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SCHWARTZ SEMERDJIAN

Attorneys at Law

JOHN S. MOoOT
Direct dial: (619) 557-3531
E-mail: johnm@sscmlegal.com

January 18, 2019
VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL.

Honorable Mayor Mary Salas

and Members of the Chula Vista City Council
c/o City Clerk, Kerry Bigelow

276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91910

Email KBigelow@chulavistaca.gov

Re: DR 15-0037,CUP 15-0023 (Appeal)
Wash-N-Go Carwash

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:
Appellant Rod Bisharat, does hereby submit for your consideration this supplemental
information and evidence for the currently scheduled City Council hearing on the appeal of the

Planning Commission’s decision regarding the Wash N Go carwash.

1. Procedural Status

At the Council hearing on November 27, 2018, a motion was made to adopt the City
Staff's recommendation to deny the appeal. The vote failed, with two members of the Council
voting to support the Staff recommendation to reject the appeal and with three members voting
not to adopt the staff recommendation. Pursuant to Chula Vista Municipal Code Section
19.14.130, the decision by the City Council on an appeal from the Planning Commission is final.
The City of Chula Vista Charter at section 2.04.570 proscribed reconsideration or rescission of
prior actions in only two ways: a motion to set aside a vote to consider action on a main motion
shall always be in order at the same meeting, or, a motion to rescind (repeal, cancel, nullify)
prior Council action on a main motion shall be in order at any meeting of the Council.

Since there was no motion to set aside or reconsider the main motion at the Council
meeting, that decision is final. A motion may be made at another meeting of the Council, but
under the Brown Act, a notice to rescind, repeal, cancel or nullify the prior Council action must
be noticed in advance or the matter cannot be considered. The record of the prior Council action
reflects three votes not to adopt the staff recommendation which, in effect, constitutes three votes
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to grant the appeal. This action is final until notice to the public is given that the City Council
will consider rescinding its prior action.

2. The Records of the Planning Commission Hearing Does Not Support the Findings Which
the Development Services Department Indicated Were Required

Prior to the last Council hearing, Appellant, on August 17, 2018, made a Public Records Act
(“PRA”) Request, requesting in pertinent patt:

“Any analysis of the safety of allowing such an exit and any historical evidence regarding
the original do not enter signs that were on the site and who asked that they be installed
and if any permission was granted to have them removed."

The PRA request also specifically asked for any traffic study regarding the intersection of
Halecrest and Telegraph Canyon Road and “the ability to safely exit the site based on current
conditions." See Exhibit 1. Following the Council hearing, a member of the public who was
involved in the project when it was being handled by Associate Planner Rich Zumwaldt,
provided Appellant with documents that were not produced in response to the PRA request for
the Council hearing. In fact, the existence of these documents was never brought to the attention
of the Planning Commission. The documents referenced relevant evidence and standards not
presented and/or considered by the Planning Commission or City Council.

In aletter dated February 15, 2016, to the project Applicant, (hereinafter “Applicant™) the
Development Services Department (“DSD”) advised the Applicant of certain Required
Approval/Finding which included the following:

A. That the proposed use at the particular location is necessary or desirable to provide a
service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of the neighborhood
or community;

B. That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental
to the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity,
or interest to property or improvements in the vicinity; . . . See Exhibit 2, p. 2.

After the deficient response to the PRA request was brought to the attention of the City, the
response was supplemented. In the supplemental response was another letter July 7, 2016, sent
to the Applicant by DSD, which, in ‘Attachment 1”, confirmed the findings required for a
conditional use permit as set forth in the previous February 15, 2016 letter. These findings came
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from a different project manager who apparently took over the project after Mr. Zumwaldt
passed away.

The Applicant presented insufficient evidence at the Planning Commission hearing to
establish that the use at this location is necessary or desirable and will contribute to the general
well-being of the neighborhood, and that it will not be detrimental to the health, safety or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity or injurious to property in the
vicinity. The Applicant did not offer evidence that there was a shortage of car washes in the
area. In fact, there is a car wash at the very next freeway exit. The Applicant did not establish
the use was desirable because it generated significant tax revenue because it does not. The
findings required by DSD as to necessity or desirability of a car wash were not supported by the
evidence presented at the Planning Commission hearing or at the City Council hearing.

3. The CEQA Finding

The CEQA exemption relied on by the Planning Commission was for In-Fill Development
Projects and is found in section 15332 of the California Code of Regulations. In order for this
exemption to apply, under section (d) the Planning Commission would need to find that the
“Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality or water quality.” Among the documents that were left out of the PRA response and not
acknowledged at the Planning Commission or available at the City Council hearing, was a
February 11, 2016, memo from Mr. Zumwaldt to Senior Planner Miguel Tapia, stating:

“There is a potential traffic hazard from project traffic merging with freeway on-ramp
traffic directly onto Telegraph Canyon Road. The Land Development Division recommends that
the driveway access Telegraph Canyon Road be reviewed and approved by Caltrans and the City
Traffic Engineer.” See, Exhibit 3, pg 2, #12.

The memo goes on to state: “Because the site is adjacent to the on-ramp to I-805, and the
driveway opens onto the freeway on-ramp, Caltrans review is required. See, Exhibit 3, pg 2,
#13.

The record before the Planning Commission does not reflect any examination, much less a
finding as to this “potential traffic hazard." Since the Applicant presented no traffic study
analyzing this potential traffic hazard, nor is there any evidence in the record that Caltrans
reviewed the project for the potential traffic hazard identified by Mr. Zumwaldt, the Planning
Commission could not have made, based on the evidence presented, a finding that the exception
applied and there were no significant effects relating to traffic, or that “under the circumstances
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of the particular case”, the use will not be “detrimental to the health, safety or welfare” to
persons or property in the vicinity as required by DSD. Certainly, a traffic hazard relating to cars
merging with freeway on-ramp traffic from a driveway where a “no entry” sign previously
prohibited it would constitute a significant effect on traffic.

4. The Evidence Presented to the City Council Identifies Two Sienificant Traffic Safety
Issues That Precluded Proceeding Under a CEQA Exception

The first potential traffic hazard is identified in the Zumwaldt memo (Exhibit 3) and was a
matter of some discussion at the Council hearing prompting a request for Caltrans to review the
traffic issues, which the Zumwaldt memo indicates “is required". Caltrans has declined to
comument on the issued requested but would have if the City had invoked the CEQA process. As
an affected jurisdiction, once the City decides the CEQA review is necessary, as opposed to
proceeding under an exception, then Caltrans has jurisdiction to provide comments. If the City
wants Caltrans inputs on traffic safety issues, the solutions is simple — proceed under CEQA.

The record before the Planning Commission and City Council reflects only an analysis of
whether the project driveway was in the Caltrans right-of-away by way of with a letter with a
project map, apparently sent by the City, showing arrows exiting the driveway. Since the
driveway is not in the Caltrans right-of-way, the “do not enter” sign, which apparently had been
knocked down, falls solely within the City’s jurisdiction. If the City were to proceed under
CEQA and not an exception, Caltrans would, like any other affected agency, provide its
comments.

In addition to the traffic hazard from merging car wash traffic with the freeway on-ramp,
Appellant's data establishes a second potential traffic hazard relating to spill back. A traffic count
at the project site conducted by LOS Engineering establishes that the driveway onto Halecrest
Drive (the second driveway) is blocked 20% of the time to inbound Wash n Go patrons. This
creates a situation where spill back occurs onto Telegraph Canyon Road, leaving cars stuck in
the path of ongoing westbound traffic. This spill back is demonstrated by the attached Exhibit 4,
which shows the actual data causing the spill back condition and evidence of the spill back
already occurting without the additional trip generation of the project. At the Applicant’s
existing car wash at Rosecrans and Cobby Street, there is also spill back. See Exhibit 5. Given
that two separate potential traffic safety hazards have been identified, proceeding under the
CEQA exemption can no longer be justified.
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5. The Project Applicant Has Failed to Conduct a Traffic Study Mandated by The
Santec\ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San Diego Region.

LOS Engineering presented at the City Council hearing the guidelines for conducting traffic
studies in the San Diego region. Under section IV, Need for Study, the Santec guidelines state
that a traffic impact study “should be prepared for all projects which generate traffic greater than
1,000 total average daily trips (ADT) or 100 peak-hour trips.” The report goes on to state that
the geographical area examined in a traffic impact study must include all local roadway
segments, intersections, and mainline freeway locations where the proposed project will add 50
or more peak-hour trips in either direction to the existing roadway traffic. See Exhibit 6, pg 4.

The Applicant did not conduct any study to verify by actual site-specific data the number of
peak hour trips. Instead, Applicant took a book number from the SANDAG and manipulated it
based on the size of the site in attempt to come within Santec Guidelines. However, Applicant
actually operates another car wash in San Diego County that has a 60-foot car wash tunnel,
whereas the current project proposes an 80-foot tunnel as documented in the Planning
Commission Report. Based on materials provided by the manufacturer who Applicant purchased
the Rosecans car wash tunnel from, an 80-foot tunnel processes up to 90 cars per hour. See,
Exhibit 7.

LOS Engineering went out and performed an actual traffic count at Applicant’s similar
car wash, with a smaller 60-foot tunnel, and presented data that established 144 peak hour trips -
69 inbound and 75 outbound. These 144 peak hour trips exceeds the Santec Guidelines of 100
peak hour trips, yet Applicant failed to prepare a traffic study, which should have been prepared
given the similarity with his other site. Without the traffic study called for in the guidelines, the
findings necessary to bring the project under CEQA exemption simply do not exist. Hypothetical
manipulation of numbers in a book is no substitute for actual traffic counts based on objective,
verifiable data which is evidence.

6. The Unusual Circumstances Exception “to Categorical Exemptions”.

Even if the Applicant could rely on the categorical exemption for in-fill development, such
an exemption does not apply where there are “unusual circumstances”. This “unusual
circumstances” exception is discussed in numerous reported opinions the most recent of which is
World Business Academy v. States Land Commission, decided on June 13,2018, A categorical
exemption may not be used “where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances”. A project may have a
significant effect on the environment “if it has the potential to degrade . . . the quality of the
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environment...” In the context of the unusual circumstance exception, it typically requires a
two-part showing (1) that the project has some feature that distinguishes it from others in the
exempt class, such as size or location and (2) there is a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect on the environment due to the unusual circumstances.”

