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CONSTRAINED DEVELOPMENT FORECAST 
There are many existing constraints that make achieving the Maximum Buildout Forecast 
unlikely due to policies that restrict development in the Study Area. In response to feedback 
from stakeholders, a Constrained Development Forecast (CDF) was created in 2015 to project 
development until the year 2040, which is consistent with other local and regional forecasts. As 
part of this effort, a modified Maximum Buildout Forecast was created to account for updated 
data and assumptions, including corrections to data on existing and proposed development and 
reconsideration of employment density assumptions. The CDF used the modified Maximum 
Buildout Forecast as a starting point, and then took into account the following potential 
constraints:  

• San Mateo County LCP Policy 1.23, which limits residential development in the 

unincorporated Midcoast to 40 units per year, and 

• The market demand for new housing and non-residential development in Half Moon 

Bay based on the market analysis conducted in 2014 for the Half Moon Bay General Plan 

Update.  

The CDF also considered Half Moon Bay Measure D, which limits residential growth to 1 percent 
annually in Half Moon Bay and 1.5 percent Downtown. For Half Moon Bay, the zoning-based 
forecast resulted in a lower level of residential development than would be allowed under 
Measure D. Thus, zoning would be the most limiting factor for residential development in Half 
Moon Bay.  

Table 11: Residential Constrained Development Forecast for 2040 

Subarea 
Existing (2014) 
Single-family 

Units 

Existing (2014) 
Multi-family 

Units 

Existing (2014) 
Total Housing (Single + 

Multifamily) Units 

Projected 2040 
Housing Units 

Half Moon Bay 3,493 988 4,481* 5,335 

Princeton 250 13 263 289 

Midcoast 3,679 282 3,961 4,975 

Rural Lands 76 - 76 152 

Total 7,498 1,283 8,781 10,750 

*Existing development in Half Moon Bay has been corrected since November 2014 Existing Conditions Report. 
Existing mobile homes were not accounted for in that report; this results in increase of 409 units.  

 
Table 12: Non-Residential Constrained Development Forecast for 2040 

 Existing (2014) Projected 2040 

Subarea Non-Residential Sq. Ft. Total Jobs 
Non-Residential Sq. 

Ft. 
Total Jobs 

Half Moon Bay  1,597,200   5,334   1,928,680   5,704  

Princeton  583,500   1,385   1,579,900   3,437  

Midcoast  655,600   1,084   811,400   1,467  

Rural Lands  -     82   -     82  

Total  2,836,300   7,885   4,319,980   10,690  





https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3153/Appendix-B_Buildout_HMB-LCLUP_2020-Final-CC-Draft_Sept-2020
https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3153/Appendix-B_Buildout_HMB-LCLUP_2020-Final-CC-Draft_Sept-2020








https://policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?title=File:LOS_Graphic.jpg


https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements




https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportation-programs/congestion-management/
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements






https://dot.ca.gov/programs/safety-programs/camutcd/traffic-manual-ch9
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements






















https://tims.berkeley.edu/












https://www.samtrans.com/Planning/Planning_and_Research/Coastside_Transit_Study.html








https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/rev-5/camutcd2014-part4-rev5.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/rev-5/camutcd2014-part4-rev5.pdf
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Map 14: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Miramar 
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Map 15: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Highway 92 
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ROADWAY (R)   

 

R1. HIGHWAY 1 SHOULDER TREATMENT 
 
Description: Construct consistent shoulder treatment of curb and gutter in "Village" and valley 
gutter in “Fringe” in designated areas of Highway 1 
Source: Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Study Phase 2 (p.13) 
Rationale: Traffic safety concern - address high vehicle speeds 
Location: Village: Highway 1 between: 7th St and 11th St, Vallemar St and Marine Blvd, and 
Capistrano Rd (S) and Mirada Rd. Fringe: Highway 1 between: 1st St and 7th St, 11th St and 
Vallemar St, Marine Blvd and Etheldore St (S), and Capistrano Rd (N) and Capistrano Rd (S).  
Discussion: The Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study identified three Context 
Zones to guide improvements: 

• Rural zones are sparsely developed and primarily agricultural or recreational uses. An 
example includes Route 1 between the southern fringe of Moss Beach and access to 
Princeton, north of El Granada. In rural zones, there are generally few pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and access points. Vehicle speeds tend to be high. 

• Fringe zones are transitional segments on approaches and exits at village edges, where 
rural context attributes begin changing. Pedestrian and bicycle activity is likely to 
increase in the fringe areas, and more traffic turns on and off Highway 1 to access 
residential and commercial areas. Driver speeds should begin to lower as drivers 
become aware of the changing context and anticipate potential conflicts or seek access 
to local sites. In many places, mixed and undefined adjacent land uses provide few cues 
to trigger speed reduction.  

• Village zones include the coastal communities of Montara, Moss Beach, Princeton, El 
Granada, and Miramar. In Villages, potential traffic conflicts increase as visitors and 
residents seek parking, recreation, retail, transit stops, and restaurant sites. Pedestrian 
and bicycle traffic increase, and traffic movements at major intersections may be 
controlled with signs or signals. 

 
The Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study recommends various improvements by 
zone, such as consistent and narrower Highway 1 lane widths, implementation of raised 
medians, and implementation of edge treatments. Connect the Coastside’s project is limited to 
the edge treatment for village and fringe zones, since roadway reconfiguration due to other 
projects (e.g., bicycle lanes on Highway 1 and intersection controls) will influence lane widths 
and ability to include medians. Additional engagement with residents and coordination with 
Caltrans will be necessary to define the specific extents of proposed curb and gutter and valley 
gutter.  
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R2. HIGHWAY 1 SIDE STREET STOP SIGNS 
 
Description: Install stop signs and pavement markings at all side streets of Highway 1 where 
missing 
Source: Connect the Coastside 
Rationale: Traffic safety concern - address standard signage and marking deficiency 
Location: Highway 1 at 1st St (1 sign, east of highway), Seacliff Court (1 sign, west of highway), 
11th St (1 sign, west of highway), 13th St (1 sign, west of highway), 16th St/Lighthouse Dr (1 
sign, west of highway), Terrace Ave (STOP pavement markings, east of highway), and Furtado 
Lane (1 sign, east of highway) 
Discussion: Signage providing accurate information makes drivers and pedestrians more alert 
and improves the safety of intersections and roadway segments. The Highway 1 Safety and 
Mobility Improvement Study acknowledges the lack of signage along Highway 1 for bicycle and 
pedestrian safety. This project rectifies this concern by adding stop signs where missing on 
stop-controlled side streets on Highway 1.  
 

R3. GRAY WHALE COVE TURN AND ACCELERATION LANES 
 
Description: Install left-turn bay with 
painted island to provide storage area for 
left-turn movements in and out of Gray 
Whale Cove parking lot (from 
southbound Highway 1) and acceleration 
lane to turn left out of parking lot and 
continue southbound on Highway 1 
Source: Highway 1 Safety and Mobility 
Study Improvement Phase 2 (p.37) 
Rationale: Circulation concern – improve 
highway traffic flow at key destinations 
Location: Highway 1 at Gray Whale Cove 
Parking Lot 
Discussion: Turn Lanes and acceleration 
lanes on the highway will improve 
circulation and prevent turning vehicles 
from restricting vehicle flow, since there 
is only one-lane in each direction on 
Highway 1. Turns and acceleration lanes 
at Gray Whale Cove to make access to 
the beach safer and reduce slowdowns 
along Highway 1. This project 
complements the funded pedestrian 
crossing of Highway 1 at Gray Whale 
Cove.  

Figure 6: R3. Gray Whale Cove Turn and Acceleration Lanes 
Concept Diagram 
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R4. HIGHWAY 1 TURN AND ACCELERATION LANES AT 8TH STREET 
 
Description: Modify striping to create left-turn lane into 8th St from Highway 1 southbound and 
acceleration lane out of 8th St to continue Highway 1 southbound. 
Source: Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study Phase 2 (p.46) 
Rationale: Circulation concern – improve highway traffic flow and safety at key destinations 
Location: Highway 1 at 8th Street 
Discussion: Turn Lanes and acceleration lanes on the highway will improve circulation, safety 
and prevent turning vehicles from restricting vehicle flow, since there is only one-lane in each 
direction on Highway 1. Turns and acceleration lanes at 8th Street make access to central 
Montara safer and reduce slowdowns along Highway 1. 
 

R5. 16TH STREET / HIGHWAY 1 INTERSECTION CONTROL 
 
Description: Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of single-lane roundabout. 
Final design to include pedestrian and bicycle accommodation, such as high-visibility marked 
crossings, curb ramps, lighting, and more.  
Source: Connect the Coastside 
Rationale: Traffic safety concern – poor sight distance and crossing of the California Coastal 
Trail and anticipated future increase in traffic volumes.20 
Location: Highway 1 and 16th Street 
Discussion: Connect the Coastside recommends a future intersection control at Highway 1 and 
16th Street to accommodate the anticipated 1) increased traffic due to future development in 
Moss Beach, 2) increased traffic due to the proposed realignment of Carlos Street to 16th Street, 
and 3) California Coastal Trail crossing at this location if the proposed overcrossing connecting 
south on Carlos Street is not built. This proposed project is a companion to projects R9. Carlos 
Street Realignment to 16th Street; Pe1. New and Improved Crossings of Highways 1 and 92; and 
Pe2. Highway 1 Multimodal Parallel Trail.  
 
If intersection control at Highway 1 and 16th St is warranted in the future, Connect the 
Coastside recommends a roundabout due to safety benefits and community support. 
Roundabouts eliminate left turns by requiring traffic to exit to the right of the circle and reduce 
vehicular speeds, thereby improving safety at intersections. Roundabouts improve bicycle and 
pedestrian safety with lower vehicle speeds, shorter crossing distances and greater visibility.  
Funding availability for right-of-way purchase, utility relocation, and construction are key 
considerations in choosing the ultimate improvement, as is the outcome of a Caltrans-required 
Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE). Additional data will be gathered and analyzed to compare 
the tradeoffs among different intersection options as part of a future analysis, if a control is 
warranted at all. If a signal is the method of control selected, Highway 1 may need to be 
widened to four lanes in the vicinity of the intersection; the length of additional stacking lanes 
needed would be determined as part of a future operations and design study. 

                                                      
20 Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community Project Draft Transportation Impact Analysis 
(https://planning.smcgov.org/cypress-point-affordable-housing-community-project)  

https://planning.smcgov.org/cypress-point-affordable-housing-community-project
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R6. CALIFORNIA AVENUE / HIGHWAY 1 INTERSECTION CONTROL 
 
Description: Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of single-lane roundabout. 
Final design to include pedestrian and bicycle accommodation, such as high-visibility marked 
crossings, curb ramps, lighting, and more. 
Source: Connect the Coastside 
Rationale: Performance standard and traffic safety concern – increase access to central Moss 
Beach and does not meet intersection LOS under PM and weekend peaks, and all under 
Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions, and meets a signal warrant in Maximum Buildout 
Forecast conditions. 
Location: Highway 1 and California Avenue 
Discussion: Connect the Coastside recommends intersection control at Highway 1 and 
California Ave to 1) address intersection LOS deficiencies, 2) accommodate anticipated 
increased traffic at this location due to future development in Moss Beach, and 3) 
accommodate existing vehicular traffic and multimodal connections to downtown Moss Beach. 
Connect the Coastside recommends a roundabout for the reasons described under project R5. 
16th Street / Highway 1 Intersection Control. Similarly, the final project recommendation is 
dependent upon resolving final design constraints and outcomes from a future Caltrans-
required ICE. If a signal is the method of control selected in the ICE process, it is likely Highway 
1 will be widened to four lanes in the vicinity of the intersection; the length of additional 
stacking lanes needed would be determined as part of a future operations and design study. 
Additional design considerations were discussed in the Moss Beach Charette (see Appendix A). 
 

R7. CYPRESS AVENUE / HIGHWAY 1 INTERSECTION CONTROL 
 
Description: Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of multi-lane roundabout. 
Final design to include pedestrian and bicycle accommodation, such as high-visibility marked 
crossings, curb ramps, lighting, and more. 
Source: Connect the Coastside 
Rationale: Performance standard and traffic safety concern – increase access to Princeton and 
does not meet intersection LOS in existing or future conditions, and meets signal warrant under 
existing and Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions 
Location: Highway 1 and Cypress Avenue 
Discussion: Connect the Coastside recommends intersection control at Highway 1 and Cypress 
Ave to: 1) address intersection LOS deficiencies; and 2) accommodate existing vehicular traffic 
and multimodal connections to Princeton and destinations like Fitzgerald Marine Reserve. 
Connect the Coastside recommends a roundabout for the reasons described under project R5. 
16th Street / Highway 1 Intersection Control. Similarly, the final project recommendation is 
dependent upon final design constraints and outcomes from a future Caltrans-required ICE. If a 
signal is the method of control selected in the ICE process, it is likely Highway 1 will be widened 
to four lanes in the vicinity of the intersection; the length of additional stacking lanes needed 
would be determined as part of a future operations and design study. Additional design 
considerations were discussed in the Moss Beach Charette (see Appendix A). 
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Figure 7: R6. California Avenue and Highway 1 Single-Lane Roundabout Concept Diagram 
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Figure 8: R7. Cypress Avenue and Highway 1 Multi-Lane Roundabout Concept Diagram 
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R8. MAIN STREET TRAFFIC CALMING AND BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY 
 
Description: Pedestrian access, traffic calming and bicycle improvements in central Montara 
between 7th and 11th Streets, including curb extensions, sidewalks, marked crossings, mini 
traffic circle, and bike route. 
Source: Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Improvement Study Phase 2 (p.46) 
Rationale: Traffic safety concern and bicycle and pedestrian access – reduce traffic speeds in 
central Montara, enhance access to local businesses, and to the Parallel Trail. 
Location: Main Street in Montara from 7th St to 11th St 
Discussion: The recommended project aims to address traffic safety concerns of neighborhood 
speeding and unsafe conditions for people walking and bicycling. The project would include 
curb extensions and marked crosswalks with advanced yield markings and signs at uncontrolled 
locations at all intersections on Main Street from 7th St to 10th St, and a mini circle at Main and 
7th Street. Sidewalks (where they do not currently exist) and ADA curb ramps would be 
constructed on both sides of Main Street from 7th Street to 9th Street, and on the east side of 
the roadway from 9th Street to 11th Street, and Class III Bike Route for extent. This project is a 
companion project to Pe2. Highway 1 Multimodal Parallel Trail and Pe3. Midcoast alignment of 
California Coastal Trail, since the alignment for both trails will follow Main Street in Montara. 
The design of all features will accommodate SamTrans buses. 
 
