0.5 1.5 0 >80 >80 F F 44.2 >80 D F
With Improvements: TS 2 3 0 2 3 0 0.5 1.5 0 0.5 1.5 1 50.0 54.5 D D 35.0 42.7 C D
2 Cesar Chavez St. / 54th Av.
Without Improvements: TS 1 1 d 1 1 1 0.5 | 05 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F 30.1 >80 C F
With Improvements: TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 339 47.4 C D 26.2 319 C C
3 Harrison St. / Airport BL.
Without Improvements: TS 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1>> >80 >80 F F 443 >80 D F
With Improvements: TS 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 47.9 52.7 D D 33.0 35.0 C C
4 Harrison St. / 58th Av.
Without Improvements: CSS 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1! 0 0 0 0 >80 >80 F F 37.3 >80 E F
With Improvements: TS 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 7.8 8.0 A A 7.2 6.7 A A
5 Harrison St. / 60th Av.
Without Improvements: CSS 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 20.1 33.6 C C 15.7 18.3 B B
6 Harrison St. / 62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 1 0 1 1 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1 2 1> 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 42.7 52.1 D D 45.0 41.9 D D
7 Harrison St. / 66th Av.
Without Improvements: TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 38.0 >80 D F 29.7 50.3 C D
With Improvements: TS 2 2 0 1 2 0 05 | 05 1 0 1! 0 333 42.0 C D 28.7 35.0 C C
8 Harrison St. / Middleton St.
Without Improvements: CSS 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 9.4 9.7 A A 8.1 7.6 A A
9 | Harrison St. / Desert Empire
Homes
Without Improvements: CSS 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 >80 >80 F F 40.5 >80 E F
With Improvements: TS 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 14.5 19.4 B B 9.7 16.6 A B
10 | Monroe St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 05 | 05 1 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 29.8 >80 D F 122 22.9 B C
With Improvements: TS 0 1! 0 05 | 05 1 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 132 26.9 B C 11.9 12.4 B B
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Weekday Weekend
Intersection Approach Lanes® Delay’ Level of Delay’ Level of
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service
# Intersection CTOrl?tfrf(i)cll Sat Sun Sat Sun
L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
11 | Jackson St./62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F 28.6 >80 D F
With Improvements: TS 1| 2 0 2 0 [05]05]| 1 0o | 1 0 343 | 441 C D 21.0 30.9 C C
12 | Van Buren St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F 17.2 >80 C F
With Improvements: TS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 14.2 27.5 B C 12.5 16.3 B B
13 | Tyler St./ 62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 1 1 0 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 1 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1 1 0 1 1 o | 1 | 2 o | 1 | 2 0 132 | 216 B C 11.7 12.1 B B
14 | Polk St./62nd Av.
Without Improvements: CSS 0 1! 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.5 1.5 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1| 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 | 1 2 | 1= | 404 | 483 D D 378 46.6 D D
15 | Fillmore St./62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F >80 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 | 1 | 2 0 | 1 | 2 0 166 | 140 B B 18.1 15.5 B B
16 | Pierce St./62nd Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F 61.0 >80 F F
With Improvements: TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 | 1 | 2 0 | 1 | 2 0 192 | 164 B B 20.0 18.0 B B
17 | Highway 111/62nd Av.
Without Improvements: TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 >80 >80 F F 43.2 >80 D F
With Improvements: TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 42.5 535 D D 38.3 44.9 D D
18 | SR-86/62nd Av.
Without Improvements: s [t [ 2]t ]t 2]1JosJos[ 1 Jos]os] 1 ] >80 |>8] F [ F [ >80 | >80 | F | F
With Proposed Interchange:
SR-86 SB Ramps / 62nd Av. TS 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 34.6 34.9 C C 34.1 28.9 C C
SR-86 NB Ramps / 62nd Av. TS 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 25.6 30.1 C C 23.6 27.0 C C
20 | W. Pierce St./ 66th Av.
Without Improvements: AWS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 >80 >80 F F 12.6 16.3 B C
With Improvements: TS 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 0 1! 0 31.0 27.0 C C 18.2 18.4 B B
21 | SR-86/66th Av.
Without Improvements: s [t [ 2]t ]t 2]1JosJos[ 1 Jos]os] 1 ] >80 |>8] F [ F [55 ] > | D | F
With Proposed Interchange:
SR-86 SB Ramps / 66th Av. TS 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0] 1 [ 1 0 192 | 284 B C 18.9 17.7 B B
SR-86 NB Ramps / 66th Av. TS 1 0 | 1 0 0 o | 1 |1 0 0 1 0 183 | 302 B C 12.8 18.4 B B
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Weekday Weekend
Int tion A h Lanes®
ntersection Approach Lanes Delay® Level of Delay® Level of
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service (secs.) Service
Traffic
Sat Sun Sat Sun