First, this project has distinct features to distinguish it from other in-fill developments based
on its location. The project is right next to a freeway on-ramp and an intersection that is
projected to operate in the near-term at level of service “D” in the a.m. peak hours and level of
service “E” in the p.m. peak hours. See, Exhibit 8. LOS’s objective data shows peak hour trip
generation for a car wash occurs in the evening, which is also when the Halecrest driveway is
blocked 20% of the time, causing spillback. The evidence reflects a reasonable possibility of a
significant effect on the environment due to those unusual circumstances. The impacts are the
potential traffic hazard identified in the Zumwaldt memo (Exhibit 3)and the spill back identified
in the LOS study. Even ifit were appropriate for Applicant to rely on the infill exemption to
begin with, applying the unusual circumstances exception, a CEQA analysis is required.

7. Under the Unusual Circumstances Exception, the Existence and Sienificance of an
Environmental Effect Must be Measured From the “Baseline”, or State of the
Environment Absent the Project.

The aforementioned World Business Academy case makes clear that “the relevant baseline
consists of the existing conditions at the time the agency considers the project.” The analysis
presented by the Traffic Engineer is not the baseline condition existing at the time the Planning
Commission considered the project. The May 9, 2018, memo tries to establish a baseline based
on the project site being used as a gas station, which has not operated as a gas station for over 10
years. Further, the project site is not in the same condition as it was when it operated as a gas
station. A portion of the property was taken by eminent domain to construct the dedicated lanes
to the freeway on-ramp. Enough of the property was taken such that the operator, Arco, shut
down the station, in part due to the previous determination that traffic could not exit the
driveway onto the dedicated lanes. The potential danger that exists can easily be visualized.
See, Exhibit 9.

Using a 10-year-old use on a significantly altered site is not “the existing conditions at the
time the agency is considering the carwash project.” Even then, there were fatal flaws in the
analysis. The memo states that the 10-year-old gasoline station use (without citing to the data),
was 160 vehicles per fueling station per day, totaling 1,280 trips per day. The 1,280 trips,
however, is in and out, so the actual vehicles entering, and exiting is 600. The gasoline station
operated 24 hours a day, whereas the car wash operates only 12 hours per day. As will be
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testified to by Mr. Bisharat, one-third of the vehicle trips for a 24-hour gas station which he
currently operates, occurs between 8 p.m. and 8 a.m.

The analysis presented by the Principal Civil Engineer, relying on a representation by the
Applicant, again without any backup data, then states the car wash is expected to generate
between 350 to 450 vehicles in a 12-hour schedule. The Applicant represented to the Civil
Engineer that the maximum rate that the car wash tunnel can process vehicles is at 40 to 50
vehicles per hour. This representation by the Applicant, however, is false. An 80-foot carwash
tunnel, as the Appellant demonstrated at the Council hearing, can in fact process up to 90 cars
per hour. See, Exhibit 7. Taking the average of 400 vehicles per 12-hour schedule stated in the
analysis and utilizing the actual maximum rate of 90 cars per hour, not 40 to 50, one in fact gets
close to 800 vehicles per 12 hours. Accepting Civil Engineers data that the 10-year-old gas
station generated 600 cars, when the analysis is carefully scrutinized and the correct maximum
rate which is almost double, is used, the car wash produces more vehicles in 12 hours of
operation than the 10-year-old gas station produced in 24 hours. Not only is the Civil Engineer’s
analysis not based on a baseline of the project as it exists today, when accounting for the
inaccurate information provided by the Applicant, the proposed carwash actually generates more
vehicle trips, not less,

8. Should One Project Potentially Put at Risk the Health and Safety of the Occupants of
61,271 Vehicles That Utilize Telegraph Canyon Road Every Day?

The principal Civil Engineer states that as of April 2015, 61,271 vehicles per day use
Telegraph Canyon Road. As demonstrated by LOS and due to the current blockage of the
driveway 20% of the time at peak hours, there is the potential spill back of traffic into the travel
lanes of Telegraph Canyon Road from cars attempting to enter the carwash. The question for the
Council to decide is whether one project, with the potential to endanger the health and safety of
the drivers and passengers of the 61,000 daily vehicles using Telegraph Canyon Road, should be
approved without requiring an independent traffic study to analyze this safety hazard.
Compounding this problem, governmental agencies have design immunity for their roadways
and streets. However, if the Applicant convinces the City they do not have to do a traffic study
to analyze both potential traffic safety hazards and a serious accident occurs, the City could
potentially lose its design immunity should the injured party learn that the City failed to require a
traffic study to show that the condition and design it allowed was safe. Is it really worth it? Is
the Applicant prepared to indemnify the City for damages if they proceed without a traffic study?

CEQA exists to ensure transparency and openness in the approval of projects. Its purpose is
to identify potential project impacts such as noise and safety. The openness and transparency
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promoted by CEQA allows agencies in other affected jurisdictions to examine potential impacts
on the environment and the City to consider appropriate mitigating measures that might alleviate
the environmental impacts. Common sense dictates that the City should not allow the Applicant
to proceed under an exception to CEQA, but instead go through the process of doing a site-
specific data-driven traffic study that actually analysis the project impacts examines the potential
safety hazards, and ensures that the 61,271 daily users of Telegraph Canyon Road will not be at
risk for an accident that could have been avoided.

Respectfully submitted,

SCHWARTZ SEMERDJIAN
CAULEY & MOOT LLP

JSM\deg
Enclosure(s)
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8117/2018 New Submlssion

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK CITY OF CHULA VISTA
REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORDS

276 Fourth Avenue, Chula Vista, CA 91810 Phone! (618) 6916041 Fax;: (619) 6868774
g{gyolork@g_hgIgv!gtagglg&(mgjjgglguyclerlg@gb'ulgv[staca.gg_\_/)‘

PURSUANT TO THE GALIFORNIA PUBLIC RECORDS AGT (GOVERNMENT CODE § 6250 ET, 8EQ) YOU WILL BE NOTIFIED
WITHIN 10-DAYS OF THE 8TATUS OF YOUR REQUEST,

s

To expedite your request and to ellminate opportunities for error, please complete this form with as much detall as possible
and Identify spaclfically the records you are requesting, Requests should reasonably describe Ideniifiable records prepared,
owned, used or retained by the City of Chula Vista. If you need assisteance with 1dentifylng a specific type of record we
would be happy to help (Government Code § 6258.1),

REQUESTOR INFORMATION
Name: ¥ Date:
' Rod Bisharal !8/ 17/2018  fif)
Company/Organization: Emall Address: ¥

hilp:liovwabd .chulavistaoa,gov/Forms/publiorequest?_ga=2,71702696,66122283 163462467 1-1045698230,1634624671

/3



81712018 New Bubmlsslon

Address:
8lreat Address

l 501 Telegraph Canyon Road

Clty State / Provinoa / Reglon

| Chula Vista CA

Postal / Zip Code

| 91910

Phone Number: ™ for my éttorney, Mr. John §, Moot Fax Numbher:

| 619.236.8821 | 619.236.8827 i

REQUESTED RECORDS

..) Fre Inspection/incident Records ) Code Enforcement Records () Gopy of Business Llcense

t# Pollce Records (® Planning Records (l.e. Zoring) {7} Financlal Records

& Anlmal Control Records &) Bullding Records (e, Permits, (.} Other (Describe Below)
Inspections)

DESCRIPTION OF RECORDS:
(Ploasa bo speolflo, Add additional pages as necessary,)
l See attached Exhibit A re STP Wash 'N' Go Car Wash CUP 15-0023

.

For multiple records that ¢over a period of time please indicate:

TIME PERIOD OF RECORD REQUESTED

From: | ] Not applicable Tor [T R

DIRECT COST OF DUPLICATION: $1,00 FOR THE FIRST PAGE/10¢ FOR EACH ADDITIONAL PAGE

& | wish to inspect the requested records, | do not want coples at this time.

(7} 1wish to recelve requested records electronlcally, (Depending on file slze and type of record some records may not be
available for electronie delivery.) '

i2) 1wish to recelve coples of requested records, Please contact me prior to copying if the cost excesds:

71 1wish to recelve coples of requested records and | hereby agree to reimburse the Clty for the direct cost gpf Iav‘b“l'rtia"t'r’d‘ﬁ‘“‘"
In accordance with Gov. Code §6253(b).

hitpilfovweb .chuIavlstaca.gov/Form:'s/publIorequost?Hganz.ﬂ792696‘65122283.1634624671~'| 946698230,1534624871

213




8/17/2018 New Submigsion

Q<

PRA Exceptions: Requests requiring computer programiming will be charged a fee of the full cost Including overhead for the
fime to create such dooument or program. Requestor will be required to provide a deposit to cover estimated costs, as
caleulated by Clty Staff, Requests for these seivicas must be made Ih writing,

Attorney for Mr, Bisharat

Signature: slgn  |_

Submlt

hitpz//ovwebt .ohulaviatace.goviForms/publicraquesl?,_ga=2,71702696.66122283,1834524571-1046698230,1534624671 3/3




EXHIBIT A

I would like to review any information or environmental document that addresses the issues -
rajised by my appeal, a copy of which is attached to this Exhibit A. Specifically, any traffic study
regarding the intersection at Halecrest and Telegraph and the ability to safely exit the site based
on current conditions. Communication with Caltrans re exiting the car wash onto the dedicate
freeway lane onto 805. Any analysis of the safety of allowing such an exit and any historical
evidence regarding the original do not enter signs that were on the site and who asked that they
be installed and if any permission was granted to have them removed. Any proposed redesign to
address the noise issues effecting the neighbors directly adjacent to the proposed blowers and
any noise study of the actual blower systems to be used. Soil testing locations and results and if
any notification given to the County Department of Environmental Health regarding a change in
land use of the site as well as any on site capture or discharge system for water on the site of
proposed car wash. Lastly, any communications with the car wash applicant regarding the issues
identified above. Please let me know when this information is available for our review.



g@‘@z Development Services Department

Planning Division | Development Processing
O OF
CHULA VISTA APPEAL APPLICATION FORM

“STAFF USEOMLY .