 

 
  

Example of an ADA-compliant curb ramp, high-visibility crosswalk, and advanced stop bar 









https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/1998082030/10


















http://cusd-hmb.org/CUSD_file/SR2S_FV-Walk-Audit_3-17-14.pdf








https://www.change.org/p/county-of-san-mateo-safe-streets-coastside-4bed45c1-9f38-4480-b1cc-a1b7e901c6c2?redirect=false
https://www.change.org/p/county-of-san-mateo-safe-streets-coastside-4bed45c1-9f38-4480-b1cc-a1b7e901c6c2?redirect=false






https://cmo.smcgov.org/local-shuttle-bus-coast-san-mateo-county-transportation-authority






















https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/coastal-program/coastal-act-policy-resource-information/coastal-hazards/sea-level-rise
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/coastal-program/coastal-act-policy-resource-information/coastal-hazards/sea-level-rise


















https://www.smcoe.org/for-schools/safe-and-supportive-schools/safe-routes-to-school/
https://www.smcoe.org/for-schools/safe-and-supportive-schools/safe-routes-to-school/
https://www.cabrillo.k12.ca.us/our_community/safe_routes_to_school
https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportation-programs/transportation-demand-management/#:~:text=Transportation%20Demand%20Management%20or%20TDM,demand%20to%20off%2Dpeak%20times
https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportation-programs/transportation-demand-management/#:~:text=Transportation%20Demand%20Management%20or%20TDM,demand%20to%20off%2Dpeak%20times
https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportation-programs/transportation-demand-management/#:~:text=Transportation%20Demand%20Management%20or%20TDM,demand%20to%20off%2Dpeak%20times


https://planning.smcgov.org/documents/local-coastal-program
https://planning.smcgov.org/documents/local-coastal-program
https://ccag.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/2019-Final-CMP-Appendix-040920-compressed.pdf
https://ccag.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/2019-Final-CMP-Appendix-040920-compressed.pdf
https://www.lyft.com/scooters


http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/InsteadOfFreeParking.pdf


https://www.ots.ca.gov/
https://gosafelyca.org/distracted-driving/


https://publicworks.smcgov.org/sites/publicworks.smcgov.org/files/documents/files/Interim%20VMT%20Analysis%20Criteria.pdf
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/sites/publicworks.smcgov.org/files/documents/files/Interim%20VMT%20Analysis%20Criteria.pdf




https://dot.ca.gov/programs/maintenance/maintenance-manual
https://csr.dot.ca.gov/
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/maintenance/roadside-fire-fuels


https://lafco.smcgov.org/special-districts-san-mateo-county?filter-search_api_site_hash%5Bexpose_to_visitor%5D=0&search_api_site_hash=1&type_op=%3D&type%5Bsite_page%5D=site_page&search_api_multi_aggregation_8_op=%3D&search_api_multi_aggregation_8=Special%20District&search_api_multi_aggregation_3_op=%3D&search_api_multi_aggregation_3=&sort_by=search_api_aggregation_2&sort_order=ASC&page=3&f%5B0%5D=search_api_multi_aggregation_8%3ACounty-governed
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/street-light-services




https://publicworks.smcgov.org/residential-speed-control
https://www.redwoodcity.org/departments/community-development-department/engineering-transportation/transportation-and-parking/traffic-calming-projects
https://www.redwoodcity.org/departments/community-development-department/engineering-transportation/transportation-and-parking/traffic-calming-projects




https://community.zonehaven.com/


https://parks.smcgov.org/ohlone-portol%C3%A1-heritage-trail-project
https://ridgetrail.org/
https://www.baytoseatrail.org/






https://www.smcsustainability.org/download/energy-water/SMC-GI-PLAN-Final_09-17-19-with-Appendices.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/sustainability/documents/2011-how-caltrans-builds-projects-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/sustainability/documents/2011-how-caltrans-builds-projects-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/sustainability/documents/2011-how-caltrans-builds-projects-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/sustainability/documents/2011-how-caltrans-builds-projects-a11y.pdf












https://bos.smcgov.org/equity






https://scc.ca.gov/grants/
https://scc.ca.gov/grants/
https://scc.ca.gov/grants/grant-programs/
https://scc.ca.gov/grants/grant-programs/
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/financial-programming/state-highway-operation-protection-program-shopp-minor-program-shopp
https://www.ots.ca.gov/grants/
https://www.ots.ca.gov/grants/
https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=24324
https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=24324
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/funding-sources/regional-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/funding-sources/regional-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/funding-sources/regional-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/funding-sources/regional-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/public-agencies/county-program-manager-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/public-agencies/county-program-manager-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/public-agencies/county-program-manager-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/public-agencies/county-program-manager-fund
https://www.baaqmd.gov/funding-and-incentives/public-agencies/county-program-manager-fund


https://www.baaqmd.gov/?sc_itemid=B056735B-74BD-4CD0-A744-936A1CFD05A3
https://www.baaqmd.gov/?sc_itemid=B056735B-74BD-4CD0-A744-936A1CFD05A3
https://www.baaqmd.gov/?sc_itemid=B056735B-74BD-4CD0-A744-936A1CFD05A3
https://www.baaqmd.gov/?sc_itemid=B056735B-74BD-4CD0-A744-936A1CFD05A3
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/swgp/prop1/
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/swgp/prop1/
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/swgp/prop1/
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/swgp/prop1/
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/investment-strategies-commitments/transit-21st-century/funding-sales-tax-and-0
https://www.smcta.com/about/Measure_A.html
https://www.smcta.com/about/Measure_A.html
https://www.smcta.com/about/Measure_W.html
https://www.smcta.com/about/Measure_W.html
https://www.smcta.com/about/Measure_W.html
https://www.smcoe.org/for-schools/safe-and-supportive-schools/safe-routes-to-school/
https://www.smcoe.org/for-schools/safe-and-supportive-schools/safe-routes-to-school/
https://www.smcoe.org/for-schools/safe-and-supportive-schools/safe-routes-to-school/
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How is a TIMF calculated?  
The level of funding that might be available from a transportation impact mitigation fee 
program can be estimated using: 

(1) Transportation Project List – Projects to be included in the fee program and their 
cost estimates  

(2) Forecast of Future Land Use - The potential for new residential units and new 
nonresidential uses within the study area 

(3) Allocation of Costs to New Development – The percentage of project costs that can 
be associated with new development 

(4) Traffic Forecast – The volume of traffic over specific roadway segments during the 
peak period as well as vehicle trip origins and destinations 

 
These are then used to determine the fee amounts per dwelling unit or per square foot.  
 

Connect the Coastside Preliminary TIMF Calculation 
(1) Transportation Project List 
The list of projects that would be included in the mitigation fee program is consistent with 
those described Table 29: Recommended Infrastructure Projects on page 93. Of the total 
project costs, only a portion can be allocated to the fee program by demonstrating a nexus 
between the project need and new development. 
 
(2) Forecast of Future Land Use and Growth Potential 
Transportation impacts first must be scaled to the impacts of one single-family residential 
household or Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE). Standard trip generation rates, average trip 
lengths, and pass-by trip percentages were used in this process (see Table 38: Dwelling Unit 
Equivalent (DUE) Rates). These Dwelling Unit Equivalent rates are then applied to divide 
improvement costs on an equivalent unit basis for the transportation impact fee calculation.  
The quantity of new development expected in the study area is from the land use buildout 
analysis based on the Constrained Development Forecast (Table 11 and Table 12 on page 40). 
The Constrained Development Forecast provides a more realistic estimate of the number of 
dwelling unit equivalents that the fee will collect over the planning horizon, which is a key input 
into the calculation. Using the Maximum Buildout Forecast would be an overstatement of 
growth, resulting in a lower than needed fee. The projected new development was then 
allocated to land uses based on zoning.  
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Table 38: Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE) Rates 

Land Use 
Category 

Unit PM Peak Hour Trip 
Rate per Unit1 

Trip Length 
(miles)2 

Percent New 
Trips 

VMT per Unit DUE per Unit 

Formula  [A] [B] [C] [D] = ([A] x [B] x 
[C])/100 

[E] = [D] / [D for 
single-family] 

Single-family Dwelling Unit 0.99 5.0 100% 4.95 1.00 

Multi-family Dwelling Unit 0.56 5.0 100% 2.80 0.57 

Retail2 Square Feet x 1000 3.81 2.3 76% 6.66 1.35 

Office Square Feet x 1000 1.40 4.5 92% 5.80 1.17 

Industrial Square Feet x 1000 1.15 5.1 92% 5.40 1.09 
Source: DKS Associates, 2017 
Notes: 
1ITE Trip Generation Web-based App (https://itetripgen.org) 
2ITE Journal, May 1992 

 
Table 39: Constrained Development Forecast (Year 2040) by Land Use and Growth in DUEs 

Land Use Category Unit DUE per 
Unit1 

(A) 
Existing 

Uses 

(B) 
Existing 

DUEs 

(C) 
Future (2040) 

Uses2 

(D) 
Future DUEs 

(E) 
Expected 
Growth3 

(F) 
Expected 

Growth DUEs 

Single-Family Dwelling Unit 1.00 7,498 7,498 8,835 8,835 1,213 1,213 

Multi-Family 0.57 1,283 726 1,916 1,084 575 325 

Retail Square Feet x 
1000 

1.35 234 315 400 538 165 221 

Office 1.17 708 828 1,280 1,499 494 578 

Industrial 1.09 298 325 711 775 191 208 

Total: 9,691 
 

12,731 
 

2,546 

Percent growth DUEs: =(F)/(D) 0.20 
   

Notes: 
1Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE) per thousand square feet for non-residential uses 
2Includes existing uses, projects already in development pipeline, and remaining capacity 
3Does not include projects in development pipeline 
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(3) Traffic Forecast for 2040 
Traffic forecasts were generated with the City/County Association of Governments (CCAG) 
travel demand model. The C/CAG travel model was used to perform select link assignments of 
future (2040) PM peak period traffic passing through roadway project locations. These select 
link assignments are used to produce an origin-destination matrix of the vehicle trips passing 
through model network links or nodes representative of the roadway project locations. The 
vehicle trip origins and destinations were then categorized as internal or external to the 
Connect the Coastside study area to separate through traffic from trips starting or ending in the 
study area (local traffic). The percentage of local traffic attributable to growth was estimated by 
multiplying the local trips by the percentage of growth DUEs within the study area (Table 40). 
 
Table 40: Percentage of Local Growth Traffic at Select Locations, 2040 PM Peak Period 

 Total Trips Local Trips 

Local1 Through2 Total Existing3 Growth4 
Local 

Growth 
% 

Highway 1 near California Ave and 
Cypress Ave 

4,767 17 4,785 3,799 969 0.20 

Highway 92, east of Half Moon Bay 11,734 536 12,271 9,350 2,385 0.19 

Highway 92 and Highway 35 
(Upper) 

11,706 1,196 12,902 9,327 2,379 0.18 

 
Notes: 
1 Trips with an origin and/or destination in the study area.  
2 Trips beginning and ending outside the study area  
3 “Local” trips associated with existing development (calculated with percent existing DUEs)  
4 “Local” trips associated with new development (calculated with percent growth DUEs)  

 
(4) Allocation of Costs to New Development 
Some improvements included in Connect the Coastside address existing deficiencies. In this 
case, the fair share allocation of the improvement project costs is the portion of total traffic at 
each project location accounted for by new trips due to growth in the study area, excluding any 
new through (not beginning or ending in the Midcoast) trips (Local Growth percentage in Table 
40: Percentage of Local Growth Traffic at Select Locations, 2040 PM Peak Period). 
 
Bicycle and pedestrian improvements serve local trips, those that have their origin or 
destination within the study area. The lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities is an existing 
deficiency. Since improvements will benefit both existing and future residents, the cost of 
projects allocated to new development will equal the new development’s proportional share of 
the total future development (existing plus new development) in the study area measured in 
DUEs. 
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https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf




https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/congestion_report/chapter2.htm
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/PUBLIC%20DRAFTS%20March%2010%202016%20Evaluation%20of%20Recommended%20Alternative%20Report.pdf


https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/Highway%201%20Safety%20and%20Mobility%20Improvement%20Study_PhaseI.pdf
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/Highway%201%20Safety%20and%20Mobility%20Improvement%20Study_PhaseI.pdf
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/SMM_Ph_2_Study_Final_LR.pdf
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plan. The LCP includes policies that address roads and transit, promoting coastal access and 

protecting coastal resources. These policies will be used in evaluating transportation projects within 

the Coastal Zone. 