# Intersection Control!
L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

25 | SR-86 SB Ramps / Airport Bl.
Without Improvements: TS 0 1! 0 0.5 | 05 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 >80 >80 F F 66.1 >80 E F
With Improvements: TS 0 1! 0 05 | 05 1> 1 1 0 1 1 0 46.2 45.7 D D 42.1 345 D C

BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop
2 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. L = Left; T =

Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 0.5 = Shared Lane; 1! = Shared Left/Through/Right lane;

> = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn; 1 = Improvement
3 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

=%
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3.0 General Plan LOS Policy Violation

Without substantial additional rights of way and roadway and intersection improvements, and beyond those
improvements set forth in Table M-13, above, the Project would conflict with General Plan Circulation Element
Policy C 2.1, which requires that in the ECVAP intersections on General Plan roads operate at LOS C or better.
Therefore, without additional rights of way and roadway and intersection improvements to attempt to further
improve intersection operating conditions to LOS C, the Project would be inconsistent with County General Plan
policy and a statement of overriding consideration would be required under General Plan Policy C 2.1 to ensure
General Plan consistency.

3.1 Traffic Signal Warrants

A traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted for EAP traffic conditions based on the peak hour volumes or
planning level ADT volume-based traffic signal warrants. The following unsignalized intersections are anticipated
to meet traffic signal warrants under 2026 EAP traffic conditions (see Appendix K, Appendix 5.3):

Table M-13: 2026 EAP Deficient Intersections (W/O Improvements)

Intersection # Intersection Location
#4 Harrison St. / 58th Ave
#6 Harrison St. / 62nd Ave
#38 Harrison St. / Middleton St.
#13 Tyler St. / 62nd Ave
#28 Harrison St. / Project Access 2

The traffic signal warrant analysis for EAPC (2032) traffic conditions are based on the peak hour volumes or
planning level ADT volume-based traffic signal warrants. The following additional unsignalized study area
intersections (beyond those that meet traffic signal warrants for EAPC (2026) conditions) are anticipated to meet a
traffic signal warrant under EAPC (2032) weekday conditions (see Appendix K, Traffic Analysis Appendix 6.6):

Table M-14: 2032 EAP Deficient Intersections (W/O Improvements)

Intersection # Intersection Location
#5 Harrison St. / 60™ Ave
#14 Polk St./ 62nd Ave
#15 Filmore St. / 62™ Ave
#18 SR 86/ 62nd Ave
#20 W. Pierce St. / 66" Ave

Signal warrants define the minimum condition under which the installation of a traffic signal might be warranted.
Meeting this threshold condition does not require that a traffic control signal be installed at a particular location,
but rather, that other traffic factors and conditions be evaluated to determine whether the signal is truly justified. It
should also be noted that signal warrants do not necessarily correlate with LOS. An intersection may satisfy a signal
warrant condition and operate at or above acceptable LOS or operate below acceptable LOS and not meet a signal
warrant.

3.2 Multi-Modal Facilities

The Thermal Ranch Specific Plan is built around an extensive network of multi-modal paths, trails and sidewalks
that interconnect the various Project planning areas and connect to the County’s regional trails network along the
streets bounding the Project site. For the most part, motor vehicles will be restricted from entering the horse park
(PA-1) where most transportation will occur by means of walking, bicycles, horseback riding and golf carts. The
residential uses (PAs-2, 3, 4 and 5) will have access gates that allow non-motorized direct access to connect to all
on-site services and facilities.
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Project-adjacent trail facilities include multi-modal trails for use by bicycle and pedestrian travelers planned along
the Project frontage of Harrison Street, Tyler Street, 62nd Avenue, and future 64th Avenue. These facilities are part
of the County regional trails systems set forth in the ECVAP and will establish the backbone for this extensive
network of regional trails. Impacts of the Project will be beneficial and no significant adverse impacts on bicycle or
pedestrian facilities will occur. In summary, the proposed Project is consistent with County policies related to the
provision of multi-modal transportation facilities and impacts in this regard will be less than significant.

CVWD Middleton Reservoir 7802-1 Site

The Project reservoir site, located 2.4+ miles southwest of the Project site, has been improved for multiple tanks
and currently hosts a CVWD 2.5 mg tank. The existing and future reservoirs generate essentially no traffic, and the
new Project reservoir will have no impacts in the local transportation network. There will be no impacts.

33 Practicability of Achieving LOS C

The cost of roadway infrastructure in terms of required land and construction and maintenance dollars has continued
to rise over the past decades. An overarching goal of transportation planners is achieving a balance between
transportation system efficiency and the costs associated with providing acceptable levels of operational service.
As stated in the Riverside County transportation analysis guidelines,

“LOS analysis will largely be the determinant to assess capacity and operational deficiencies of
County roadways. In order to maintain consistency with the General Plan, projects are to identify
deficiencies and provide recommendations to meet level of service targets.™

The County guidelines specifically state that the purpose of LOS analysis is to determine General Plan consistency
and also describe circumstances that might serve as the basis for making a statement of overriding consideration.