Appeal the decision of the: : .
; ~ Dile Récelved;

[} Zoning Admlnlstﬁator
[®] Planning Commission

Application Information

Name of Appellant
Address
Businass Address 507 Telegraph Canyon Road; Ghula Vists, CA 91910
ProJect Descrfp‘(lon STP Wash "N" GO Oar Wth OUP 15"0023

{Example: varlarice; conditional use permit, deslgn review, etc,)
Please use the space below to provide a rasponseto the decision you are appealing. Attach additlonal sheets, If necessary,
Grounds for an appeal must be based on at least ane of the following:

(1) Factual Error, The statements or evidence relled upon by the declslon maker when approving, conditionally
approving, or denying a permit, map, or other matter was inaccuirate;

{2) New Informatlon, New Infarmation Is avallable to the applicant or tha interested person that was not available
through that person’s reasonable efforts or due dillgence at the time of the deelslon; or

(3) Findings Not Supportad, The declsion maker's statad findings te approve, conditionally approve, ar deny the
permit, map, or other matter are not supported by the (hfermation provided to the declslon maker.

in order for an appeal to be valld, detalled respanses must be included which cite at least one of the above reasons for the appeal
along with substantlation of the facts and circumstances on which the claim of theappeal Is based. If an appeal Is flled within the
time limit specifled, and déterm!ned to be valid, #t automaticallystays proceedings In the matter untll a determination Is made by

the City Councll,
1) Factual @rror = appllcant permltted arl exlt orito Telegraph Canyon Road, Calfrans/City previously precluded this when new entrance

lane onto highway #8056 was construgted, Commlasion accepted closure Istter as evidence soll at former gas station not contaminated.
3) Findings NOT supported. No CEQUA analysis done, Project permitted without traffic analysis or trafflc study at an Impacted
Intersection at Halorest and Telegraph Canyen Road, Planning sommission falled to address, resolve lssues, or make findings
regarding lssues set forth In altached Exhiblta A and B and how handling of on site water would not contribute to off site migratlon
from contaminated soi‘lst

Appeal Form Directions

Pursuant to the Chula Vista Zoning Ordinance Chapter 19,14, an Interested party may appeal the decislon of the Zoning Administrator,
or Planning Commilssion to the Clty Councll, The appellant must be an Interested party, An interested party means a personwho was
present at a public hearing from which an appeal arase and who had filed'a spaaker silp with the declsion miaker at that publfc hearing,

or & person who expressed an Interest In the project In writing to-that decision makef before the cloge of the public hearlng ot a declslon

o an actlon from which an appeal may be flled, The appellant must-file a complete appeal applicatfon form within the specifted appeal
perfod (10 business days after the decislon has baen mada), complete the Disclosure Statement, and pay the required fee, Once a valld
appeal form 15 flled, the appeal will be scheduled fara hearing bythe City Councll within 30 days, .

[ T T i g e

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE
The above matter has been schaduled for public hearing hefore the: ["] city Councll On

3 Development Services Department City Clerk

APPEAL
Tof1 276 Fourth Avenue | Chula Vista | Callfornia | 91910 | (619)691.5101 Rl .14
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| CITY OF " | . .
CHULA VISTA Development Services Department

February 15, 2016

Jorge Gonzalez L . . :

Dear Jorge,
Subject:  Wash ‘N Go, CUP-15-0023/DR15-0037; Account # DQ-3107

The Development Services Department has completed the fitst review of the project referenced
above. The application requests approval of a Design Review and Conditional Use Permit to
construot a 2,860 sq, ft. automated catwash building with an office and 15 parking spaces.

The Project site is located at 495 Telegraph Canyon Road in Chula Vista, The Project site is
designated Professional Office/Commercial (CO) by the City’s General Plan, and is zoned
Central Commercial-Design District (CCD), '

The purpose of this letter is to summatize the significant project issues and identify a couse of
action for the processing of yout project. This letter contains detailed review comments from
stafl representing various disciplines and outside agencies, which are included as attachments to
this lefter. These agencies include the Planning Division, Building Division, Land Development
Division, Landscape Architecture Division, Public Works-Recycling and Solid Waste, and
Sweetwater Authority. The Plans are also in the process of being reviewed by Caltrans and the
City Traffic Engineer, and staff will forward those comments to you as soon as possible

If any additional requirements should atise during the subsequent teview of your project, we will
identify the issue and the reason for the additional requirement. To resolve any outstanding
issues, please provide the information that is requested in this Issues letter and attachments, If
you choose not to provide the requested additional information or make the requested revistons,
processing may continue, However, the project may be recommended for denial if the temaining
issues cannot be satisfactotily resolved and the appropriate findings for approval cannot be made.

As your Project Manager, I will coordinate all correspondence, e-mails, phone calls, and .
meetings directly with the applicant’s assigned “Point of Contact”, The addresses on this letter
has been designated as the Point of Contact for your project. Please notify me if you should
decide to change your Point of Contact while I am managing this project,

I REQUIRED APPROVALS/FINDINGS

276 Fourth Avenue, Chula Vista, CA 91910 (619) 691-5101° www.chulavistaca.gov
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Jorge Gonzalex

2/15/16

The project proposes construction of a 2,860 sq. ft. automated carwash building which
requires approval of a Conditional Use Permit and Design Review (DRC) Application,
pursuant to Zoning Otdinance requirements, Because the project requires construction of
a new building, the Municipal Codo requires that the Planning Commission consider the
Conditional Use Permit at a public heating, Because the project proposes less than 20,000
squate feet of floor area, processing of an Administrative Design Review Application is
permitted. The Municipal Code also tequires that the consideration of both permits be
consolidated for processing and reviewed by one hearing body for the permit at the
highest'level, which for this project is the Conditional Use Permit. Therefore, a public
hearing before the Planning Comtnission is required for both permits.

In order to recommend approval of your Design Review permit, certain Design Review
findings must be substantiated in the record:

1. That the praposed development is consistent with the development regulértions of the
Chula Vistd Municipal Code, and other applicable regulatory documents; -

. 2. The design features of the proposed development are consistent with, and are a cost

- effective method of satisfying the City of Chula Vista Design and Landscape Manuals,

In order to recommend approval of the Conditional Use Permit, the following four

* findings must be made and substantiated in the record:

4. That the proposed use at the particular location is necessary or desivable to provide a

service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of the neighborhood -

or the community;

B. That such use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental
to the heaith, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity,
o injurious 1o property or improvements in the vicinity; '

C. That the proposed use will comply with the regulations and conditions specified in
this title for such use; '

D. That the granting of this conditional use will not adversely affect the General Plan of
the City or the adopted plan of any governmental agency.

SIGNIFICANT PROJECT. ISSUES: The significant project issues are summarized
below, ‘Resolution of these issues could affect your project.

Key Issues:

Development Services Department/Planning Division Comments:
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The Project roquires prep aration of a noise study by a City —qualified acoustical

. consultant addressing potential noise impacts to the adjacent single-farnily residential and

commetcial properties to the north, generated by car wash equipment. The study shall
also consider the ambient nojse from the I-805 Freeway and Telegraph Canyon Road
traffic. See the attached list of qualified acoustical consultants (Attachment 7).

The Project also requires preparation of a Phase I Environmental Assessment of the site
to determine if previous car repair use and demolition of the existing commercial
building would have potential environmental impacts, See the attached list of qualified
acoustical consultants (Attachment 8),

Submittal of a Preliminary Environmental Review application and fee of $2,800 is
required to process the above technical studies, See the attached application (Attachment

9).

See the memo dated February 11, 2016 for other Planning Division comments
(Attachment 1),

Land Development Division:

5.

The Land Development Division recommends that the driveway opening directly onto
Telegraph Canyon Road be reviewed and approved by Caltrans and the City Traffic
Engineer prior to project approval, and the plans are in the process of being reviewed.
Staff will forward those comments to you as soon as possible. See the attached checklist
date 1/5/16 for other Engineering comments, Please contact Associate Engineer Chester
Bautista 619-476-5332 if you have any questions,

See the Issues letter Attachments for additional comments and cottections from the Building
Division, Landscape Axchitecture Divigion, Public Works-Recycling and Solid Waste, and
Sweetwater Authority.,

TIMELINE:

Please review this letter and attached memos carefully prior to comrecting and
resubmitting the revised plans, Upon your review of the Issues letter, you may wish to
schedule a meeting with staff and your consultants prior to resubnruttmg the project.
Please contact me if you wish to schedule a meeting with staff, Duting the mcetmg, we
will also focus on key milestones that must be met in order to facilitate the review of your
proposal and to project a potential timeline for a hearing date. If no meeting is reqmred
please submit a letter of response including the requested information. Your next review
cycle should take approxnnately 21-30 days to complete

In order to continue the timely processing of your prOJect please submit any requested
information and/or materials no later than 90 days from the date of this letter. Please note
that CVMC 19.14.700 requires that a development permit application be closed if you
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fail to submit or resubmit requested materials, information, fees, or deposits within 90

calendar days. Once closed; the application, plans and other datd submitted for roview
may be teturned to you or destroyed. To reapply, you-are required to submit a noiw
development permit application with required submittal materials, and will be subject to
all applicable fees and regulations in effect on the date the new application 'is deemed
complete: : '

If you wish to continue processing this project, any delays in resubmitting projects and/or
responding to City' stafP’s inquities negatively impact this Department’s ability to
effectively manage workload, which can lead to both higher processing costs and longer
timelines for your project, '

PROJECT ACCOUNT STATUS: Our current accounting system does not provide for
teal-time information reparding account status, however, our recotds show that there was
a positive balance of $14,891,00 in your account as of Decernber 31, 2015. Work on the
project is on~going and additional charges to the account incurred after the above date
‘will be included on the next statement, which will further reduce the balance. Your
attention to keeping the account balance positive is critical to continue processing of the
project and is greatly appreclated. You can expect monthly statements with the break-
down of staff charges to your account. Should you have questions about those’ charges,
please feel free to contact me directly. -

RESUBMITTALS/NEXT STEPS:

When you are ready to resubmit, please contact me to schedule an appointment for a re-
submittal. Re-submittals may also be done on a walk-in basis, however you may
experience a longer than desirable wait time. In either case, please check in at the
Development Services Department Counter to be placed on the customer service list, At

your appointment, provide the following;

A. Plans and Reports; Provide 4 sets of revised plans. The plans should be folded to an

VI,

approximate 8 %4 x 11- inch size. .