San Mateo County Parks and California State Parks Departments 

Both San Mateo County Parks and the California State Parks Department provide wonderful 

recreational opportunities at beaches, parks and nature preserves on the Coastside. Some of the 

improvements in Connect the Coastside, including segments of the Coastal Trail and Multi-modal 

Trail, and recreational parking lots, will be located in state or county parks. Park managers can 

obtain grant funds, secure entitlements, conduct environmental review, construct, maintain, and 

manage these Connect the Coastside improvements. 

City of Half Moon Bay (HMB) 

San Mateo County will coordinate with the City of Half Moon Bay on key transportation investments 

and management strategies. Half Moon Bay is an important partner in alleviating the traffic 

congestion on Highways 1 and 92 that can hamper coastal access and affect quality of life for 

residents. Half Moon Bay can collaborate with the county, plan, design and fund improvements, 

including obtaining grant funding for its own projects. 

San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA) 

The San Mateo County Transportation Authority administers the proceeds from Measure A, which is 

a voter-approved half-cent sales tax that funds many different transportation-related projects and 

programs. The County can apply to the Transportation Authority for Measure A funds to help pay for 

many of the recommended improvements in the Connect the Coastside plan. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the transportation planning, financing and 

coordinating agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area.  MTC collaborates with a network 

of other public agencies to help support the streets, roads, highways, transit systems and other 

transportation resources that help millions of people get to where they need to be. MTC and the 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) lead the preparation of Plan Bay Area 2050, which 

includes the regional transportation plan and allocates and prioritizes a variety of transportation 

funding. 

City/County Association of Governments, Congestion Management Agency (C/CAG-CMA) 

The City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG), is a Joint Powers Authority whose 

membership includes San Mateo County and its 20 cities. The City /County Association of 

Governments works on multiple issues that affect quality of life in general and is the Congestion 

Management Agency (CMA) for San Mateo County. As the Congestion Management Agency, the 

City/County Association of Governments prepares a Congestion Management Program every two 

years. This program identifies future transportation needs and incorporates projects intended to 

ease and control congestion. The Congestion Management Program also includes priority allocations 

of federal, state and regional monies for City and County transportation projects. The Congestion 

Management and Environmental Quality Committee (CMEQ) provides advice and recommendations 
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to the Board of Directors of the City County Association of Governments. The committee provides 

guidance on all matters relating to traffic congestion management, travel demand management, 

coordination of land use and transportation planning, mobile source air quality programs, energy 

resources and conservation, and other environmental issues facing the local jurisdictions in San 

Mateo County. 

36) How does COVID-19 and impacts to the County budget affect Connect the Coastside?  

Funding to develop the Connect the Coastside plan was allocated before the COVID-19 crisis. At 

present, County staff is working to revise and finalize the plan. For implementation of the plan, the 

County will be largely dependent on state, federal, and local grant funds. At present, these 

opportunities continue to exist, underscoring the importance of plan completion; however, COVID-

19 may impact future transportation funds available for implementation.  

37) How will future infrastructure projects be maintained? 

Maintenance of improvements on County-maintained rights-of-way will be assumed by the County 

and incorporated into standard planned maintenance cycles; this is detailed further on the 

Department of Public Works webpage on road maintenance. Maintenance agreements would need 

to be established for projects that are outside of County-owned rights-of-way and depend on facility 

location and type. In some cases, the County may maintain projects that are within Caltrans’ right-

of-way. 

38) How much money is expected from the Transportation Impact Mitigation Fee and 

over what period of time? What portion of projects recommended will be paid for by 

new development? 

Section 5.2.2 of the current draft plan (p.77) describes the Potential Transportation Impact 

Mitigation Fee (TIMF). Only a portion of the plan’s recommended projects’ costs can be allocated to 

new development because some of the locations included in the study area are already deficient, 

without the addition of new development. In order for new development to pay fees and/or 

contribute to projects, there must be a nexus (i.e., specific connection) between the transportation 

project need and the new development. Based on the current project cost estimates, approximately 

$15.7 million of the total project costs could be attributable to future development. The fee has 

been divided across different development types based on the projected growth estimates through 

2040 (see Tables 24, 25, and 26). The proposed TIMF would need to undergo a separate nexus study 

and adoption process; it does not go into effect automatically if the Connect the Coastside plan is 

adopted. If a TIMF is adopted, all of the forecasted development, in the amount that it is estimated 

by each land use type, would have to occur in order to generate the projected $15.7 million. 

Without the adoption of a TIMF, only developments of a certain size would cause transportation 

impacts where they could be required to fund transportation improvements; these are evaluated on 

a case by case basis.  

https://publicworks.smcgov.org/road-surface-maintenance
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

39) What kind of environmental review process will be done for Connect the Coastside? 

How does Connect the Coastside address environmental concerns, like endangered 

species?  

The project team anticipates preparing an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) in 

accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which can be found in the 

California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines found in California 

Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et seq., as amended. An initial study is a 

document that describes a project’s potential impacts and determines what type of environmental 

review document should be prepared. A mitigated negative declaration is prepared when a project 

has significant environmental impacts under CEQA and describes the mitigation measures that will 

reduce impacts below a level of significance.  Pursuant to State Law, the environmental document 

will be made available to the public for a minimum 30-day review period prior to Board of 

Supervisors’ consideration for plan adoption. Endangered species and other related concerns will be 

further addressed as part of the environmental review for Connect the Coastside. 

40) How does Connect the Coastside address other needs of residents, such as more 

health care facilities, improved school facilities, water, and sewer?  

Connect the Coastside is a transportation and land use plan. It plans for the provision of 

transportation facilities and services and proposes certain limited land use policies. Provision of 

other services such as schools, health care, water and sewer are beyond the scope of the plan, and 

generally are provided by agencies other than the County.  

41) How does the County plan for emergency situations and evacuations?*  

Mobility on the Coastside is of particular concern in emergency situations and if an evacuation is 

required. The following is an overview of different County departments and special projects related 

to emergency response: 

• In the event of a disaster, the Office of Emergency Services (OES) coordinates countywide 

response and protection services. One of the missions of the Office of Emergency Services is 

to maintain and improve the Countywide Emergency Operations Plan. This plan establishes 

policies and procedures and assigns responsibilities to keep residents safe during an 

emergency situation. 

• During an emergency or disaster, law enforcement is responsible for evacuation and the 

movement of the public away from a hazard area. Representatives from law enforcement 

and public safety agencies were part of the Connect the Coastside Technical Advisory 

Committee that reviewed and helped refine the plan proposals. 

• In the event of an emergency, public safety agencies such as police and fire will be able to 

provide emergency information directly to people who have registered for the San Mateo 

County (SMC) Alert service. These alerts may include life safety, fire, weather, accidents 

involving utilities or roadways or disaster notifications. For example, the SMC Alert service 

would be used to notify Coastside employees and citizens of available evacuation routes 

during an emergency. 
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• In March of 2019, Supervisor Don Horsley allocated $75,000 of discretionary Measure K 

funds to launch the development of a countywide standardized emergency evacuation zone 

project. The goals of the project are to reduce the amount of time it takes to notify the 

public, create a common operating evacuation platform for all jurisdictions, information 

sharing, and help people to safely & efficiently evacuate in case of an emergency. Since the 

project began, the CAL FIRE San Mateo Division has worked with every fire and law 

enforcement agency in San Mateo County to identify over 300 evacuation zones. The 

project includes a public webpage that will show a map of each evacuation zone and a 

software application that will help first responders call for evacuations using the standard 

zones. This will greatly reduce the time from when an evacuation is called to when the 

public is notified. Additionally, the application integrates with Waze and Google Maps, so as 

soon as a zone is closed people will be directed accordingly. The project team anticipates 

launching this evacuation management platform in summer 2020. 

• The County of San Mateo will be implementing updates of the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 

and the Safety Element of the General Plan in the fall of 2020. The County will be working 

with emergency service providers such as CalFire, the Office of Emergency Services, and the 

new Flood and Sea Level Rise Resiliency District. These efforts will further evaluate hazard 

risks and identify safety measures on the Midcoast. 

42) How does Connect the Coastside promote safety in the event of an emergency?*  

The projects recommended in Connect the Coastside have been selected to improve safety and 

mobility for residents, businesses and visitors. In addition to the projects that promote everyday 

roadway safety, Connect the Coastside also evaluates traffic conditions during times of peak traffic 

and suggests improvements to ease roadway congestion. In the event of an emergency, keeping 

traffic moving efficiently will be important for both emergency responders and those leaving during 

a possible evacuation. Many of the projects in Connect the Coastside will improve the flow of traffic, 

such as projects for additional turn lanes, intersection controls and passing/climbing lanes. 

Connect the Coastside also suggests improvements to bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure 

that could aid in the evacuation of visitors and residents in certain emergency situations. For 

example, in the event of a Tsunami Warning, the County of San Mateo Office of Emergency Services 

suggests walking to high ground or inland immediately. Improvements to trails and walking paths 

will make it easier and safer for people to travel by foot. 

43) How does Connect the Coastside address the needs of older adults, children, and 

people with varying abilities? 

Goal 3 of the draft Connect the Coastside plan is to “Increase opportunities for walking, biking, and 

riding transit on the Midcoast to provide an alternative to motor vehicles and reduce roadway 

traffic.” In meeting this goal and its objectives, the County aims to better meet the needs of older 

adults, children, and people with varying abilities, who are often less likely able to drive. When 

specific projects are implemented, the County will aim for universal accessibility and ensure projects 

meet Americans with Disabilities Act design requirements. The project team will incorporate 

opportunities for other support projects and programs, like Safe Routes to School, as part of the 

next draft.  
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NEXT STEPS TO UPDATE CONNECT THE COASTSIDE 

44) How will community feedback be incorporated into Connect the Coastside?  

The draft plan incorporates community feedback received prior to January 2020. The project team is 

reviewing feedback received since then to identify potential changes to the draft plan. This may 

include revisions to plan language for clarity, adding projects that are missing due to safety 

concerns, modifying recommended projects, and adding sections to address other concerns such as 

Safe Routes to School and emergency operations. The project team will add a chapter to the plan to 

summarize community engagement and feedback received. 

45) What is the approval process for Connect the Coastside? What is the timing projected 

for final adoption of the plan? 

The Connect the Coastside project homepage includes a tentative timeline of next steps. Once the 

final draft plan and associated environmental documents are produced, the project team anticipates 

the following review and approval process:    

• Midcoast Community Council meeting to consider recommendation on plan, 

• Half Moon Bay Planning Commission meeting to consider recommendation on plan, 

• Planning Commission meeting to consider recommendation on plan, and  

• Board of Supervisor meeting to consider plan approval. 

The project team anticipates the final review and approval process commencing in December 2020 

and ending in February 2021.  

VIRTUAL MEETING DESIGN 

46) How will comments and questions received during the virtual meetings be addressed 

and shared? 

This document addresses frequently asked questions from the May and June 2020 Connect the 

Coastside (CTC) virtual meetings. Comments and questions from the virtual meetings will also be 

shared, summarized and addressed in a forthcoming meeting summary report, which the County 

anticipates completing by September 2020. The meeting summary report will be posted on the 

Connect the Coastside website and shared through email with everyone who registered for the 

virtual meetings. Additionally, materials from the workshops are current available on the Connect 

the Coastside website under the Documents & Meeting Materials page. Materials include meeting 

presentations, large group discussion recordings, small group discussion notes, and meeting room 

chat transcripts (where applicable).  

47) Why were participants arranged in small group discussions during the virtual 

meetings instead of having everyone participate in one room? 

The virtual meetings were designed to offer a wide variety of Coastside community members the 

opportunity to learn about Connect the Coastside and have a conversation with each other about 

how to shape the future of transportation on the Midcoast.  Breakout groups have several benefits:   

https://planning.smcgov.org/connect-coastside
https://planning.smcgov.org/connect-coastside-documents-meeting-materials
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• They allow participants to have a dialogue with each other 

• Breakout groups allow more time for each individual to share their ideas, rather than 

restricting attendees to 2-3 minutes of comment as is common in public town hall meetings 

• The small group discussion format can provide a less intimidating setting for those who are 

not yet ready to speak in front of a large group or who may feel uncomfortable expressing a 

different perspective than others 

• Breakout groups allow for shorter meetings, which makes it possible for more people to find 

time to attend 

The County heard both positive and negative feedback on the format of the virtual meeting 

breakout rooms. For those who prefer providing public comments in a large setting, there will be 

other opportunities to do so at future Midcoast Community Council, Planning Commission and 

Board of Supervisors meetings.  

48) Why is the County continuing to work on Connect the Coastside during COVID-19?  

Connect the Coastside has been in development since 2014 and its completion continues to be a 

priority for County staff and elected officials in order to begin implementation of the important 

transportation safety and congestion relief projects in the plan. The project team had to change its 

engagement approach to receive feedback on the most recent January 2020 draft of Connect the 

Coastside from in-person to virtual meetings due to COVID-19. The project team requested feedback 

about the format of the virtual meetings in a post-meeting evaluation survey. Some community 

members appreciated the virtual meetings because they would not have been able to attend an in-

person meeting. Other community members gave feedback that they would have preferred to 

engage in person. The project team continues to learn and refine its engagement efforts to reach as 

broad and large of a stakeholder group as possible. Presentations at forthcoming Midcoast 

Community Council and Planning Commission meetings will allow for additional engagement 

opportunities.  