“The General Plan allows the Board of Supervisors to approve development projects even in
instances where the target LOS is exceeded, if the project has overriding benefits. Examples include
projects that provide jobs in a local area, projects that provide needed transportation
improvements that otherwise would not be constructed, projects that provide habitat conservation,
projects that implement non-motorized transportation systems, or projects that provide some
unique benefits to the County which outweigh the traffic deficiencies. These projects are required
to provide operational improvements to the extent that it is economically feasible as determined by
the Board of Supervisors, based on a value engineering analysis.”

34 Findings of Overriding Consideration
LOS C standard may be appropriate for rural roads in rural areas; however, as planned traffic volumes increase so
too does the need for rights of way and progressively more elaborate and costly transportation improvements. The
following findings address areas of overriding consideration that should be considered in addressing the non-
conformance of the proposed Project with the County General Plan LOS target for the ECVAP planning area.

3.4.1 Urbanizing Land Use and Transportation Pattern in the Planning Area

* General Plan level land use planning and the current state of project approvals and ongoing
development show that the rural character of the planning area is transitioning to urbanization.

Transportation Analysis Guidelines for Level of Service (and) Vehicle Miles Traveled, prepared by the Riverside County
Department of Transportations. 2020.
5 Ibid.
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* Project area is currently served by major highways, including Highway 111 and the Highway 86
Expressway, which are inter-regional facilities located in proximity of the Project site.

*  County General Plan classifies both Harrison Street and Avenue 62 as six-lane expressways, in
contradiction to the assumed rural character of local traffic reflected by the LOS C operations
standard.

*  Project planning area includes the Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport, a major transportation and
employment hub serving the eastern Coachella Valley.

*  Major new land uses in the planning area, including Kohl Ranch and The Thermal Club, have
extended the urbanizing land use pattern to the edge of the Project site.

3.4.2 Economic Effects, Jobs Creation and Housing

* Project will generate approximately 1,294 net new full and part-time jobs in such areas as
commercial retail, commercial services, hospitality, professional services and equestrian care and
services. The site’s current agricultural activities generate about 31 part and full-time jobs.

*  The eastern Coachella Valley suffers from a jobs deficit and an imbalanced jobs to housing ratio
of 1.02 : 1, well below the balanced 1.5 : 1 ratio of jobs to housing and the 1.55 jobs per residence
county-wide.

* The Project will provide up to 500 units of workforce housing in a clean and well managed
environment with on-site laundry and recreational amenities.

*  Project will construct or help fund extensive on-site and off-site roadway improvements, including
street and intersection improvements essential to accommodating future growth.

*  Project will extend major electric utility, water and sewer infrastructure and service.

*  Project will result in a substantial net positive fiscal impact on the County and the planning area,
enhancing local economic diversity.

*  Congestion associated with LOS D versus LOS C appears to impose only modest economic costs
which can be more than offset by improved accessibility, which is why economic activity tends to
increase with development density and congestion.

3.43 Project Transportation Improvements

*  Project will result in substantial roadway and intersection improvements that implement the
General Plan Circulation Element and facilitate efficient travel within, through and beyond the
Project planning area.

* Several Project area intersections are located within other jurisdictions or involve facilities with
less restrictive operating standards that are owned and operated by Caltrans, including Highways
111 and 86.

* Project EIR sets forth numerous on-site and off-site mitigation measures that include street and
intersection improvements that will enhance roadway capacity, efficiency and safety.

* An LOS C standard would require wider streets and more complex intersections, and would
facilitate the type of transportation system and land use pattern the CEQA VTM targets are
attempting to reduce.

* LOS C, versus LOS D, results in a maximum time savings (reduced delay) of 0 to 10 seconds for
unsignalized intersections and 0 to 20 seconds for signalized intersections. “Generated traffic”
results from increased roadway and intersection capacity but reduces congestion reduction
benefits.”

Rethinking the Economics of Traffic Congestion, Eric Dumbaugh, Atlantic Cities (www.theatlanticcities.com); at
www.theatlanticcities.com/commute/2012/06/defense-congestion/2118. 2012.

Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II — Congestion Costs, prepared by the Victoria Transport Policy Institute
(www.vtpi.org). December 15, 2022.
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*  “Generated traffic” increases external costs, including costs of additional rights of way, increased
materials and equipment costs, increased accidents per miles traveled, and increased pollution and
sprawl.®

*  Future roadway operation levels of service are based on the aggregated traffic volumes associated
with existing conditions, “ambient” growth (typically 2% per year), “cumulative” projects (may
include ambient growth volumes), and project traffic.

3.4.5 Project Non-motorized Transportation Systems
* Project will construct extensive on-site and perimeter multi-modal trails and paths that will

accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists, golf carts and equestrian riders, and provide meaningful
alternatives to the motor vehicle.

8 Ibid.
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