B." Issues response letter: Prepare a cover letter that specifically describes how you have
addressed each of the issues identified in this letter and the attached memorandums. You
may choose to format the responses in matrix formn with the issues identified in the Issues
Report and a written response as to how you have addressed the issue, If the issue is
addressed on one or more sheets of the plans or the repotts, please reference the plag,
sheet number, report or page number as appropriate. If it is not feasible to address a
particular issue, please indicate the reason. Include a copy of this Issues Letter and your
response letter if applcable, with each set of plans. :

STAFF REVIEW TEAM: Should you require clarification about specific comments
from the staff reviewing team, please contact me, or feel free to contact the reviewer
directly. ' » '
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For modifications to_the project scope, submittal requirements or questions regarding any of the
.abave, please contact me prior to resubmittal, Imay.be reached by telephone at (619) 691-5255
or via e-mail at tzumwalt@ei.chula-vista.caus, If 1 am not available, please contact Senior
Planner Miguel Tapia at (619) 691-5291 or by e-tail at mtapia@ei.chula-vista.caus

Sincerely,

fdA_

Richard Zumwal @ 'Associate Planner
Development Servisss Project Manager
B

Enclosures;

Planning Division Memo dated 2/11/16

Building Division Memo dated 2/2/16,

Land Development Division Checklist dated 1/5/16

Landscape Architecture Division memo dated 1/21/16

Public Works-Recycling and Solid Waste comments dated 1/13/16
Sweetwater Authority Letter dated 12/30/15,

Qualified Acoustical Consultant List

Qualified Hazardous Materials Consultant List

Preliminaty Environmental Review Application

PPN L AW

ce:  Neil Capin, 1835 Palm Ave., San Diego, CA. 92154
Miguel Tapia, Senior Planner
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July 7, 2016

Gene Cipparone Architect, Inc,
Attn: Gene Cipparone

Subject:  Wash ‘N Go Carwash Issues Report; 495 Telegraph Canyon Road
Project No, DR15-0037, CUP-15-0023, & PER16-0003
Second Review

Dear Gene,

The Development Services Department has completed the second review of the project
referenced above, and described as: ,

* Proposed 2,860 square-foot automated carwash building with vacuum stations on a .55
" acre gite. R B

Attached is an Issues Report (Attachment 1) that contains detailed fcyiéw comments from staff
representing various disciplines and outside agencies. The purpose of this letter is to suminarize
the significant project issues and identify a course of action for the processing of your project.

If any additional requirements should arise during the subsequent review of your project, we will
identify the issue and the reason for the additional requitement. To resolve any outstanding
issues, please provide the information that is requested in the Issues Report. If you choose not to
provide the requested additional information or make the requested revisions, processing may
continue, However, the project may be recommended for denial if the remaining issue§ cannot
be satisfactorily resolved and the appropriate findings for approval cannot be made. '

As your Project Manager, I will coordinate all correspondence, ennails, phone calls, and meetings
‘directly with the applicant’s assigned “Point of Contact”. The addresses on this letter has been
' designated as the Point of Contact for your project. Please notify me if you should decide to

change your Point of Contact while I am managing this project. :

I.° REQUIRED AYPROVALS/FINDINGS - Your project s currently prlo'posed requires
the processing of!

Required Approvals:
+ ® Design Review Permit (Admin) to construct a 2,860 square-foot ‘avitomated carwash
building with vacuum stations on a .55 acre site.

276 Fourth Avenue, Chula Vista, CaA 91910 . (619) 691-5101 www.chulavistaca,gov
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»  Conditional Use Permit (Hearing) to allow the use of a 2,860 square-foot automated
carwash building with vacuum stations on a .55 acre site,

Required Findings: In order to recommend. approval of your project, cettain findings
must be substantiated in the record, Attachment 1 contains the standard findings required
for the project,

SIGNIFICANT PROJECT ISSUES: The significant project issués are summarized
below. Resolution of these issues could affect your project, Additional explanation is
provided in the Issues Report (Attachment 1), . '

KEY ISSUES:
= Issue#1: Revise the Noise Study to comply with the Chula Vista Municipal Code.
. Issue #2: Submit the necessary technical studies, such ag, the Geotechnical

Report, Drajnage Study, Storm Water Quality Management Plan for the review
and approval by the Land Development Dwmon -

" Issue #3: Due ta the sltc bcmg located at a promment looatton the archltecturc ‘

.and landscapmg should be upgraded

* TIMELINE:

Upoh your review of the attached Issues Report, yon may wish to schedule a meeting
with staff and your consultants prior to resubmitting the project. Please contact me if you

wish to schedule a meeting with staff. During the mcetmg, we will also focus on key.

milestones that must be met in order to facilitate the review of your proposal and to
project a potential timeline for a hearing date. Your next review cycle should take
approximately 30 days to complete. : o

In order to contmue the timely processmg of your project, pleasc submlt the requested
information and/or materials no later than 90 days from the date of this letter. Please note

- that CVMC 19.14,700 requires that a development permit application be closed if you
fail to submit ot tesubmit requested materials, information, fees, or deposits within, 90

calendar days. Once closed, the application, plans dnd other data submitted for review
may be réfutned to you or destroyed.  To reapply, you are rcqu:rcci to submit 'a new

* ‘developmiit permit application with requited submittal materials, and will be.subject to

all applicable fees and regulatlons in effect on the date thc new dpphca’non is deemed
complctc. :

If you wish to continue pr ocessmg this pmJect any delays in rcsubrmttmg projects and/or
responding to City staffs inquiries nogatwely 1mpacf: this Department’s ability to

Ctty of Chula Vista



Page 3

Wash ‘N Go Carwash
July 7, 2016

1v.

effectively manage workload, which can lead to both higher processing costs and longer
timelines for your project,

RESUBMITTALS/NEXT STEPS: When you are ready-to resubmit, please contact me
to schedule an appointment for aresubmittal. Resuybmitals may also be done on a walk-in
basis, however you may experience a longer than desirable wait time. In either case,
please check in at the Development Services Department Counter to be placed on the
customer service list. At your appointment, provide the following;

A. Plans and Reports: Provide four (4) sets of plans. The plans should be folded to an
approximate 8 % x 11 inch size.

B. Issues Report response letter: Prepare a cover letter that specifically describes how
you have addressed each of the issucy identified in the Issues Report and any issnes
identified in this cover letter, if applicable. You may choose to format the responges in
matrix form with the issues identified in the Issues Report and a written response as to
how you have addressed the issue. If the issue is addressed on one or more sheets of the
plans or the repotts, please reference the plan, sheet number, teport or page humber as

.. appropriate. If it is not feasible to address a particular issue, please.indicate the reason.
- Include & copy of this Issues Letter, Issues Report and your response letter if applicable,

" with each set of plans,

'STAFF REVIEW TEAM: Should you require clarification about specific commen'ts"
from the staff reviewing team, please contact me, or feel free to. contact the reviewer

ditectly. The names and telephone numbers of each reviewer can be found on the

- enclosed Issues Repott.

For modifications to the project scope, submittal requirements or questions regarding any of the
above, please contact me prior to resubmittal. I may be reached by telephone at (619) 409-5883
or via e-mail at cyoung@chulavistaca.gov. - :

Sincerel ' . ' "‘ , . |

" Caroling Young - :
Development Services Project Manager

Enclosures:

{. Standard Findings Required for Permit
2, First Review Issues Report

ce;  Review Team ([ssucs Letter and Issues Report only)
Steve Power, Planuing Division (Issues Letter only)
File :

City of Chula Vista




Page 4
Wash ‘N Go Carwash
July 7, 2016

ATTACHMENT 1: Findings for Design Review Permit

L.

That the proposed development will be consistent with the City of Chula Vasta s General
Plan, Title 19 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code, and the Otay Ranch Pla.nned Community
District regulations.

7

The design features of the proposed development are consistent with, and are a cost-effective
method of satisfying, the City of Chula Vista Design Manual and Landscape Manua).

Findings for Conditional Use Permit

L

-2'

That the proposed use at this lecation is necessary or desirable to provide a service or facility
that will contribute to the general well being of the neighborhood or community,

That such use. will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the

. health, safety or general welfare of persons residing of workmg m the v101n1ty or injurious to

' 'property ot improvements in the v1cm1ty

That the use will comply with the regu]atlons and conditions speclﬁed in the code for such
uge. . . . : .

That the granting of'the Condmonal Use Permit will not adversely affect the. General Plan of
. the City or the adopted plan of any governmental agency.

City of Chula Visla
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CITY OF
CHOLA YisTA

Development Sexvices Department Memorandum

Date: February 11, 2016

To: -Miguel Tapia, Senior Planmer

From: Rich Zumwalt, AICP, Associate Planner W/")//

Subject: Planning Comments o:n Wash ‘N Go, CUP~15~0023/DR15~0037 :

To complete the review of the project, the Applicant shall pr,ovide the following
materials, information, or revised plans:

1. The Project requires preparation of 4 noise study by a City ~qualified acoustical
consultant addressing potential noise impacts to the adjacent single-family
residential and commercial properties to the north, generated by car wash
equipment. The study shall also consider the ambient noise from the I-805
Freeway and Telegraph Canyon Road traffic. See the attached list of qualified
acoustical consultants. '

2. The Project requires preparation of a Phase I Hovironmental Assessment of the
site to determine if previous car repair use and demolition of the existing
comimercial building would have potential environmental impacts,

3. Clarify that this is a self-serve car wash, or if drivers exit their cars and wait.
There is no waiting area or seating provided.