Participants at the virtual meetings noted changes in travel patterns and travel demand due to 

COVID-19-restrictions. The long-term impacts of COVID-19 on the transportation system are 

unknown; however, notable safety concerns still exist. Opportunities for implementation of 

transportation safety improvements through grants and new development continue and without an 

adopted plan, the County cannot take advantage of these opportunities.  
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Appendix 3 - May 30th Meeting Poll Data & Small Group Discussion Notes  

Poll Data 

 

Answers Number of Votes 

El Granada 7 
Half Moon Bay 1 
Montara 4 
Moss Beach 17 
Other 5 
Total 34 

 

El Granada
20%

Half Moon Bay
3%

Montara
12%

Moss Beach
50%

Other
15%

Where do you live and/or work on the Coastside?
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Answers Votes 
Goal 1 Improve existing traffic and roadway conditions on the Midcoast. 3 
Goal 2 Lessen the cumulative traffic impacts from future development on the 
Midcoast. 

5 

Goal 3 Increase opportunities for walking, biking, and riding transit on the 
Midcoast to provide an alternative to motor vehicles and reduce roadway traffic. 

10 

Goal 4: Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastal 
resources. 

9 

Goal 5: Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for both residents and 
visitors. 

2 

Grand Total 29 
 

10%

17%

35%

31%

7%

Focusing on the goals of the plan, which one is 
your highest priority?

Goal 1 Improve existing traffic and
roadway conditions on the Midcoast.

Goal 2 Lessen the cumulative traffic
impacts from future development on
the Midcoast.

Goal 3 Increase opportunities for
walking, biking, and riding transit on the
Midcoast to provide an alternative to
motor vehicles and reduce roadway
traffic.

Goal 4: Respect the character of
Midcoast communities and protect
coastal resources.

Goal 5: Maintain and improve access to
coastal resources for both residents and
visitors.
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Answers* Votes 

Coastal access 4 
Having transportation choices 8 
Improving traffic 15 
Preserving the Midcoast character 16 
Safety 14 
Sustainability 7 
Grand Total 64 

*Participants could vote for multiple answers 

Coastal access
6%

Having 
transportation 

choices
13%

Improving traffic
23%

Preserving the 
Midcoast character

25%

Safety
22%

Sustainability
11%

In thinking about your transportation priorities, 
what is most important to you?

Coastal access

Having transportation choices

Improving traffic

Preserving the Midcoast character

Safety

Sustainability
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Answers Votes 

Biking 8 
Driving 7 

Land use 7 

Public Transit 5 

Walking 5 
Grand Total 32 

 

Small Group Discussion Notes 

What have you learned about your transportation experience during this time of shelter in place?   
Group Notes 

A • Traffic has been great during shelter in place. Traffic has recently gotten worse during 
the weekends.  

• Shelter in place (SIP) showed us how bad traffic was previously.  

• More people may be teleworking at least part time, so daily commute traffic on the 
coast may get worse. Non-commute traffic may get worse, though.  

 
B 
 

• Gardening, love Zoom, need for cars  

• Not much travelling, flights are not crowded at all (one person took a flight to the 
Midwest)  

• Hardly any traffic, faster and easier to get around  

• Gridlock: coming back with beach restrictions lifted, Highway 92 and Highway 1, 
parking lot closures created difficulty for visitors, parking in neighborhoods  

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Biking Driving Land use Public Transit Walking

Which modes would you most like to see 
improved?
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• Facilities challenges during shelter in place  

• Older adults: people who do not drive are in danger, driving services were not 
available, leaving people stuck in their homes.   

• Communication from disability transportation  

• Trying to get funding for coordinated transportation system for older adults (lyft, Uber 
type service). Not everybody can use the bus. 

• Sign up for ready coast and Redi-Wheels: transit to medical appointments, with stops 
on the way  

• Challenges: people who do not have smart phone with App  
 

C • Haven’t travelled to the coast, due to COVID restrictions.  

• Visitor traffic is irrepressible, coast experiencing problems during SIP; governor 
mistook closing parking for closing beach—parking just pushed into neighborhoods, 
significant impact. Beaches still in use; trash, waste, other impacts as well. Public’s 

desire to visit coast is not diminished.   

• Initially there was a big decrease, then approx. 2 weeks later, returning to normal, 
despite SIP. Spillover parking is a big impact, as well as trash in neighborhoods… In 
general, a lot more pedestrian traffic on streets; some people using streets 
because it’s easier to maintain social distancing, versus trails where distance can’t be 

maintained. Possibly generating more danger for cars and pedestrians.   

• During SIP, easier to see daily patterns; garbage is increasingly worse—Cypress & 
Fitzgerald is fenced off, but many cars parked there, and much bad garbage. Not 

enough awareness of the impacts of visitors, residents on beaches, neighborhoods.   

• Overall, what mitigations can be added to projects to address these issues.   
 

D • Are breakout rooms discussion being recorded?  

• Why is the discussion limited to these 3 questions?  

• I was expecting a Zoom meeting where I could hear what everyone had to say vs. a 
small group discussion  

• Available parking, lack of bike racks  

• Traffic worst in the last week, normal problems exacerbated, lower speed limits, litter 

fines (problem at the highway), traffic enforcement needs to improve  

• Hopeful that this experience will allow employers to let people work from home. 
We won’t need anywhere near as many transportation improvements if people can 

work from home more.   

• The pandemic has solved our transportation problem. The question is whether this is 
going to last (teleworking).  

• Question DKS analysis; Resist Density did their own study and pointed out flaws. Think 
we need to go back to the drawing board before spending $150M. The only think I can 
see that would merit these changes is if we allow population expansion, and that will 

be limited by water and sewer.   

• I have been biking a lot more. I have been moving my car to the street and have 
to leave it there. 

• Traffic in the beginning was better, but has been worse over the last 2-3 weeks. I have 
seen more people biking. I’d like to think about how we look at things differently than 
the frame that the county has put this in around traffic improvement. I’d like to see 
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lower speed limits. I’d also like to address the litter problem along the highways. 
We should think about litter fines for individuals and locals. Traffic enforcement needs 
to improve. There is hardly any speed limit enforcement. I saw some enforcement of 

parking but not a lot.   
 

E • Traffic much easier in Shelter in Place without rush hour commute for job (San Mateo 
and SF from/to Coast).  Traffic is picking up this week.  Still avoiding driving on 
weekends due to congestion.  

• Participant lives in South SF, Planning Commissioner.  When she tries to drive to coast, 
Highway 92 is congested.  She hasn’t tried to drive to Coast during Shelter in 
Place.  Traffic in general seems better now.    

• Traffic better during Shelter in Place.    
 

F • Unsafe driving in residential streets in Moss Beach (Cypress Avenue and near 
Distillery)   

o Speeding has gotten worse over last two months during SIP  
o Walkers and with baby having to avoid vehicles, confrontations with speeders  

• Great deal of traffic on Highway 1 on weekends   
o Crosswalk on highway is ignored by motorists when pedestrians are waiting to 

cross   
o Motorists driving through crosswalk when pedestrians are waiting on both 

sides   
o Crosswalk is good, needs better implementation   

• Parking challenges near Quarry Park and residential area   
o Hopes that parking lots are never closed again as it impacts residential 

neighborhoods  
o People parking along highway – recommendation to park on west side not the 

east side  
o Parking in Harbor District should be open for public outside of crab & salmon 

season   

• Traffic reductions from SIP has made the area feel like 30 years ago  
o Mixed feeling about having less people coming to the coast  

• Question: Why was El Granada left off of the map? 
 

G • Capistrano Road is dangerous to walk along the route to Highway 1 – happy to hear 
that the road may have some bike lanes and sidewalks  

• El Granada sidewalk situation is very random – makes it very difficult to walk in the 
neighborhood  

• Walking north from El Granada is very difficult due to a lack of infrastructure  

• Safe routes to school is very important  

• Feeling very isolated – hard to go outside   

• From Moss Beach to Half Moon Bay – hard to walk and bike, public transit is not 
effective  

• Concerned about the rate of development on the coast   

• Addressing traffic concerns is important and a concern due to funding and budget 
impacts at federal/state/local levels  

• People rely on cars way too much when shelter in place was not in effect  
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• People driving recklessly while shelter in place  

• Can be very hazardous to ride a bike on the coast – almost no bike lanes along the 
coast  

• Crossing Highway 1 is very dangerous/unsafe – dependent on the drivers to slow 
down and allow for pedestrians and bike riders to cross safely  

• Hope the plan will slow traffic where it is recklessly fast and speed it up where it is 
very slow   

 

H • The number of people coming to the coast has increased; parking has been a 
challenge  

• Driving to and from work is just right due to less traffic but traffic has increase during 
weekend  

• Schools closed has increase bike riding with children more risk of traffic or being hit  

• Crosswalk improvement needed for safety   

• Connect communities; traveling safely to connect family and friends; walking or 
traveling on bikes  

• Difficult to get to town due to the hills by walking or hiking  
 

 

What is your reaction to the goals of Connect the Coastside?  
1. Improve existing traffic and roadway conditions on the Midcoast.   
2. Lessen the cumulative traffic impacts from future development on the Midcoast.  
3. Increase opportunities for walking, biking, and riding transit on the Midcoast to provide an alternative 

to motor vehicles and reduce roadway traffic.  
4. Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastal resources.  
5. Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for both residents and visitors.  
 

Group Notes 

A • There is limited faith in the Connect the Coastside plan due to the constant changes 
in the plan and the lack of engagement for a sustained period of time.  

• There is concern over the road impacts of a new development project in the Moss 
Beach area. The roads aren’t able to handle it. The community is concerned that the 
plan now seems to revolve around this new development. The housing plan is being 
rushed through. This is with regards to the Cypress Point development.  

• There is also concern about the traffic around Cypress. Likes the goal about 
respecting the character of Midcoast communities, but also likes safety goal and 
favors safety upgrades like roundabouts.  

• New element of plan is to divert traffic from the development through local city 
streets to avoid Carlos. Concerns this would conflict with the parallel trail. No 
sidewalks and two blind curves.  

• Focus on improving Carlos so cars, local traffic, and the parallel trail can all use it. 
Especially between Sierra and Etheldore.  

• Those of us who live on the coastside have to time their weekend traffic. Want to 
make it safer to turn on and off of the highway. Sometimes have to wait for 20 or 30 
cars to go by to enter or leave a neighborhood. Easier access on and off of Highway 1 
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is important. Not a big fan of the bike trail in Half Moon Bay. 12-15 MPH is too fast for 
the coastal trail, so people ride on the shoulder.  

• Housing can be difficult for new residents, so it is good to incorporate housing 
opportunities into the plan.  

• It can be unsafe to cross the highway from parking to the beach. Signals might be 
helpful in improving pedestrian safety.  

 
B Highlighted sections were said to be top priority by the group  

1. Improve existing traffic and roadway conditions on the Midcoast.   
2. Lessen the cumulative traffic impacts from future development on the Midcoast.*  

• Planning Commission looks at individual projects. Must look at overall cumulative 
traffic impacts  

• Examples: harbor village RV park, cypress point  

• School buses: no school buses, not a priority for school districts, this is not helpful for 
middle income families, creates traffic for coastside residents shuttling students  

3. Increase opportunities for walking, biking, and riding transit on the Midcoast to 
provide an alternative to motor vehicles and reduce roadway traffic.  
4. Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastal resources.*  

• Part of Plan Princeton: keep harbor charm  

• More visitor attractions = more traffic (limit visitor attractions)  

• Coastside Village feel vs. Fisherman’s wharf feel  
5. Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for both residents and visitors.  

  
General Comments:  

• Common sense goals  

• Compliments to group for being here, we are not rioting, this is a very tough time  
 

C • Must address cumulative impacts of transportation, and must have 
projects/measures to mitigate those impacts. Solutions for traffic impacts from future 
residential development must be addressed through lot retirement –or merger-- as 

mitigation for development of new lots, among other policies.)  

• Agree with comment regarding the impetus for CtC.   

• Not just the midcoast, also half moon bay buildout impacts; must be factored in.   
• Understand prioritization of parallel trail, but: there’s a lot of indirectness about 

roundabouts, plus idea that it will be easy to find funding for them—no clear short-
term programs/policies to address traffic impacts. Frenchman’s Creek stoplight never 
fully addressed. Traffic concerns often get shelved, it seems—community would love 
to hear specific phasing to address specific traffic impacts.  

D • These are good goals, but the devil is in the details, how are these interpreted? What 
is the County’s understanding of these goals?  

• The cost dimension is missing, looks like a wish list, no consideration of holistic 
balance, Overall concept of sustainability and balance  

• Timeline? Different for these projects, what has gone to this point? That would be 
helpful.  

• Management plan needs to be comprehensive. It seems that the County’s 
interpretation is different from the Commission.  
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E • Participant has read Plan.  It is well thought out.  Understands why issues she felt was 
important at first were not that important in the plan.    

• Such as public transportation (such as for disabled adults) which has low 
ridership.  Construction projects might increase people coming to coast and how will 
plan adjust for new patterns?  How to prioritize projects based on timing of 
population density from future development.  

• Such as a traffic control in EG in her neighborhood.  While she would want traffic 
control there, there’s less traffic there than in other places on Coast as shown in the 
Plan.  
Goals:   

o Access to Coastal trails  
o Safety is very important.  
o Parking for visitors is important  

• Coast is for everyone.  Trails and parking need to be accessible to everyone, including 
ADA access.   

• Disconnect with CTC.  Plan is focused on traffic and safety.  Real answer is pedestrian 
underpasses which provide 100% safety in terms of collision with autos, and 100% 
traffic flow without stops for pedestrians.  Crosswalks timed for slowest walker, which 
results in wasted wait time for cars.  

• Traffic lights that exist can be better programmed.  Road system has sensors (some 
are timed and some have sensors?) and knows rate of low and traffic breaks.  Most 
efficient to use breaks or low points in traffic to allow cross vehicle traffic to 
turn.  Volunteer sheriffs during Pumpkin Festival is more efficient to allow more thru 
traffic, this can be used for expected peak traffic periods on Highway 1.  