4. Clarify hours of operations and number of employees on duty duting peak
periods.

5. Widen l-way internal driveway on west side to 15 feet minimuwm for 1-way
driveway. Ensure that internal driveway intersection is designed to allow vehicles
to make a right turn, If fire truck access is required through this driveway, it must
meet minimum Fire Department driveway width, turning radius and other fire
access requirements,

6. Identify the location and clearly label the vacuums, pay booth, car drying area, car
wash equipment location including washer and dryer, and any other facilities or
equipment on the site plan or floor plan, as applicable.

7. If the car wash is automated and customers do not exit their vehicles, the required

- parking should include a minimum of 4 spaces for the office, 1 space per on-duty
employee, and one space for each vacuum, if proposed, In lieu of parking for
customers, the queuing area should be extended to 100 feet. Vehicle stacking
cannot obstruct driveway access and adjacent streets. The plans show 15 parking

B



10.
11.

12.

13.

spaces, which should be reduced ay much as possible while complying with
parking standards,

The trash enclosure is uadersized. Trash enclosures shall comply with Cily
standard drawing already included on Sheet A2, Also, see the cormments from fhe
Public Works - Recycling/Solid Weste Division for details.

Provide upgraded decorative fences along the westerly property line and a Zoning
wall (solid masonry wall or stuceo fence) along the northetly property line.
Clarity how the car wash water will be recycled,

The site is located at a prominent location, so the architecture and landscaping
should be upgraded. Consider adding additional articulation to the long car-wash
tunnel wall facing Telegraph Canyon Road, such as, but not limited to, a variable
wall plane that includes vertical elements such as pop-outs, inset planters, a roof
cornice, and variety of colors and textures. In addition, please provide landscaping
at the base of the building to soften the transition from the walkway to the
building wall.

There is a potential traffic hazard from project traffic merging with freeway on-
ramp traffic directly onto Telegraph Canyon Road, The Land Development
Division recommends that the driveway access to Telegraph Canyon Road be’
reviewed and approved by Caltrans and the City Traffic Engineer.

Because the site is adjacent to the on~ramp to I-805, and the driveway opens onto
the freeway on-ramp, Caltrans review is required. As of the date of this letter,
Caltrans has not completed their review of the plans, Staff will provide their
comments once they are available,
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One Car Away From Catastrophe

Spillback blocking proposed Wash N [ Access to residential homes are blocked if \Wash
Go driveway occurs 20% of the time N Go patrons block Halecrest. (Hopefully this
during PM peak hour (actual amﬁmv., n_omms_ﬁ affect emergency vehicle access)
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LOS Engineering, Inc. Traffic and Transportation

HALECREST DRIVE

Access to the proposed car wash driveway on Halecrest Drive requires northbound vehicles to
cross two oncoming lanes of traffic. If southbound cars block the proposed car wash driveway,
then the vehicle will either stop in the travel lane and hope someone will let them turn left. or
will have to travel into the residential neighborhood to the north to find a place to turn around.
To get an idea of how much the proposed car wash driveway would be blocked, traffic data was
collected from 4 to 6 PM on Tuesday, September 11, 2018. The data recorded the frequency
and duration of when the blockage started. ended. and duration of blockage (Attachment D).
The area in question was blocked 37 times between 4-6 PM for a total of 23 minutes and 11
seconds — this 1s about 19% of study period. The PM peak hour (4:45 to 5:45 PM) had about
12 minutes of blockage or about 20% of the peak hour. If one car wash patron stops and waits
to turn left. they will block the sole northbound travel lane creating a potential spillback to
Telegraph Canvon Road and create additional delay to vour patrons. The area on Halecrest
Drive with the documented blockage can be striped with “Keep Clear”; however, it is unknown
1if this would be 100% effective (without a proper analysis) and it will require approval by the
City of Chula Vista.




‘Halecrest Dr .
Blockage and Spill Back

* On Sept 11, 2018, applicant's driveway was
blocked 37 times between 4-6 PM (total of
23 minutes and 11 second)

* Blocked 20% of the time during PM Pk Hr
* Blockage creates spillback to Telegraph




Back Up Blocking Driveway Exits and Entrances
at Halecrest & Telegraph Canyon Road
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Spill Back onto Telegraph
Caused by Blockage of Driveway
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Wash-N-Go/ Rosecrans
Spill Back onto Road
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SANTEC /ITE
GUIDELINES FOR TRAFFIC
IMPACT STUDIES [TIS]
IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION

MARCH 2,2000 FINAL DRAFT

PREFACE

These guidelines are subject to continual update, as future technology
and documentation become available. Always check with local jurisdic-
tions for their preferred or applicable procedures.

Committee Compilation by Kent A, Whitson

Reviewed by committee members: Hank Morris (¢co-chair),
Tom Parry (co-chair), Arnold Torma (co-chair), Susan O’Rourke,
Bill Darnell, Labib Qasem, John Boarman, Ralph Leyva, and Erik Ruehr

Additional review by: Ann French Gonsalves, Bill Figge,
Bob Goralka, and Gary Halbert
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SANTEC / ITE GUIDELINES FOR TRAFFIC
IMPACT STUDIES [TIS] IN THE
SAN DIEGO REGION

BACKGROUND

In September 1998, the San Diego Regional Traffic Standards Task Force gathered for
the first time to promote “cooperation among the Cities, Caltrans, and the County of San
Diego to create a region-wide standard for determining traffic impacts in environmental
reports.” Ultimately the San Diego Traffic Engineers’ Council (SANTEC) and the Insti-
tute of Transportation Engineers (ITE — California Border Section) were requested to
prepare guidelines for traffic impact studies [TIS] that could be reviewed by the Task
Force and other appropriate groups. The primary documents used to help prepare these
guidelines were SANDAG’s Congestion Management Program and Traffic Generators
manual, City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Study Manual and Trip Generation Manual,

and Caltrans’ Draft Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.
PURPOSE OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDIES [TIS]

Traffic impact studies forecast, describe, and analyze the traffic and transit effects a
development will have on the existing and future circulation infrastructure, The purpose
of the TIS is to assist engineers in both the development community and public agencies
when making Jand use and other development decisions. A TIS quantifies the changes in
traffic levels and translates these changes into tramsportation system impacts in the
vicinity of a project, :

TIS requirements are usually outlined as part of any environmental (CEQA) project
review process; and, in order to monitor effects by these requirements, Notices of Prepa-
ration must be submitted to all affected agencies.

OBJECTIVES OF TIS GUIDELINES

The following guidelines were prepared to assist local agencies throughout the San Diego
Region in promoting consistency and uniformity in traffic impact studies, All Circula-
tion/Community Element roadways, all State routes and freeways (including metered and
unmetered ramps), and all transit facilities that are impaoted should be included in each
study.

In general, the region-wide goal for an acceptable level-of-service (LOS) on all freeways,
roadway segments, and intersections is “D.” For undeveloped or not densely developed
locations, as determined by anv local jurisdiction, the goal may be to achieve a level-of-
service of *C." Individual locai jurisdictions, as well as Caltrans, have slightly different



|
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LOS objectives, For example, the Regional Growth Management Strategy for San Diego
has a level-of-service objective of “D;” while the Congestion Management Program has
established a minimum level-of-service of “E”, or “F” if that is the existing 1990 base
year LOS. In other words, if the existing LOS is “D” or worse, preservation of the exist-
ing LOS must be maintained or acceptable mitigation must be identified.

These guidelines do not establish a legal standard for these functions, but are intended to
supplement any individual TIS manuals or level-of-service objectives for the various
Jurisdictions. These guidelines attempt to consolidate regional efforts to identify when a
TIS is needed, what professional procedures should be followed, and what constitutes a
significant traffic impact.

The instructions outlined in these guidelines are subject to update as future conditions
and experience become available. Special situations may call for variation from these
guidelines. Caltrans and lead agencies should-agree on the specific methods used in
traffic impact studies involving any State Route facilities, including metered and un-
metered freeway ramps.

NEED FOR A STUDY

A TIS should be prepared for all projects which generate traffic greater than 1,000 total-
average daily trips (ADT) or'100 peak-hour trips. If a proposed project is not in confor-
mance with the land use and/or transportation element of the general or community plan,
use threshold rates of 500 ADT or 50 peak-hour trips. Early consultation with any
affected jurisdictions is strongly encouraged since a “focused” or “abbreviated” TIS may
still be required — even if the above threshold rates are not met.

Currently, a Congestion Management Program (CMP) analysis is required for all large
projects, which are defined as generating 2,400 or more average daily trips or 200 or
more peak-hour trips. This size of study would usually include computerized long-range
forecasts and select zone assignments. Please refer to the following flow chart (Figure 1)

~ for TIS requirements,

The geographic area examined in the TIS must include the following:

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

o All freeway entrance and exit ramps where the proposed project will add a significant
number of peak-hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed ramp storage capaci-
ties (see Figure 1). (NOTE: - Care must be taken to include other ramps and inter-
sections that may receive project traffic diverted as a result of already existing, or
project causing congestion at freeway entrances and exits.)




Figure 1
FLOW CHART FOR TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REQUIREMENTS

Project traffic > 2,400 ADT, or Yes pi TIS required, plus meet all
200 peak-hour trips? CMP requirements
No
4 v ,
Does project conform to the Land Use & ©s Project traffic > 1,000 ADT, or
Transportation Elements of the General/ |~ 100 peak-hour trips?
Community Plan? ‘
No | - Yes
No .
Project traffic > 500 ADT, or Yes Y
50 peak-hour trips? p{ TIS required
No
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Will project add 20 or more peak hour
trips to any existing on- or off-ramp *?

No l \y:,s
TIS may not be

TIS probably not required. A

required, ** freeway/ramp meter

' /| “focused” TIS analysis
might suffice. Consult
lead agency and
-Caltrans.,*

Check with Caltrans for current ramp metering rates and ramp storage capé.oities. (See
Attachment B — Ramp Metering Analysis)

**  However, for health and safety reasons, and/or local and residential street issues, an
“abbreviated” or “focused” TIS may still be requested by a local agency. (For example,
this may include traffic backed up beyond an off-ramp’s storage capacity, or may include
diverted traffic through an existing neighborhood.)

Revised 2/28/00
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The data used in the TIS should generally not be more than 2 years old, and should not
reflect a temporary interruption (special events, construction detour, etc.) in the normal
traffic patterns unless that is the nature of the project itself. If recent traffic data is not
available, current counts must be made by the project applicant/consultant.

PROJECT COORDINATION VIA STAFF CONSULTATION

Early consultation between the development community, Jocal and lead agencies, and
Caltrans is strongly recommended to establish the base input parameters, assumptions,
and analysis methodologies for the TIS. S

It is critical that the TIS preparer discuss the project with the lead reviewing agency's
staff engineer/planner at an early stage in the planning process. An understanding of the
level of detail and the assumptions required for the analysis should be reached. While a
pre-submittal conference is highly éncouraged, it may not be arequirement. For straight-
Torward studies prepared by consultants familiar with these TIS procedures, a telephone
call or e-mail, followed by a fax verifying key assumptions, may suffice. Always check
with the local jurisdictions for their concerns.

SCENARIOS TO BE STUDIED

After documenting existing conditions, both near-term (within approximately the next
five years) and long-term (usually for a 20-year planning horizon or build-out of the
area), analyses are needed,

All of the foﬂowing scenarios should be addressed in the TIS (unless there is concurrence
with the lead agency[ies] that one or more of these scenarios may be omitted):

» Existing {roadway infrastructure}

e Existing + Near-term Cumulative Projects {approved and pending}

o Existing + Near-term Cumulative Projects + Proposed Project {each phase when
applicable}

» Horizon Year {typically Year 2020 or twenty years in the future}

* Horizon Year -+ Proposed Project {if different from General/Community Plan}

Scenario definitions;

Existing conditions ~ Document existing traffic volumes and peak-hour levels of service
in the study area. The existing deficiencies and potential mitigation should be identified.

Existing + Near-term — Analyze the cumulative condition impacts from “other” approved
and “reasonably foreseeable” pending projects (application on file or definitely in the
pipeline) that are expected to influence the study area. This is the baseline against which
project impacts are assessed. The lead agency should provide copies of the traffic studies
for the “other” projects. If data is not available for near-term cumulative projects, an
ambient growth factor should be vsed. '



VIl

Existing + Near-term + Proposed Project — Analyze the impacts of the proposed project
on top of existing conditions and near-term projects (along with their committed or
funded mitigation measures, if any). '

Horizon Year - Identify Year 2020 traffic forecasts or 20-year future conditions through
the output of a SANDAG model forecast (currently TRANPLAN) or other computer
model approved by the local agency. If the proposed project is consistent with the land
uses represented in the model, the TIS may only need to use this condition.

Horizon Year + Proposed Project — If the project land uses are more traffic intense than
what was assumed in the horizon year model forecasts, analyze the additional project
traffic impacts to the horizon year condition. "‘When justified, and particularly in the case
of very large developments or new general/community plans, a transportation model
should be run with, and without, the additional development to show the net impacts on
all parts of the area’s transportation system.

In order to use LOS criteria to measure traffic impact significance (see Table 1), pro-
posed model or manual forecast adjustments must be made to address scenarios both with
and without the project. Model data should be carefully verified to ensure accurate
project and “other” cumulative project representation. In these cases, regional or sub-
regional models conducted by SANDAG need to be reviewed for appropriateness.

Note:  Project trips can be assigned and distributed either manually or by the computer
‘ model based upon review and approval of the local agency Traffic Engineer.
The magnitude of the proposed project will usually determine which method is

employed.

If the manual method is used, the trip distribution percentages should be derived
from a computer generated “select zone assignment” or optionally (local agency
approval) by professional judgement.

If the computer model is used, the centroid connectors should accurately repre-
sent project access to the street network. Preferably the project would be repre-
sented by its own traffic zone. Some adjustments to the output volumes may be
needed (especially at intersections) to smooth out volumes, quantify peak
volumes, adjust for pass-by and diverted trips, and correct illogical output,

TRAFFIC GENERATION

Use of SANDAG [Traffic Generators manual and (Not So) Brief Guide....]or City of San

Diego [both of the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual and Trip Generation Manual]
rates should first be considered. Next, consider rates from ITE’s latest Trip Generation

manval or ITE Journal articles. If local and sufficient national data do not exist, conduct
trip generation studies at sites with characteristics similar to those of the proposed
project. If this is not feasible due to the uniqueness of the land use, it may be acceptable
to estimate defensible trip rates — only if appropriate documentation is provided,
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Reasonable reductions to trip rates may also be considered: (&) with proper analysis of
pass-by and diverted traffic on adjacent roadways, (b) for developments near transit
stations, and (c) for mixed-use developments. (Note: Caltrans and local agencies may
use different trip reduction rates. Early consultation with the reviewing agencies is
strongly recommended.)

Site traffic distribution, assignment, necessary model adjustments, and Congestion
Management Program (CMP) concerns should all follow current SANDAG and City of
San Diego procedures.

TIS ANALYSIS

The TIS analysis shall determine the effect that a project will have for each of the pre-
viously outlined study scenarios. Peak-hour capacity analyses for freeways, roadway
segments (ADTs may be used here to estimate V/C ratios), intersections, and freeway
ramps must be conducted for both the near-term and long-term conditions. The method-
ologies used in determining the traffic impact are not only critical to the validity of the
analysis, they are pertinent to the credibility and confidence the decision-makers have in
the resulting findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

The following niethodologies for ‘TIS analysis should be used (unless early consultation
with the lead agency and Caltrans has established other methods), along with some sug-
gested software packages and options:

1. Arterials, Multi-lane and Two-lane Highways, and all other Local Streets - current
‘Highway Capacity Manual [HCM]: w/Highway Capacity Software [HCS]

2. Signalized Intersections ~ HCM: w/HCS, TRAFFIX, SigCinema, and SYNCHRO
acceptable to Caltrans; and, HCS, TRAFFIX, SIGNAL 94, and NCAP acceptable
to local jurisdictions

3. Unsignalized Intersections — HCM

4.  Freeway Segments — HCM or Caltrans District 11 freeway LOS definitions (see
Attachment C); w/HCS

Freeway Weaving Areas — Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 500)

Freeway Ramps — Caltrans District 11 Ramp Metering Analysis (Attachment B),
and Caltrans Ramp Meter Design Guidelines (August 1995), HCS (for ramp design
only)

1. Freeway Interchanges — HCM: for diamond interchanges where the timing and
phasing of the two signals must be coordinated to ensure quene clearances,
consider Passer II1-90 A

8.  Transit, Pedestrians, and Bicyeles — HOCM

9.  Warrants for Traffic Signals, Stop Signs, School Crossings, Freeway Lighting, etc.

~ Caltrans’ Traffic Manual
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10. Channelization and Intersection Geometry - Caltrans’ Traffic Manual and Guide-
lines for Reconstruction of Intersections, City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Study
Manual -Appendix 4

Note:  Neither local jurisdictions nor Caltrans officially advocate the use of any special
software packages, especially since new ones are being developed all the time.
However, consistency with the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is advocated
in most cases, The above-mentioned software packages have been utilized
locally. Because it is so important to have consistent end results, always consult
with all affected jurisdictions, including Caltrans, regarding the analytical tech-
niques and software being considered (especially if they differ from above) for
the TIS.

SIGNIFICANCE OF TRAFFIC IMPACTS TO CONSIDER MITIGATION

The following Table 1 indicates when a project’s impact is significant — and mitigation
measures are to be identified. That is, if a project’s traffic impact causes the values in
this table to be exceeded, it is determined to be a significant project impact. (Mitigation
for all identified significant impacts should be provided for any project requiring CEQA
analysis.)

Note: It is the responsibility of Caltrans, on Caltrans initiated projects, to mitigate the
effect of ramp metering, for initial as well as fiuture operational impacts, on local
streets that intersect and feed entrance ramps to the freeway. Developers and/or
local agencies, however, should be required to mitigate any impact to existing
ramp meter facilities, future ramp meter installations, or local streets, when
those impacts are attributable to new development and/or local agency roadway
improvement projects.

Not all mitigation measures can feasibly be “hard” (mew lanes or mew capacity)
improvements. A sample mitigation measure might include financing toward a regional
ITS [Intelligent Transportation System] project, such as improved or “dynamic” ramp
metering with real-time delay information available to motorists. The information can be
accessed on either home or in-vehicle computers, or even by telephone (each ramp could
have its own phone number with delay information) so the motorist can make a driving
decision long before she or he arrives at a congested on-ramp. This sample mitigation
would allow a project applicant (especially with a relatively small project) to meet miti-
gation by paying into a regional ramp meter fee, providing the fee can be established in
the near foture.

Other mitigation measures may include Transportation Demand Management recommen-
dations — transit facilities, bike facilities, walkability, telecommuting, traffic rideshare
programs, flex-time, carpool incentives, parking cash-out, etc. Additional mitigation
measures may become acceptable as future technologies and policies evolve.



Table 1

MEASURE OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT TRAFFIC IMPACTS

Leve! of Allowable Change due to Project Impact**

Seri?e with Ramp""‘
Project” Freeways Roadway Segments | Intersections |  Metering

V/C | 8peed (mph) | V/IC | Speed (mph) | Delay (sec.) Delay(min.)

D,E &F(or | 0.01 1 0.02 1 2 . 2

ramp meter

delays above
15 min.)

NOTES:

* 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

Ak

*kr

ADT/24-hour traffic volume basls (using
jurisdiction). The acceptable LOS for freeways,

Table 2 or a similar LOS chart for each

roadways, and intersections is

generally “D” (“C” for undeveloped or not densely developed locations per jurisdic-

tion definitions), For metered freeway ramps,

LOS does not apply. However,

ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive.
It a proposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded,

the impacts are determined to be significant..

‘These impact changes may be

measured from appropriate computer programs or expanded manual spread-
sheets. The project applicant shall then identify feasible mitigation (within the
Traffic Impact Study [TIS] report) that will maintain the traffic facility at an acoept-

able LOS. If

the LOS with the proposed project becomes unacceptable (see

above * note), 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.