F • Agreement with goals, would move Goal #4 up as a high priority 
o Second for this being a high priority   
o Small-town, semi-rural 
o Paths > sidewalks, gutters in neighborhoods  

• Future challenges with Big Wave development on traffic   
o Seems illogical to take traffic up Cypress to 1, opportunity to go through 

Princeton where there are bus stops, wider streets, less residential areas and 
children   

• Interest to see walking and biking made easier as reflected in goal #3   
o Clarifying plan impacts along the highway  
o Interest to see a plan for getting around the neighborhoods  

• These goals are good, seem long term facing, deep construction projects  
o Great infrastructure projects for long term   
o Would like to see short term actions  

 Enforcement – has made requests of Sheriff and has not seen increased 
enforcement.   

o Speed limit is 25 miles per hour   
 Signage   
 Speed bumps   
 Resident unsure of costs, very scared about walking along rode and is 

open to creative fundraising  
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G • Goal #3 – important to capitalize on the opportunity to walk/bike/ride transit – but 
we are currently missing links to all of these opportunities. Plan needs to be 
comprehensive to move traffic appropriately (where it is slow – improve the flow; 
where it is fast – slow it down safely).   

• *No funding for school busses so we need to think about other 
alternatives/opportunities for students and faculty/staff to get to schools  

• Goal #3 – improving opportunities and encouraging people to walk and bike more on 
the coast and enjoy our surroundings – improve quality of life, the environment and 
traffic flow (in a safe and quick manner). All modes of transit need safe infrastructure 
and accessibility. Weekends are particularly challenging since beaches/areas receive 
visitors from all over the Bay Area and great Northern/Central California region.   

• Goal #3 – voted for it but all five goals are equally important and linked to each other. 
Safety and emergency response a concern as well as maintaining community 
character. Creating a much more effective contiguous trail system along the coast 
and over Highway 92 possibly for bike trails  

 
H • Improving the existing traffic rather than future projects; very little done to improve 

existing traffic over the years;   

• Appreciate to the county for asking people their opinion to fit the community  

• Talk about the funding for these investments; how to prioritize assistance from the 
state in addition to local funding (Measure K, Measure W)  

• Taking into account evacuation; emergency situation; how to incorporate  
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Which one or two project ideas are most important to you for improving transportation for 
the Coastside? (see also overview fact sheet)  
 

• Walk: A multimodal trail parallel to Highway 1, safe crosswalks across Highway 1, add sidewalks 
where missing, complete Coastal Trail  

• Bike: Multimodal trail, bike lanes along Highway 1, bikeway along Airport Street, widen the 
shoulders of Capistrano Road for bike route, install bicycle parking  

• Drive: Add turn lanes, acceleration lanes and passing lanes; add stop signs, where missing; add 
roundabout or signals at intersections with heavy traffic; traffic calming projects; parking 
improvements; Highway 1 shoulder improvements  

• Public Transit: Bus stop improvements, increased weekend and commute SamTrans service, Park 
and Ride lots  

• Land Use Programs: Lot Merger Program, Lot Retirement Program, Transportation Impact 
Mitigation Fee  

  
  

Group Notes 

A • Driving is most important, as we won’t be able to get people out of their cars. Safer 
driving infrastructure will also improve bike/ped safety as people will drive more 
safely.  

• Given the current environment, it may not be viable to expect SamTrans to expand 
weekend service (multiple people agree on this point). People commute all over the 
Bay Area, so carpools and transit can be difficult. Some residents may not want 
change, but something needs to be done to improve traffic safety.  

• Drive options should be the priority- turn lanes, stop signs, roundabout or signals at 
intersections.  

• If there was a decent public transit express from Montara to the BART station, it 
might get use, but the existing service isn’t working well. Multiple people like the 
express bus idea.   

 

B 
 

*Walk: multimodal trail parallel to Highway 1, safe crosswalks across Highway 1, add 
sidewalks where missing, complete Coastal Trail  

• Age friendly: older adults riding tricycles, also for children  

• Problems with surfaces: use walking poles, Jean Lauer Trail with gravel  

• Space:  

• Nobody asks about ongoing needs  

• Bluffs were previously improved with crushed granite, potholes have been an issue 
due to motor vehicles  

• Many dog walkers  

• Lack of consideration by fast bicyclists – zooming by with no bell  

• Dangerous to walk: no sidewalks, roads are narrow  

• Mountain biking road – ocean blvd closed: people have been injured here  
  
*Bike: Multimodal trail, bike lanes along Highway 1, bikeway along Airport Street, widen the 
shoulders of Capistrano Road for bike route, install bicycle parking  
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*Drive: Add turn lanes, acceleration lanes and passing lanes; add stop signs, where missing; 
add roundabout or signals at intersections with heavy traffic; traffic calming projects; parking 
improvements; Highway 1 shoulder improvements  

• Coming and going out of Cypress: need an acceleration lane going North out of 
Cypress (Moss Beach)  

• South bound – there is a lane  

• Suicide lane/waiting lane  

• Plan may include roundabout there  
  
*Public Transit: Bus stop improvements, increased weekend and commute 
SamTrans service, Park and Ride lots  
  
*Land Use Programs: Lot Merger Program, Lot Retirement Program, Transportation Impact 
Mitigation Fee  
  
Themes:  

• COVID Traffic: gridlock, beach visitors parking in neighborhoods  

• Age Friendly: transit, bike lanes  

• Condition of walkways and roads  

• Driving out of Moss Beach (Cypress) – make similar to Montara  

• 7 streetlights in Montara, 1 in Moss Beach  
 

C • In moss beach, some mitigation measures are actually a negative impact on the 
community—projects in very difficult places, very hard to avoid the impact of street 
closure, intersection work, etc. What’s the net gain for the community of these 
changes? They often seem like losses.   

D None listed 
E • Most Important Project Ideas:  

• Drive and Public Transit  

• Walk (ped underpass crossings)  

• Drive (more vehicle lanes on 92) and walking trails  
 

F • Pedestrian and Bicycle safety projects are most important (seconded)  

• Lot merger program   
G • All are important – voted for biking since it is particularly lacking. Public transit is not 

very viable at the moment. Walking a concern, but no one path for biking – patch 
work of different paths throughout the community. Hard for kids, adults, visitors to 
bike in a safe environment – a physical barrier is needed along Highway 1 to provide 
safe infrastructure  

• Biking extremely important. Crosswalk at Moss Beach installed with no lights (really 
needed to make it obvious to drivers that someone is using it).  

• Biking highest priority/land use (lot merger and retirement will be helpful). Bike share 
program along the mid-coast to Half Moon Bay (parallel the coastal trail). More public 
transit would be helpful and is needed on the coast.  

H • Land use program component can really help; there is funding to improve public 
transportation as long as we request it for the coast; walking and biking improvement 
can help people get out of their cars if planned with public transit  
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• Hard to get people out of their car; very few amenities; everything needs driving; not 
much access to public transportation; not just about public transportation but it is 
also about access; car at times is the only mode of transportation; not near by  

• Driving situation improved; city planners need to look at it and provide 
improvements  

• Driving; traffic circles; bikes lanes; the mile solution how to help people get to public 
transit; on demand models (similar to lift) but from public transit; home pick-up 
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Appendix 4 – June 15th Meeting Poll Data & Small Group Discussion Notes 

Poll Data 

 

Answer Votes 

Montara 10 
Moss Beach 32 
Elsewhere on the Coastside 4 

Other 4 
Grand Total 50 

 

Small Group Discussion Notes 

Which of the projects discussed today for Moss Beach and Montara are most important to you? Which 

projects are most important to encourage you and others to walk, bike or take transit?   

GROUP NOTES 

1 • Most important: slowing down traffic. Very unsafe for folks crossing Hwy 1. 
Roundabouts or some level of traffic control.  

• Agree that slowing down traffic is important. Speed limit should be lowered to 45. 
Seen people almost be hit. Like the bike path. More pedestrian and bike options.  

• Love the idea of bike path and trail. Agree to make it safer to cross. Happy to hear a 
way for kids to get to school at Farallone.  

Elsewhere on the 
Coastside

8%

Montara
20%

Moss Beach
64%

Other
8%

Where do you live and/or work on the Coastside?
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• Intrigued by the idea of roundabouts. Never saw one in the middle of nowhere. 
Ambitious and expensive. If it works, hooray! I don’t see people riding their bicycles 
to HMB. Not a priority to get to HMB on bikes.  

• If you’re thinking of commuting from Moss Beach to HMB, unless you have an 
electric bike or an avid cyclist, you won’t do it. All for bike lanes, for commuting 
within the neighborhoods. Not a concept that will reduce traffic. A fantasy. Not going 
to happen. County parks put large gravel on trail from Pillar Point to Harbor. Difficult 
for most people. Airport road would be the most likely road from Moss Beach to 
Harbor.  

• I would bike, going north to Pacifica. Needs to be other transportation options. 
Traffic is going to increase.  

• Individuals originally paid for roads themselves in some areas  
• Poor plan, hodge podge, people are older  
• Erroneous, railroad job. We don’t want to have this “thing” in our neighborhood. 

Other MidPen properties notorious. The forum is “when should we start elk hunting 
in Moss Beach.”  

• New resident. Loves it. Excited about some of these items.  
• Concerns about the process. I don’t feel the county engages in good faith. Some 

good things. Bike and pedestrian access. Not opposed to roundabouts.   
• Great idea to talk about CTC. Often, the county doesn’t seem to be communicating 

aspects of their ideas. Big issue of safety in traffic on the Coast. Wants to hear more 
about how CTC impacts development. 

2 • Vehicle improvements are high priority 
Questions: 

• Roundabouts  
o How will they improve HW1 crossing?   
o Handicapped, elderly, people on bicycles?  

• Etheldore & HWY 1 Park n Ride  
o What is it for?  Where is it connecting us?   
o 1 mile away from “downtown” MB  
o What is the reasoning behind this location?  

3 • Increase pedestrian trails along coast (high priority)  

• Improve bike safety along coast  

• Biking to work not realistic  

• Majority of residents drive to work  

• Improve bus stops/lanes  

4 • Pillar Ridge Resident has not used Airport Road regularly, but with COVID, sticking 
around the neighborhood and walking along Airport Road. Challenging to 
avoid speeding vehicles and maneuvering between broken glass with dogs. Fatalities 
on the road and traffic. With Big Wave, there is room for improvement for ped/bike 
access. No sidewalk from Cypress down to Yacht Club; little access. Concern for 
ped/bike.  

• High School/Middle School students travel from Montara to HMB. Parallel Trail is 
very important. More students would walk/bike if that option was available. Safe 
Routes to School to Farallone ES is important. Residents walk/bike to post office to 
get mail since mail is not delivered to homes. Need a safe route from Post Office 
to Farallone.   
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• Commute along Coastal Trail living in Moss Beach and has to cross Highway 1; 
challenging. Ped Xing at Country Market is inadequate; need improved 
crossing. Current crosswalk in Moss Beach is inadequate.   

• Parallel Trail without crossings would not be effective; need both (Hwy 1 xings).  
• What CTC suggests now for crossings is adequate.  
• Airport Road – Big Wave project mentioned options but wasn’t clear what would be 

the final plan for the road (e.g., converting Airport Road to one-way). Pillar Ridge is 
next door to Big Wave. Heavily used road by teenagers/children; many children live 
at Pillar Ridge, many cyclists.  

o Airport Road not on overview fact sheets; may be in the plan or another 
plan. Airport Road is designated as a bike route; heavily parked.   

o Felt hazardous to walk to El Granada ES on Airport.   
o Teens using bicycles for mobility; job at the yacht club. Primary access 

point.   
o Speed limit is fairly low, but people are still speeding.  
o Speeding has always been an issue; its easy to speed on it and treated as a 

“back road”  
o Abandoned vehicles, trash.   
o Residents have reported abandoned vehicles to CHP and no action is taken. 

Side of road is obstructed with trash/vehicles, so forced to walk in the 
street.   

• Important Highway 1 crossings – 2nd Street in Montara (where restaurant/beach is), 
16th Street (with new bus stop; a lot of people use this location to cross when 
cycling), Virginia Ave (?) existing crossing is an important location but not safe as 
designed for peds or drivers  

5 • Roundabout at Cypress and Hwy1- First to be done when there is funding. Looking 
forward to see it start. It has been a long wait. Already LOS F, worse on sunny days. It 
is too long of a wait to turn north onto NB Hwy 1, need either roundabout or 
acceleration lane.  

• No street lighting on Hwy 1, Montara has 6-7 and there is only one on California, 
need more highway street lighting for increased safety of pedestrians and vehicles.  

• No one on this part of the coast likes traffic signals. They may be OK in Half Moon 
Bay, but not here, Moss Beach is not a town, it is a small village that is not suited for 
a signal.  

• Insinuation of Mid Pen into the mix, they have their own agenda and not giving us 
opportunity to give our input. Serious issues with Cypress Point, moving too fast and 
not based on facts, public records and community input. Mr. Horsley understands 
the density and land use issues related to this. There is no reliable transportation. 
Impossible to get from point A to point B on bus. And daily activities cannot be done 
from Friday to Monday. One Rd in one Rd out of Mid Pen, no alternate routes. 
Wildfire risk is large for the coast. Need more transparency from Mid Pen. Connect 
the coast is transparent. Need more effort to address the evacuation plan. Need to 
address people going north to Pacifica. Caltrans needs to trim.  