See Attachment B for ramp metering analysis.

KEY: V/C = Volume to Capacity ratio
Speed = Speed measured in miles per hour
Delay = Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds for
intersections, or minutes for ramp meters
LOS =

Level of Service
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Table 2

ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS, LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS)
AND AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT)

LEVEL OF SERVICE W/ADT**

CROSS
STREET . SECTIONS®
CLASSIFICATION LANES (APPROX.) A B c D E
Expressway 6 lanes 102-160/122-200 | 30,000 | 42,000 | 60,000 | 70,000 | 80,000
Prime Arterial 6 lanes 102-108/122-128 25,000 35,000 £0,000 55,000 60,000
Major Arterial 6lanes 1021122 20,000 " | 28,000 | 40,000 ‘| 45000 | 50,000
Mafor Aderial 4lancs 76-82098102 | 15000 | 21,000 | 30,000 | 35,000 | 40,000
Secondary Arterfal/ 4lanes 64-72/84+92 10,000 | 14,000 | 20,000 | 25000 | 80,000
Collector )
Collector
{no center lane) 4 lanes 64/84 5,000 7,000 13,000 15,000
(continuous left- . 2lanes 50/70 10,000
turn lane)
Collector
{no fronting 2 lanes 40/60 4,000 5,500 7,500 8,000 | 10,000
property)
Coflector
(commerclal- 2 lanes 50/70 2,500 3,600 5,000 6,500 8,000
Industrial fronting)
Callector 2 lanes 40/60 2500 | 3500 | 5000 | 8500 | 8000
(multi-family) .
Sub-Collector 2 lanes 36/56 . - - 2,200 -
{single-family}

LEGEND;

* Curb to curb width (feet)/right of way width (feet): based u

Manual and other jurisdictions within the San Diego region.

** Approximate recommended ADT based upon the City of San Diego Street Design Manual.

NOTES:

1. The volumes and the average daily level of setvice listed above are only intended as a general

planning guideline,

2. Levels of service are not applied to residential streets since their primary purpose is to setve
abutting lots, not carry through traffic. Levels of service normall

traffic between major trip generators and attractors.

11
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SCREEN CHECK

As part of the first draft of a TTS, the preparer must ensure that all required elements have
been included. This screen check procedure will help reduce the number of submittals,
and will encourage early dialog between the reviewer and the preparer. The local agency
reviewer will check the study for completeness, and strive to return all incomplete sub-
mittals within seven working days. A presubmittal conference is encouraged to deter-
mine which elements are not required for the TIS.

Attachment A contains the TIS Screen Check.
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ATTACHMENT A

To be completed by Staff:

Date Recelved —
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY Reviewer
SCREEN CHECK BateScreenCheck
To be completed by consultant (including page #):
Name of Traffic Study
Consultant
Date Submitted
Salisfactory -
NOT
Indicate Page # in repott: YES NO REQUIRED
pg. . 1. Table of contents, list of figures and list of tables. o g
pg. . 2. Executive summary. O 0O
pg. 3. Map of the proposed project location. O O
4. General project description and background information:
pg. a, Proposed project description (acres, dwelling units....) O 0O
pg. b. Tota! tip generation of proposed project. o o
pg. - c. GCommunity plan assumption for the proposed site, O o
pg. d. Discuss how project affects the Congestion Management Program, if appli- [ [J
cable
pg. 5, Parking, transit and on-site circulation discussions are included. o o
pg. 6. Map of the Transpottation Impact Study Area and specific intersections studied B 0O
in the traffic report.
pg. 7. Existing Transpottation Conditions:
a. Figure identifying roadway conditions including raised medians, median o
openings, separate left and right tum lanes, roadway and intersection
dimenslons, bike lanes, parking, number of travel lanes, posted speed,
intersection controls, turn restrictions and intersection lane configurations.
bh. Figure Indicaling the dally (ADT} and peak-hour volumes, a o
c.  Figure or table showing level of service (LOS) for Intersections duringpeak O  [J
hours and roadway sections within the study area (include analysis sheets
in an appendix).
8. Project Trip Generation: :
pg. Table showing the calctlated project generated datly (ADT) and peak hour o o
volumes.
pg. 9. Project Trip Distribution using the current TRANPLAN Computer Traffic Model o o
(provide a computer plot) or manual assignment if previously approved. (iden-
tify which method was used.)
10. Project Traffic Assignment: ~
pg. a. Figure indicating the daily (ADT) and peak-hour volumes o o0
pg. b. Figure showing pass-by-trip adjustments, and, if cumulative trip rates are S
used,
11. Existing Near-term Cumulative Conditions:
pg. a. Figure Indicating the daily (ADT) and peak-hour volumes. o 4
pg. b.  Figure or table showing the projected LOS for intersections during peak O O
hours and roadway sections within the study area (analysis shicets
included in the appendix).
po. c. Traffic signal warrant analysis (Caltrans Traffic Mar.z%, [or appropriate O 0
locations,
12. Existing Near-term Cumulative Conditions + Proposed Project (each phase

13



Satisfactory

indicate Page # in report: YES NO
when applicable) :
pa. a. Figure or table showing the projected LOS for intersections during peak O 0
hours and roadway sections with the project (dnalysis sheets Included in
the appendix).
pg. b.  Figure showing other projects that were included in the study, and the O
assignment of thelr site traffic,
Py, . Traffic signal warrant analysis for appropriate locations. ) 0o o
18. Horizon Year Transportation Conditions (if project conforms to the General/
Community Plan):
pg. a. Horizon Year ADT and street classification that reflect the Community Plan. 0O [
pg. b.  Figure or table showing the horizon LOS for intersections during peak [ [

hours and roadway sections with and without the project (analysis sheets
included in the appendix).
pg. c. Traffic signal warrant analysis at appropriate jocations. o 0o

14, Horizon Year TranSpdrtation Conditions + Proposed Project (if project does not '
conform to the General/Community Plan): :

pg. a.  Horlzon Year ADT and street classification as shown In the Community 0 g
Plan.

pg. b.  Horizon Year ADT and street classification for two scenarios; with the 0
proposed project and with the land use assumed in the Community Plan.

pg. ¢.  Figure or table showing the horizon LOS for intersections during peak O o

hours and roadway sections for two scenarios: with and without the pro-
posed project and with the land use assumed in the Community Plan
(analysis sheets included in the appendix).

Pg. ' d. Traffic signal warrant analysls at appropriate locations with the land use o O
assumed in the General/Community Plan.
pg. 15. A summary table showing the comparison of Existing, Existing + Near-term S |

Cumulative, Existing + Near-term Cumulative + Proposed Project, Horizon Year,
and Horizon Year + Proposed Project (f different from General/Community
Plan), LOS on roadway sections and intersections during peak hours.

pPg. 16. A summary table showing the project's “significant traffic impacts.” O O
17. Transpertation Mitigation Measures; :
pg. a. Table Identifying the mitigations required that are the responsibility of the 0o o

developer and others. A phasing plan is required if mitigations are pro-
posed in phases. o
Pg. b.  Figure showing all proposed mitigations that inciude: intersection lane o 0
* configurations, lane widths, ralsed medians, median openings, roadway
and intersection dimenslons, right-of-way, offset, etc.

Pg. . 18. The Highway Capacity Manual Operation Method or other approved method is o o
used at appropriate locations within the study area.

Pg. .. 18. Analysis complies with Congestion Management Program requirements. o 4O

pg. __ 20. Appropriate freeway analysis Is included. =R

Pg. ___ 21. Appropriate freeway ramp metering analysis is included. o O

Pd- — . 22, The traffic study is signed by a California Registered Traffic Engineer. 0o

THE TRAFFIC STUDY SCREEN CHECK FOR THE SUBJECT PROJECT IS:
Approved
Not approved because the following items are missing:

NOT
REQUIRED

0og

O
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ATTACHMENT B

RAMP METERING ANALYSIS

Ramp metering analysis should be performed for each horizon year scenario'in which ramp metering is expected.
The following table shows relevant information that should be included in the ramp meter analysis “Summary of
Freeway Ramp Metering Impacts.”

METER EXCESS - A
A ~ DEMAND RATE, | DEMAND DELAY QUEUE
LOCATION (veh/hr)' (veh/hr) (veh/hr) (min)* (feat)®

NOTES:
' DEMAND is the peak hour demand expected to use the on-ramp.

® METER RATE s the peak hour capacity expectéd to be processed through the ramp meter. This value should be
obtained from Caltrans. Contact Carolyn Rumsey at (619) 467-3029.

® EXCESS DEMAND = (DEMAND) — (METER RATE) or zero, whichever is greater.
EXCESS DEMAND

* DELAY = X 60 MINUTES/HOUR
METER RATE '

® QUEUE = (EXCESS DEMAND) X 29 fest/ivehicle

NOTE: Delay will be less at the beginning of metering. However, since peaks will almost always be more than one hour, delay
will be greater after the first hour of metering. (See discussion on next page.)

SUMMARY OF FREEWAY RAMP METERING IMPACTS
(Lengthen as hecessary to include all impacted meter locations)

PEAK HOUR FLOW EXCESS
PEAK DEMAND { (METER BATE) | DEMAND DELAY QUEUE
LOCATION(S) HOUR D F E - (MINUTES) | Q (feet)
AM '
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
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DISCUSSION OF RAMP METER ANALYSIS

CAUTION: The ramp metering analysis shown in Attachment B may lead to grossly understated
results for delay and queue length, since important aspects of queue growth are ignored. Also, the
draft guidelines method derives average values instead of maximum values for delay and queue
length. Utilizing average values instead of maximum values can lead to obscuring important effects,
particularly in regard to queus length. .

Predicting ramp meter delays and queues requires a storage-discharge type of analysis, where a
pattem of aniving traffic at the meter is estimated by the analyst, and the discharge, or meter rate, is
a somewnhat fixed value sat by Caltrans for each individual metered ramp.