6 • Most important – improvements to pedestrian safety including crosswalks on Hwy 1, 
parallel trail, safety improvements on Carlos St.   

• How do you get to conclusion that speed bumps and other proposed measures on 
Carlos St. are appropriate?  
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• Cypress Ave between Hwy 1 and Fitzgerald Marine Reserve is very narrow and 
unsafe, only 1 speed limit sign posted. See Safe Streets group online petition w/165 + 
signatures – change.org/safestreetscoastside   

• Most important is all projects that can be completed the soonest – 1) safe crossing 
(above and below grade crossing discussion needed); 2) completion of parallel trail; 
3) roundabouts, at least 1 test case needed now. Studies have been long and drawn 
out and people want to see improvements now.   

• Multimodal trail concern – endangered species along Carlos Street – what about 
migration pattern of frogs? How will trail construction and other improvements be 
impacted by this? Joe LaClair’s MCC presentation identified there are frogs so how 
do we address them?  

• Traffic is going to increase along side streets around Cypress Point – how will 
endangered species be impacted from all of this?  

• How will anyone access bus stops with no road or sidewalk; what’s the time period 
for completion?  

• Primary concern is what’s the cost and what’s the motivation for CTC?   
• CTC from January is relying on outdated data; may not be traffic problem in Moss 

Beach post COVID.  
• Bike route proposed is not relevant.  
• Traffic analysis needs to be redone post COVD and used as baseline.   
• Additional mitigations are not responsibility of owners; should be responsibility of 

incremental development projects.  
• Cost to residents needs to be taken to public vote.   

7 • Parallel Trail is important +1  
o Provides for alternative method for mobility on the Coast  
o Trail improvements have been segmented over the past 20 years, unsure of 

total plan. If parallel trail means connecting segmented work then this is a 
great project  

o Flurry of activity to Marine Reserve and to Airport, accessible area in 
Moss Beach and is unsure how this fits into bigger plan   

• Improving Main Street in Montara to be bike friendly   
o Not a new idea, has been on drawing board for 10 years  
o This question does not resonate as it has been asked and mapped out 

before, curious why this is continuing to come up.  
• Pedestrian Underpass is necessary   

o Need to have pedestrians cross the road without impacting traffic and 
provide safety for all (pedestrians and cars)   

o Resident shares that 1,000 petitions from community members and visitors 
requesting underpass at Gray Whale Cove site (rather than having red 
flashing light crosswalk)   

• Traffic issues in Moss Beach and Montara don’t have much to do with residents   
o Incremental changes like changing direction of the road, added parking, new 

sidewalks are “dressing things up” and are fine, but don’t improve quality of 
life on the coast   

o Empty outside of peak times (weekends, good weather days, etc.) Better to 
think about what residents want.   

• Get Montara properly connected to Moss Beach for Biking  
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o Part of the Parallel Trail project – this is the most necessary connector for 
cyclists  

• Nothing in the plan motivates residents to take transit or walk  
• Alternate question – Resident feels like these questions do not accurately capture 

feedback. Preference for: What would coastsiders like? Not how would people 
respond to given plan?   

o Most of what is given in the plan is not what resonates with resident   

8 • Interest in biking, be able to ride to HMB and the other way to get to tunnel and 
parking lot up there. Have to get creative to do it safely now. If you don’t have a bike 
that can go on trail, you are near the highway. Really hopeful trails get built in the 
shorter term (not 10-20 years).   

• How slow traffic has gotten in general. It does not seem like the increase in traffic is 
because people on the coast are driving more. Seems like traffic is increasing from 
inland visitors. Seconding of traffic increase initiated by people coming from other 
places. Only see increase in traffic with increase with developments – Big Wave, 
Cypress, Devil’s Slide Tunnel  

o We need to put limits on large scale developments  
• Intersections near Fitzgerald. People weaving in and out of neighborhood to find 

parking. Solution: find one way roads throughout this neighborhood. Appreciated 
awareness about safety concerns around distillery. Safety for cyclists. Seriously 
looking into one way traffic in these neighborhoods.   

o Carlos  
o Wienke 
o Carbillo Highway  

• Huge fan of roundabouts  
o Coming out of Dardanelle trail, crossing over Lake, going up California, which 

is the CA trail, going up Wienke 
o We should have one way traffic here to protect cyclists and people 

on trail  
• Sidestreets are a big issue. Different on east side of highway.   
• Carlos St is very narrow, windy and the most scenic street on the east side of the 

highway  
• Proposal for Cypress Point does not address where traffic is going to go  

o Analyze traffic on the side streets. How can you base recommendations 
without doing an analysis?  

o Carlos is on the Post Office box. Very common to drive to the post office 
(especially nowadays). VMT will be created more which is contrary to what 
this plan is trying to do.   

o Go one way south, get on the roundabout, not sure where to come back 
home from post office  

• Roundabouts need to be considered if appropriate for coastal residents who 
frequent the post office  

• Roundabouts – sewer and water pipes run under the highway. There is no room for a 
roundabout. Roundabouts need to be considered   

o Are roundabouts a pipe dream? Not enough information given to make this a 
reality.   



Appendix 4  6 

• Big picture: This plan has had a delay because this plan was supposed to look at 
roundabout alternatives. We are here 4 years later with no answers on the 
roundabouts and discovering new problems.   

o Confidence is important  

9 • General support for roundabouts, although there are some concerns (see below)  
• General support for parallel trail/ Eastern trail  

o Long term: we have to have a parallel trail on the East side of Hwy1 to 
connect all of the communities on the Coastside  

o Good for neighborhoods and students going to school  
• Concern with parallel trail access  
• Eastern trail / parallel trail (supportive)  

o Addresses pedestrians and cyclists  
• Roundabouts  

o Address traffic issues   

10 • Highway 1 crossing at CA/Wienke Way (crazy intersection) in Moss Beach  
o Crossing at night is very difficult and dangerous.  Makes stores inaccessible 

by walking (need to walk) from the other side of the Highway  
o Need button with flashing lights (one commenter supports; one does not)  
o Closure of Wienke Way is ok.  Only 8 houses on this street  

• Need study of neighborhood streets; new crosswalks may not be needed; need more 
stop signs (example: at Stetson/Sierra)  

• According to one commenter, walking on the east side of Hwy 1 in Moss Beach from 
eastern neighborhoods is hilly, steep, lacking in sidewalks (but some don’t need 
sidewalks).  Services are too far for most residents.  Most people will drive.    

• Highway 1 crossing at 2nd street at La Costanera in Montara  
• Parallel Trail (safe and flat) to get to Moss Beach, as walking path alternative 

to driving on Sunshine Valley Road (can only bike in westward direction) which is 
curvy and steep.  With Parallel trail, more reason to walk to Carlos.  Geography 
between MB and Montara makes it hard to traverse through these areas without 
going to Hwy 1.  16th street is not a through street.  

• Please change plan to add Safe Route to Farralone View School  

11 • Carlos one-way and interesting proposition. Accessing Hwy 1 @ Cypress challenging. 
Supports roundabouts. Pedestrian crosswalks along the Highway.   

• Continuation of the Coastal Trail, including up to Devils Slide southern access 
point.  Between Gray Whale Cove and Tunnel…supports inclusion of Green Valley 
Trail project in CTC. Could help reduce congestion.  
What is the scope of the LCP v. CTC?  

• Is Half Moon Bay included?   

• There are four versions of the plan out there. It’s confusing  

• Supports bike lanes. Transit is impractical for shopping. Concerned about three traffic 
lights or roundabouts in Moss Beach. Traffic lights slow traffic, will result in grid lock 
and use of parallel routes, e.g., Sunshine Valley Rd.  

• Evacuation Routes are needed. fire hazard risk increasing, along with traffic, makes 
evacuation challenging.  

• Traffic congestion mitigation is needed. Supports roundabouts but unsure about how 
well they’ll work with traffic Need better access to the County of San Mateo  

• Solutions need to be based on Half Moon Bay development and traffic.  
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: SR-1 & Vallemar St 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 4 0 33 0 880 3 29 1444 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 4 0 34 0 898 3 30 1473 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2464 2434 1473 2432 2432 899 1473 901
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2464 2434 1473 2432 2432 899 1473 901
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 81 100 90 100 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 18 31 156 21 31 337 457 754

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 0 38 0 901 30 1473
Volume Left 0 4 0 0 30 0
Volume Right 0 34 0 3 0 0
cSH 1700 129 1700 1700 754 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.53 0.04 0.87
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 28 0 0 3 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0
Lane LOS A E A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 44.0 0.0 0.2
Approach LOS A E

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.0% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: SR-1 & California Ave 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 7 0 33 38 1 28 22 829 49 24 1408 18
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Hourly flow rate (vph) 7 0 34 39 1 29 22 846 50 24 1437 18
Pedestrians 1 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2416 2439 1447 2437 2423 873 1456 898
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2416 2439 1447 2437 2423 873 1456 898
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 62 100 79 0 97 92 95 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 19 29 161 16 30 349 464 755

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 41 68 22 896 24 1455
Volume Left 7 39 22 0 24 0
Volume Right 34 29 0 50 0 18
cSH 69 27 464 1700 755 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.59 2.53 0.05 0.53 0.03 0.86
Queue Length 95th (ft) 63 207 4 0 3 0
Control Delay (s) 113.8 1004.6 13.2 0.0 9.9 0.0
Lane LOS F F B A
Approach Delay (s) 113.8 1004.6 0.3 0.2
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 29.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: SR-1 & Virginia Ave 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 9 0 35 18 3 10 23 846 18 13 1491 15
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 0 38 19 3 10 24 872 19 13 1537 15
Pedestrians 3 1
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2507 2513 1548 2530 2511 882 1556 891
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2507 2513 1548 2530 2511 882 1556 891
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 40 100 73 0 88 97 94 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 16 26 140 13 26 345 424 761

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 47 32 24 891 13 1553
Volume Left 10 19 24 0 13 0
Volume Right 38 10 0 19 0 15
cSH 54 20 424 1700 761 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.87 1.60 0.06 0.52 0.02 0.91
Queue Length 95th (ft) 95 107 4 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 207.2 704.9 14.0 0.0 9.8 0.0
Lane LOS F F B A
Approach Delay (s) 207.2 704.9 0.4 0.1
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 12.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.6% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

8: SR-1 & Vermont Ave 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 14 3 7 14 5 6 16 868 33 13 1496 22
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Hourly flow rate (vph) 14 3 7 14 5 6 16 886 34 13 1527 22
Pedestrians 4 4 1
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2492 2520 1542 2505 2515 908 1549 923
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2492 2520 1542 2505 2515 908 1549 923
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 10 88 95 10 81 98 96 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 16 26 141 16 27 332 428 737

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 24 26 16 919 13 1549
Volume Left 14 14 16 0 13 0
Volume Right 7 6 0 34 0 22
cSH 23 23 428 1700 737 1700
Volume to Capacity 1.07 1.11 0.04 0.54 0.02 0.91
Queue Length 95th (ft) 78 81 3 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 454.8 467.4 13.7 0.0 10.0 0.0
Lane LOS F F B A
Approach Delay (s) 454.8 467.4 0.2 0.1
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 9.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.3% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: SR-1 & Cypress Ave 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 56 2 40 11 4 16 36 859 15 7 1399 52
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 61 2 43 12 4 17 39 934 16 8 1521 57
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2596 2592 1549 2601 2612 942 1577 950
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2596 2592 1549 2601 2612 942 1577 950
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 90 69 0 80 95 91 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 12 22 140 10 22 319 417 723

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 107 34 39 950 8 1577
Volume Left 61 12 39 0 8 0
Volume Right 43 17 0 16 0 57
cSH 20 23 417 1700 723 1700
Volume to Capacity 5.36 1.48 0.09 0.56 0.01 0.93
Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 108 8 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) Err 616.2 14.5 0.0 10.0 0.0
Lane LOS F F B B
Approach Delay (s) Err 616.2 0.6 0.0
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 400.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

10: SR-1 & St Etheldore St 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 10

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 21 871 18 0 1423
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 23 937 19 0 1530
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2476 946 956
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2476 946 956
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 33 317 719

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 23 956 1530
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 23 19 0
cSH 317 1700 719
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.56 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0
Control Delay (s) 17.2 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS C
Approach Delay (s) 17.2 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

11: SR-1 & Capistrano Rd 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 MD Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 11

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 28 24 16 686 909 63
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Hourly flow rate (vph) 30 26 17 730 967 67
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1366 967 967
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1366 967 967
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 78 90 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 135 254 708

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 30 26 17 365 365 967 67
Volume Left 30 0 17 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 26 0 0 0 0 67
cSH 135 254 708 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.22 0.10 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.57 0.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 20 8 2 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 39.1 20.7 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS E C B
Approach Delay (s) 30.6 0.2 0.0
Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 28 54 809 33 66 1335
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Hourly flow rate (vph) 30 58 870 35 71 1435
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2465 888 905
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2465 888 905
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 83 91
cM capacity (veh/h) 30 343 751