Since a ramp meter queue continues to grow longer during all times that the arrival rate exceeds the
discharge rate, the maximum queue length (and hence, the maximum delay) usually occurs after the
end of the peak (or highest) one hour. This leads to the need for an analysis for the entire time
period during which the arrival rate exceeds the meter rate, not just the peak hour. For & similar
reason, the analysis needs to consider that a substantial queue may have already formed by the
beginning of the “peak hour.” Traffic atriving during the peak hour is then stacked onto an existing
queue, not just starting from zero as the draft analysis suggests.

Experience shows that the theoretical queus length derived by this analysis often does not material-
ize. Motorists, after a brief time of adjustment, seek alternate travel paths or alternate fimes of arrival
atthe meter. The effect is to approximately minimize total trip time by seeking out the best combina-
tions of route and departure time at the beginning of the trip. This causes at least two important
changes in the pattern or arriving traffic at ramp meters, First, the peak pertiod is spread out, with
some traffic arriving eariier and some traffic ariving later than predicted. Second, a slgnificant pro-
portion of the predicted arriving traffic will use another ramp, use another freeway, or stay on surface
sireets.

It is acceptable to make reasonable estimates of these temporal and spatial (fime and occupying
space) diversions as long as all assumptions are stated and that the unmodified, or theoretical
values are shown for comparison.

Additional areas for study include being able to define acceptable levels of service {LOS) and
“significant” thresholds (e.g., a maximurn ramp meter delay of 15 minutes) for metered freeway
entrance ramps.

Currently thereare no acceptable software programs for measuring project impacts on metered
freeway ramps nor does the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) adequately address this issue.
Hopeiully in the near future a regionwide study will be initiated to determine what metering rate
(at each metered ramp) would be raquired in order to guarantee that traffic will-flow (even at LOS
“E") on the entire freeway system during peak-hour conditions. From this, the ramp delays and
resultant queue lengths might then be calculated. Overall, this is a very complex issue that needs
constderable research and refinement in cooperation with Caltrans.
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ATTACHMENT C

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) DEFINITIONS (generally used by Caltrans)

The concept of Level of Service (LOS) is defined as a qualitative measure describing operational
conditions within a traffic stream, and their perception by motorists and/or passengers. A Level of
Service® definition generally describes these conditions in terms of such factors as speed, travel time,
freedom to maneuver, comfort and convenience, and safety, Levels of Service definitions can generally
be categorized as follows:

LOS D/c* Congestion/Delay Traffic Description

(Used for freeways, expressways and conventional highways®)

“A” <0.41 None Free flow.

“Br 0.42-0.62 None © Free to stable flow, light to moderate
volumes.

“cr 0.63-0.79 None to minimal Stable flow, moderate volumes, freedom to

maneuvet noticeably restricted,

‘D" 0.80-0.92 Minimal to substantial Approaches unstable flow, heavy volumes,
very limited freedom to maneuver,

“Er 0.93-1.00 Significant Extremely unstable flow, maneuvetability and-
psychological comfort extremely poor.

{Used for conventional highways)

“F >1.00 Considerable Forced or breakdown. Delay measured in
average flow, travel speed (MPH). Signal-
ized segments expetience delays »60.0
seconds/vehicle.

(Used for freeways and expressways)

“FO" 1.01 -1.25 Considerable Forced flow, heavy congestion, long queues
: 0-1 hour delay form behind breakdown points, stop and go.
“F1" 1.26-1.85 Savere Very heavy congestion, very long queues.
1-2 hour delay
“Far 1.36-1.45 Very severe Extremely heavy congestion, longer queues,
2-3 hour delay A more numerous breakdown points, longer

stop periods.

“F3"  »1.46 Extremely severe Gridlock.
3+ hours of delay

Level of Service can generally be calculated using “Table 8.1. LOS Criteria for Basic Freeway
Sections™ from the latest_Highway Capacity Manual. However, contact Caltrans for more specific
information on determining existing “free-flow” freeway speeds.

* Demand/Capacity ratio used for forecasts (V/C ratio used for operational analysis, where V = volume)

A Arterial LOS is based upon average “free-flow” travel speeds, and should refer to definitions in
Tabla 11.1 in the HCM.
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() EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE TO REMAIN . Donald J. Chrislock 5.5%
(@) EXISTING CURBCUT - DRIVEWAY [Legal Description: Proposed Conditions:
[Chula Vista Subdivision, Rancho 2,496 sfg Building
(@ PROPOSEL CURBCUT - DRIVEWAY kel La Nacion 166 Q Sec.88 242 sfg Trash Enclosure
(B PROPOSED NEW P @ TELEGRAPH CANYON IEx S Doc 05-515306IN. 2,738 5ig Total Area WASH & GO CHULAVISTA
(D MENU BOARDS AT PAY MACHINES E Parking Required:
35-080-68-00 7
Office Area: 4
© ravuscines [zoning or Overay Zane: foyees: 3 UDWG/CENENEL CAPRICY
©  £usTnG 2 7007 Gy waLL-PaTED [Center Commercial Design Distict  ~ 7 Spaces Toml |
(%) FOLE FOR SIGN ABOVE: TO BE REMOVED ccunancy Classificats Parking Provided:
© owecTioNAL siGnAcE /B (Business) 15 Spaces
o . Landscaping:
©  UNEOF TRIPLE HOX CULVERT Building Code: T T
@ CALTRANS R.OW. LINE (PER CTTY DOCUMENT} 2013 CBC Provided: 6,054 sf (23.7%)
@ BSTING 4 sEWER UNE Construction Type:
@  ESTING WATER Ling [ype V-B2013 CREC) A 7Y
@ sroornussoun s VICINITY MAP =0
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TasLE 10-1
NEAR TERM INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

\? . 0 o
Near Term 781...%“% * _.“\M.ﬁ,. §
. Cantrol Peale . Impact
Tuterseetion Type Hour Entering Type
Delay’ | LOS® | Delay | LOS | Velume
(>5%)
1, Telegraph Canyon Road / I~ ) AM 12.0 B 12.0 B 1%
805 SB Ramps Rigual M | 33 | v | as | D e | P
|
2. Telegruph Canyon Road / 1~ = 46.6 D 47.1 D 1% oot
805 NB Ramps gl 63,1 K 67 | R % | Cum
3, Telegraph Canyon Road / AM 2353 e 256 (8] [% -
Qleander Avenue Sigaal PM 262 c 26.6 C 1% None
4. Telegraph Canyon Road / i AM 280 € 207 (o 2% .
Medical Center Drive Sigual PM 344 c 283 D 3% None
5. Telegraph Canyon Road / ; AM 541 D 4.8 D 0%
Heritage Road Sl PM | 459 D | 42 | D e | Nene
6. Medical Center Court / . AM 218 G 309 & 11%
Medica! Center Drive Slenet pM | o252 | ¢ | ae | b | nw | N
|
7. Medionl Conter Court / Loop - AM 14.5 B | 159 c 7% e
Road Acoess West S o | w67 | ¢ | w7 | ool 2w one
|
8. Medical Center Court / Loop AM 138 B 203 C 15% Nene
Road Acoess East L M| 159 c | u4 | c 18% e
9. Medieal Conter Court ¢ Main AM 133 ¢ 219 c 18%
Hospital Dwy R OV TP B s | A | g | N
10. E Pulomar Street / Medical AM 332 ¢ 334 c 4%
e
Center Drive Bignal pm | sos | b | 20 | B g | N®
L1, E Palomwr Street / Medical 4 AM 2.0 A 93 A % X
Center Court Siamel PM | 100 | B s | B 3% one
12, E Palomar Street ¢ Heritage - AM 9273 K| 97 ¥ 1% B
Road Stgual M | stz | | osis | o 1% L
13, Olympic Parkway /1-805 SB . AM 63.8 E 64,0 E 0% e
Ramps B PM | 842 | B | ssr | ¢ | 0% we
LINSQTTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, anginears LLG Ret, .r_v,..u.w._\,‘.
44 Sharp Chula Vism Medical Cenler Ocean View Tower

TABLE 11-2
LONG TERM WITH PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS
Long-Term s
Losc with Project Siguificance Criteria
a . 0 Impact
Streef Segment Classification e Project % of
= Ca " ject %
P | apre | Lose | PT Ol APT | Eotering Type
Volume (>5%)

Telegraph Canyor Road

Halecrést Drive to Oleander Avenue 7-Lane Expressway 61,250 70,900 E 635 1% Cuml

Oleander Avenue to Medical Center Drive 6-Lane Prime Arterial 50,000 65,800 F 828 1% Cuml

Medical Center Drive to Heritage Road G-Lane Prime Arterial 50,000 52,500 D 524 1% None
Medical Center Drive

Mw_mm_.% R Coore R i Gty Class I Collector 22000 | 24400 | D 1,490 6% Nene

Medical Center Court to E. Palomar Street Class | Collector 22,000 11,800 A 773 7% None
Medical Ceuter Court

East of Medical Center Drive Class II Collecter 12,000 14,400 E 2263 16% Direct

North of E. Palomar Street Class II Collector 12,000 5,600 A 497 9% Nene
E. Palomar Street

Qleander Avenue to Medical Center Drive 4-Lane Major Road 30,000 17,800 A 359 2% Neone

M\_on_..w&_ Ceater Drive 1 Medical Cestter 4Lare Major Road 30,000 | 17900 | A 0 0% Nene

Medical Center Court to Heritage Road 4-Lane Majar Road 20,000 14,100 A 497 4% None
Olympic Parkway

1-805 Ramps to Qleander Avenue 8-Lane Prime Arterial 50,000 46,300 [ 331 1% Neone

Qleander Avenue to Brandywine Avenue 6-Lane Prime Arterial 50,000 438,800 C 276 1% Nene

1INSCOTT, Law & GREENSPAN, anginsers 53 LLG Ref 5-13-2336
2

Sharp Chiula Viste Medical Center Osean View Tower
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How Will Vehicles Leave?

Not clear if California Vehicle Code .. g
allows crossing of a solid white line. e

If not _m.@m_ to cross solid white line,
then ALL vehicles leaving the site will
be forced onto |1-805 North.

Legal or
illegal?

Legal or [ === e
- Googlé Earthi

e s s a5

eye at 507