Direction, Lane # WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 30 58 905 71 1435
Volume Left 30 0 0 71 0
Volume Right 0 58 35 0 0
cSH 30 343 1700 751 1700
Volume to Capacity 1.00 0.17 0.53 0.09 0.84
Queue Length 95th (ft) 84 15 0 8 0
Control Delay (s) 354.1 17.6 0.0 10.3 0.0
Lane LOS F C B
Approach Delay (s) 132.5 0.0 0.5
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 113 163 266 25 135 173 357 511 51 338 821 131
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 6.5 3.0 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1825 1583 1726 3433 3491 1770 3539 1583
Flt Permitted 0.56 1.00 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1042 1583 1667 3433 3491 1770 3539 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 177 289 27 147 188 388 555 55 367 892 142
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 134 0 39 0 0 8 0 0 0 90
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 300 155 0 323 0 388 602 0 367 892 52
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 8 4 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.5 23.5 23.5 13.8 21.9 20.8 28.9 28.9
Effective Green, g (s) 23.5 23.5 23.5 13.8 21.9 20.8 28.9 28.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.17 0.28 0.26 0.36 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 6.5 3.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 309 469 494 598 965 464 1291 577
v/s Ratio Prot 0.11 0.17 c0.21 c0.25
v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.10 0.19 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.97 0.33 0.65 0.65 0.62 0.79 0.69 0.09
Uniform Delay, d1 27.5 21.7 24.3 30.4 25.0 27.2 21.4 16.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 42.9 0.2 2.4 1.8 1.4 8.4 1.7 0.1
Delay (s) 70.5 21.9 26.7 32.3 26.5 35.5 23.1 16.6
Level of Service E C C C C D C B
Approach Delay (s) 46.6 26.7 28.7 25.7
Approach LOS D C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 30.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 79.2 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 389 26 945 266 21 1300
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 5.5 5.5 3.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1484 1863 1583 1770 1863
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1484 1863 1583 1770 1863
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 418 28 1016 286 23 1398
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 119 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 418 8 1016 167 23 1398
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 23
Turn Type Prot Perm NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.4 28.4 60.3 60.3 2.9 66.2
Effective Green, g (s) 28.4 28.4 60.3 60.3 2.9 66.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.58 0.58 0.03 0.64
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 5.5 5.5 3.0 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.4
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 487 408 1089 925 49 1196
v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 0.55 0.01 c0.75
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.11
v/c Ratio 0.86 0.02 0.93 0.18 0.47 1.17
Uniform Delay, d1 35.4 27.2 19.6 9.9 49.3 18.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13.5 0.0 13.9 0.1 5.1 85.3
Delay (s) 48.9 27.2 33.5 10.0 54.4 103.7
Level of Service D C C A D F
Approach Delay (s) 47.6 28.3 102.9
Approach LOS D C F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 64.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 103.1 Sum of lost time (s) 11.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 133 216 360 0 0 211
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 139 225 375 0 0 220
Pedestrians 11
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 1
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 151
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 386 888 386
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 386 888 386
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 88 100 66
cM capacity (veh/h) 1162 274 656

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 364 375 220
Volume Left 139 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 220
cSH 1162 1700 656
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.22 0.34
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 37
Control Delay (s) 4.0 0.0 13.2
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 4.0 0.0 13.2
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 14 22 27 1205 1665 25
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 15 24 30 1324 1830 27
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3227 1843 1857
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3227 1843 1857
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 74 91
cM capacity (veh/h) 10 93 325

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 40 30 1324 1857
Volume Left 15 30 0 0
Volume Right 24 0 0 27
cSH 21 325 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 1.84 0.09 0.78 1.09
Queue Length 95th (ft) 129 7 0 0
Control Delay (s) 781.6 17.2 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS F C
Approach Delay (s) 781.6 0.4 0.0
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 9.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 7 0 44 25 0 37 34 1191 23 30 1644 16
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 7 0 46 26 0 39 35 1241 24 31 1712 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3133 3119 1721 3144 3115 1253 1729 1265
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3133 3119 1721 3144 3115 1253 1729 1265
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 100 59 0 100 82 90 94
cM capacity (veh/h) 5 10 111 3 10 210 365 550

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 53 65 35 1265 31 1729
Volume Left 7 26 35 0 31 0
Volume Right 46 39 0 24 0 17
cSH 28 8 365 1700 550 1700
Volume to Capacity 1.92 7.82 0.10 0.74 0.06 1.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 158 Err 8 0 5 0
Control Delay (s) 736.4 Err 15.9 0.0 11.9 0.0
Lane LOS F F C B
Approach Delay (s) 736.4 Err 0.4 0.2
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 215.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.5% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 2 1 16 1 0 6 4 1268 12 9 1667 10
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 2 1 17 1 0 6 4 1335 13 9 1755 11
Pedestrians 1 1
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3129 3136 1760 3142 3135 1343 1765 1348
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3129 3136 1760 3142 3135 1343 1765 1348
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 67 90 84 79 100 97 99 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 6 11 105 5 11 185 353 510

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 20 7 4 1347 9 1765
Volume Left 2 1 4 0 9 0
Volume Right 17 6 0 13 0 11
cSH 34 30 353 1700 510 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.59 0.24 0.01 0.79 0.02 1.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 50 19 1 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 210.9 159.7 15.3 0.0 12.2 0.0
Lane LOS F F C B
Approach Delay (s) 210.9 159.7 0.0 0.1
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 98.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 24 0 34 12 0 3 39 1402 14 3 1734 18
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
Hourly flow rate (vph) 24 0 34 12 0 3 39 1416 14 3 1752 18
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3265 3276 1761 3294 3278 1423 1770 1430
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3265 3276 1761 3294 3278 1423 1770 1430
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 100 67 0 100 98 89 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 5 8 105 3 8 167 352 475

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 59 15 39 1430 3 1770
Volume Left 24 12 39 0 3 0
Volume Right 34 3 0 14 0 18
cSH 11 4 352 1700 475 1700
Volume to Capacity 5.41 3.92 0.11 0.84 0.01 1.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) Err Err 9 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) Err Err 16.5 0.0 12.6 0.0
Lane LOS F F C B
Approach Delay (s) Err Err 0.4 0.0
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 222.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.4% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 14 0 96 0 768 9 154 1149 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 14 0 98 0 784 9 157 1172 0
Pedestrians 4
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2372 2280 1172 2275 2275 792 1172 793
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2372 2280 1172 2275 2275 792 1172 793
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 41 100 75 100 81
cM capacity (veh/h) 15 32 234 24 32 388 596 828

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 0 112 0 793 157 1172
Volume Left 0 14 0 0 157 0
Volume Right 0 98 0 9 0 0
cSH 1700 133 1700 1700 828 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.84 0.00 0.47 0.19 0.69
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 133 0 0 17 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 103.8 0.0 0.0 10.4 0.0
Lane LOS A F B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 103.8 0.0 1.2
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 707 41 0 1186 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 64 0 752 44 0 1262 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2078 2057 1262 2036 2036 774 1262 796
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2078 2057 1262 2036 2036 774 1262 796
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 84 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 33 55 207 42 57 398 551 826

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 0 64 0 796 1262
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 64 0 44 0
cSH 1700 398 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.47 0.74
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 14 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 15.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 15.7 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 104 16 737 16 17 1165
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 109 17 776 17 18 1226
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2046 784 793
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2046 784 793
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 96 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 60 393 828

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 126 793 1244
Volume Left 109 0 18
Volume Right 17 17 0
cSH 68 1700 828
Volume to Capacity 1.86 0.47 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 286 0 2
Control Delay (s) 537.8 0.0 0.9
Lane LOS F A
Approach Delay (s) 537.8 0.0 0.9
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 31.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 17 862 0 22 1265
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 18 898 0 23 1318
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2261 898 898
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2261 898 898
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 95 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 44 338 756

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 18 898 23 1318
Volume Left 0 0 23 0
Volume Right 18 0 0 0
cSH 338 1700 756 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.53 0.03 0.78
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 2 0
Control Delay (s) 16.2 0.0 9.9 0.0
Lane LOS C A
Approach Delay (s) 16.2 0.0 0.2
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: SR-1 & Vallemar St 9/23/2014

Coastal Section for New Intersections 5:00 pm 6/16/2014 PM Buildout Synchro 8 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 7 0 21 0 833 4 50 1239 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 7 0 22 0 877 4 53 1304 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2308 2291 1304 2288 2288 879 1304 881
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2308 2291 1304 2288 2288 879 1304 881
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 72 100 94 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 24 37 196 26 37 347 531 767

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 0 29 0 881 53 1304
Volume Left 0 7 0 0 53 0
Volume Right 0 22 0 4 0 0
cSH 1700 86 1700 1700 767 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.52 0.07 0.77
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 33 0 0 6 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 67.7 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0
Lane LOS A F B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 67.7 0.0 0.4
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 5 0 22 52 2 21 20 809 55 20 1189 11
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 0 23 55 2 22 21 852 58 21 1252 12
Pedestrians 4 7
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 1
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2223 2255 1257 2243 2232 892 1263 913
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2223 2255 1257 2243 2232 892 1263 913
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 80 100 89 0 95 93 96 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 26 38 209 25 40 338 550 744

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 28 79 21 909 21 1263
Volume Left 5 55 21 0 21 0
Volume Right 23 22 0 58 0 12
cSH 91 34 550 1700 744 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.31 2.30 0.04 0.53 0.03 0.74
Queue Length 95th (ft) 30 223 3 0 2 0
Control Delay (s) 61.6 843.2 11.8 0.0 10.0 0.0
Lane LOS F F B A
Approach Delay (s) 61.6 843.2 0.3 0.2
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 29.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 10 2 20 22 1 11 25 856 27 11 1219 17
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 2 22 24 1 12 27 920 29 12 1311 18
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2330 2347 1320 2346 2341 935 1329 949
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2330 2347 1320 2346 2341 935 1329 949
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 53 94 89 0 97 96 95 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 23 34 192 20 34 322 519 723

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 34 37 27 949 12 1329
Volume Left 11 24 27 0 12 0
Volume Right 22 12 0 29 0 18
cSH 54 30 519 1700 723 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.64 1.24 0.05 0.56 0.02 0.78
Queue Length 95th (ft) 65 104 4 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 152.5 446.9 12.3 0.0 10.1 0.0
Lane LOS F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 152.5 446.9 0.3 0.1
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 9.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 10 2 20 27 2 6 16 891 35 9 1236 15
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 2 21 28 2 6 17 938 37 9 1301 16
Pedestrians 1
Lane Width (ft) 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0
Percent Blockage 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2308 2337 1310 2332 2327 956 1318 975
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2308 2337 1310 2332 2327 956 1318 975
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 57 94 89 0 94 98 97 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 24 35 194 21 35 313 524 708

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 34 37 17 975 9 1317
Volume Left 11 28 17 0 9 0
Volume Right 21 6 0 37 0 16
cSH 56 26 524 1700 708 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.60 1.42 0.03 0.57 0.01 0.77
Queue Length 95th (ft) 61 112 2 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 139.8 551.6 12.1 0.0 10.2 0.0
Lane LOS F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 139.8 551.6 0.2 0.1
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 10.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 32 2 3 67 5 28 7 844 71 42 1226 13
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 35 2 3 73 5 30 8 917 77 46 1333 14
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2397 2441 1340 2399 2409 956 1347 995
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2397 2441 1340 2399 2409 956 1347 995
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 92 98 0 82 90 99 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 17 29 187 20 30 313 511 696

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 40 109 8 995 46 1347
Volume Left 35 73 8 0 46 0
Volume Right 3 30 0 77 0 14
cSH 19 28 511 1700 696 1700
Volume to Capacity 2.14 3.90 0.01 0.59 0.07 0.79
Queue Length 95th (ft) 136 Err 1 0 5 0
Control Delay (s) 954.9 Err 12.1 0.0 10.5 0.0
Lane LOS F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 954.9 Err 0.1 0.3
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 442.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 22 0 836 27 0 1176
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Hourly flow rate (vph) 24 0 899 29 0 1265
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2178 913 928
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2178 913 928
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 53 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 51 331 737

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 24 928 1265
Volume Left 24 0 0
Volume Right 0 29 0
cSH 51 1700 737
Volume to Capacity 0.47 0.55 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 43 0 0
Control Delay (s) 126.6 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS F
Approach Delay (s) 126.6 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.9% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 27 15 12 663 676 48
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Hourly flow rate (vph) 29 16 13 713 727 52
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1109 727 727
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1109 727 727
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 86 96 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 201 366 872

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 29 16 13 356 356 727 52
Volume Left 29 0 13 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 16 0 0 0 0 52
cSH 201 366 872 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.14 0.04 0.01 0.21 0.21 0.43 0.03
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 3 1 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 26.0 15.3 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS D C A
Approach Delay (s) 22.1 0.2 0.0
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 29 37 770 59 76 1078
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 32 41 846 65 84 1185
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2230 879 911
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2230 879 911
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 24 88 89
cM capacity (veh/h) 42 347 748

Direction, Lane # WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 32 41 911 84 1185
Volume Left 32 0 0 84 0
Volume Right 0 41 65 0 0
cSH 42 347 1700 748 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.76 0.12 0.54 0.11 0.70
Queue Length 95th (ft) 72 10 0 9 0
Control Delay (s) 217.2 16.8 0.0 10.4 0.0
Lane LOS F C B
Approach Delay (s) 104.8 0.0 0.7
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 96 107 145 75 118 234 196 548 31 244 989 97
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 6.5 3.0 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1820 1583 1710 3433 3511 1770 3539 1583
Flt Permitted 0.57 1.00 0.90 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1069 1583 1558 3433 3511 1770 3539 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 104 116 158 82 128 254 213 596 34 265 1075 105
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 93 0 41 0 0 4 0 0 0 65
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 220 65 0 423 0 213 626 0 265 1075 40
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 8 4 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.3 29.3 29.3 9.7 25.5 16.5 32.3 32.3
Effective Green, g (s) 29.3 29.3 29.3 9.7 25.5 16.5 32.3 32.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.12 0.30 0.20 0.38 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 6.5 3.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 371 550 541 395 1062 346 1355 606
v/s Ratio Prot 0.06 0.18 c0.15 c0.30
v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 0.04 c0.27 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.12 0.78 0.54 0.59 0.77 0.79 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 22.6 18.7 24.6 35.2 25.0 32.1 23.0 16.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.0 6.7 0.7 1.0 8.8 3.5 0.1
Delay (s) 24.3 18.8 31.3 35.9 26.0 40.9 26.5 16.5
Level of Service C B C D C D C B
Approach Delay (s) 22.0 31.3 28.5 28.4
Approach LOS C C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 84.3 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 285 22 1020 420 46 1161
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 5.5 5.5 3.0 5.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1486 1863 1583 1770 1863
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1486 1863 1583 1770 1863
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 306 24 1097 452 49 1248
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 19 0 177 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 306 5 1097 275 49 1248
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 23
Turn Type Prot Perm NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.2 21.2 60.7 60.7 6.5 70.2
Effective Green, g (s) 21.2 21.2 60.7 60.7 6.5 70.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.61 0.61 0.07 0.70
Clearance Time (s) 3.0 3.0 5.5 5.5 3.0 5.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.4
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 375 315 1131 961 115 1309
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 0.59 0.03 c0.67
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.17
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.02 0.97 0.29 0.43 0.95
Uniform Delay, d1 37.5 31.1 18.7 9.3 44.9 13.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12.2 0.0 19.6 0.1 1.8 15.0
Delay (s) 49.7 31.1 38.3 9.4 46.8 28.4
Level of Service D C D A D C
Approach Delay (s) 48.3 29.9 29.1
Approach LOS D C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 31.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 99.9 Sum of lost time (s) 11.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 133 349 213 0 0 110
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Hourly flow rate (vph) 149 392 239 0 0 124
Pedestrians 1 5
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 151
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 244 936 244
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 244 936 244
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 89 100 84
cM capacity (veh/h) 1316 259 791

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 542 239 124
Volume Left 149 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 124
cSH 1316 1700 791
Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.14 0.16
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 14
Control Delay (s) 3.1 0.0 10.4
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 3.1 0.0 10.4
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 14 15 22 1430 1422 33
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 15 16 23 1505 1497 35
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3066 1514 1532
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3066 1514 1532
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 89 95
cM capacity (veh/h) 13 147 435

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 31 23 1505 1532
Volume Left 15 23 0 0
Volume Right 16 0 0 35
cSH 24 435 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 1.25 0.05 0.89 0.90
Queue Length 95th (ft) 95 4 0 0
Control Delay (s) 501.9 13.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS F B
Approach Delay (s) 501.9 0.2 0.0
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 3 0 30 11 0 29 22 1405 35 21 1402 11
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 3 0 31 11 0 30 23 1464 36 22 1460 11
Pedestrians 1 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3052 3057 1467 3063 3044 1484 1473 1500
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3052 3057 1467 3063 3044 1484 1473 1500
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 45 100 80 0 100 80 95 95
cM capacity (veh/h) 6 11 157 6 11 153 457 447

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 34 42 23 1500 22 1472
Volume Left 3 11 23 0 22 0
Volume Right 31 30 0 36 0 11
cSH 46 19 457 1700 447 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.75 2.25 0.05 0.88 0.05 0.87
Queue Length 95th (ft) 74 141 4 0 4 0
Control Delay (s) 198.9 1004.4 13.3 0.0 13.5 0.0
Lane LOS F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 198.9 1004.4 0.2 0.2
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 15.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.6% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 2 0 2 0 0 6 0 1510 2 6 1429 4
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 2 0 2 0 0 7 0 1641 2 7 1553 4
Pedestrians 1 1
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 3217 3213 1555 3212 3214 1644 1558 1644
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 3217 3213 1555 3212 3214 1644 1558 1644
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 60 100 98 100 100 95 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 5 10 139 6 10 123 425 393

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 4 7 0 1643 7 1558
Volume Left 2 0 0 0 7 0
Volume Right 2 7 0 2 0 4
cSH 10 123 1700 1700 393 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.42 0.05 0.00 0.97 0.02 0.92
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 4 0 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 506.0 36.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0
Lane LOS F E B
Approach Delay (s) 506.0 36.0 0.0 0.1
Approach LOS F E

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 21 0 34 15 0 8 32 1301 13 4 1377 27
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 22 0 36 16 0 8 34 1369 14 4 1449 28
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2917 2923 1464 2937 2930 1376 1478 1383
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2917 2923 1464 2937 2930 1376 1478 1383
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 0 100 77 0 100 95 93 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 9 14 158 7 14 178 456 495

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 58 24 34 1383 4 1478
Volume Left 22 16 34 0 4 0
Volume Right 36 8 0 14 0 28
cSH 21 10 456 1700 495 1700
Volume to Capacity 2.79 2.38 0.07 0.81 0.01 0.87
Queue Length 95th (ft) 188 100 6 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 1197.4 1359.6 13.5 0.0 12.3 0.0
Lane LOS F F B B
Approach Delay (s) 1197.4 1359.6 0.3 0.0
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 34.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 2010 TWSC
3: 16th Street & Highway 1 08/20/2019

CTMP Roundabout Analysis  07/24/2019 Future AM Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 0 2 2 0 0 0 863 0 0 997 0
Future Vol, veh/h 5 0 2 2 0 0 0 863 0 0 997 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 125 - - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 5 0 2 2 0 0 0 938 0 0 1084 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 2022 2022 1084 2023 2022 938 1084 0 0 938 0 0

 Stage 1 1084 1084 - 938 938 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 938 938 - 1085 1084 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 43 58 264 43 58 321 643 - - 730 - -

 Stage 1 263 293 - 317 343 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 317 343 - 262 293 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 43 58 264 43 58 321 643 - - 730 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 43 58 - 43 58 - - - - - - -

 Stage 1 263 293 - 317 343 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 317 343 - 260 293 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 77.7 93.1 0 0
HCM LOS F F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 643 - - 57 43 730 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.133 0.051 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 77.7 93.1 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - F F A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.4 0.2 0 - -



HCM 2010 TWSC
3: 16th Street & Highway 1 08/20/2019

CTMP Roundabout Analysis  07/24/2019 Future MD Synchro 9 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 1005 0 2 966 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 1005 0 2 966 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 125 - - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 1092 0 2 1050 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 2154 2153 1050 2153 2153 1092 1050 0 0 1092 0 0

 Stage 1 1054 1054 - 1099 1099 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 1100 1099 - 1054 1054 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 35 48 276 35 48 261 663 - - 639 - -

 Stage 1 273 303 - 258 288 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 257 288 - 273 303 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 35 48 276 35 48 261 663 - - 639 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 35 48 - 35 48 - - - - - - -

 Stage 1 272 302 - 257 287 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 254 287 - 272 302 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 67.4 0 0
HCM LOS A F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 663 - - - 62 639 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - - 0.07 0.003 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5 - - 0 67.4 10.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS B - - A F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.2 0 - -



HCM 2010 TWSC
3: 16th Street & Highway 1 08/20/2019
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 0 5 2 0 3 0 1046 0 2 1084 0
Future Vol, veh/h 6 0 5 2 0 3 0 1046 0 2 1084 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 125 - - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 7 0 5 2 0 3 0 1137 0 2 1178 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 2322 2320 1178 2322 2320 1137 1178 0 0 1137 0 0

 Stage 1 1183 1183 - 1137 1137 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 1139 1137 - 1185 1183 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 26 38 232 26 38 246 593 - - 614 - -

 Stage 1 231 263 - 245 277 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 245 277 - 230 263 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 26 38 232 25 38 246 593 - - 614 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 26 38 - 25 38 - - - - - - -

 Stage 1 231 262 - 245 277 - - - - - - -
 Stage 2 242 277 - 224 262 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 114.9 79 0 0
HCM LOS F F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 593 - - 44 54 614 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.272 0.101 0.004 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 114.9 79 10.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - F F B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.9 0.3 0 - -
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Arterial Level of Service 
AM Buildout 01/08/2020

Coastal Section - AM SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: NB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed
Miramar Dr 18 0.7 8.9 0.1 43
Medio Ave 17 1.0 11.0 0.1 42
Magellan Ave 16 1.5 16.0 0.2 45
Coronado St 14 16.4 43.3 0.4 33

52 9.3 61.3 0.7 43
Capistrano Rd 13 24.7 33.3 0.1 13

51 5.3 11.8 0.1 27
50 0.4 4.2 0.1 44

Coral Reef Ave 12 1.6 14.0 0.2 46
49 0.6 5.0 0.1 43

Capistrano Rd 11 0.6 8.4 0.1 53
St Etheldore St 10 7.0 85.8 1.3 53
Cypress Ave 9 3.5 27.0 0.3 45
Vermont Ave 8 2.6 14.0 0.2 41
Virginia Ave 7 1.3 5.3 0.1 37
California Ave 6 1.5 5.5 0.1 36
Vallemar St 5 1.7 9.4 0.1 42
Carlos St 4 3.7 39.9 0.5 45
8th St 3 4.5 39.6 0.4 41
7th St 2 1.4 5.5 0.0 32
2nd St 1 3.9 24.2 0.3 38
Total 93.2 473.4 5.4 41



Arterial Level of Service 
AM Buildout 01/08/2020

Coastal Section - AM SimTraffic Report
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Arterial Level of Service: SB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

1 1.2 7.8 0.1 40
2 1.5 21.5 0.3 42

8th St 3 0.8 5.1 0.0 35
Carlos St 4 3.7 33.9 0.4 48

5 4.3 40.0 0.5 45
California Ave 6 2.0 9.9 0.1 40
Virginia Ave 7 1.4 5.4 0.1 37
Vermont Ave 8 1.6 5.6 0.1 35
Cypress Ave 9 4.4 15.7 0.2 36
St Etheldore St 10 4.4 27.6 0.3 43
Capistrano Rd 11 6.8 75.5 1.3 61

49 1.6 10.5 0.1 43
Coral Reef Ave 12 2.2 5.8 0.1 40

50 4.9 17.8 0.2 36
51 5.9 9.5 0.1 19

Capistrano Rd 13 49.4 55.1 0.1 6
52 10.6 20.0 0.1 22

Coronado St 14 101.5 152.7 0.7 17
Magellan Ave 16 11.2 39.0 0.4 37
Medio Ave 17 3.6 19.6 0.2 37
Miramar Dr 18 2.5 12.8 0.1 36
Total 225.5 590.7 5.4 33



Arterial Level of Service 
PM Buildout 01/08/2020

Coastal Section - MD SimTraffic Report
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Arterial Level of Service: NB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed
Miramar Dr 18 3.0 16.0 0.1 34
Medio Ave 17 4.0 13.9 0.1 33
Magellan Ave 16 4.9 19.8 0.2 36
Coronado St 14 22.8 50.7 0.4 28

52 14.1 66.0 0.7 40
Capistrano Rd 13 82.6 90.9 0.1 5

51 6.1 12.7 0.1 25
50 0.4 4.2 0.1 44

Coral Reef Ave 12 2.2 14.5 0.2 44
49 0.8 5.1 0.1 42

Capistrano Rd 11 0.7 8.5 0.1 53
St Etheldore St 10 8.5 89.4 1.3 51
Cypress Ave 9 3.9 27.8 0.3 43
Vermont Ave 8 2.9 14.3 0.2 40
Virginia Ave 7 1.6 5.5 0.1 36
California Ave 6 1.7 5.6 0.1 35
Vallemar St 5 1.9 9.6 0.1 41
Carlos St 4 3.6 39.7 0.5 46
8th St 3 4.3 39.2 0.4 41
7th St 2 1.2 5.3 0.0 33
2nd St 1 3.3 23.1 0.3 39
Total 174.6 561.9 5.4 35
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Arterial Level of Service 
PM Buildout 01/08/2020

Coastal Section - MD SimTraffic Report
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Arterial Level of Service: SB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

1 3.8 12.7 0.1 29
2 8.4 28.3 0.3 32

8th St 3 2.7 7.0 0.0 25
Carlos St 4 8.7 40.5 0.4 40

5 7.5 43.4 0.5 42
California Ave 6 4.9 12.8 0.1 31
Virginia Ave 7 3.4 7.4 0.1 27
Vermont Ave 8 3.1 7.1 0.1 28
Cypress Ave 9 6.3 17.5 0.2 32
St Etheldore St 10 4.9 28.8 0.3 42
Capistrano Rd 11 8.6 84.1 1.3 54

49 4.7 13.6 0.1 33
Coral Reef Ave 12 8.8 30.8 0.1 17

50 41.7 54.4 0.2 12
51 17.7 21.3 0.1 9

Capistrano Rd 13 69.1 74.8 0.1 4
52 10.8 20.2 0.1 22

Coronado St 14 112.8 176.2 0.7 16
Magellan Ave 16 12.2 40.5 0.4 35
Medio Ave 17 4.2 20.3 0.2 35
Miramar Dr 18 2.6 13.0 0.1 35
Total 346.8 754.7 5.4 27
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Arterial Level of Service 
PM Buildout 01/08/2020

Coastal Section - PM SimTraffic Report
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Arterial Level of Service: NB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed
Miramar Dr 18 3.3 14.2 0.1 33
Medio Ave 17 4.7 14.6 0.1 31
Magellan Ave 16 5.2 20.1 0.2 36
Coronado St 14 42.2 70.1 0.4 20

52 14.0 66.1 0.7 40
Capistrano Rd 13 42.9 50.3 0.1 9

51 6.2 12.8 0.1 25
50 0.5 4.2 0.1 43

Coral Reef Ave 12 2.2 14.6 0.2 44
49 0.8 5.2 0.1 41

Capistrano Rd 11 0.8 8.7 0.1 52
St Etheldore St 10 8.6 89.7 1.3 51
Cypress Ave 9 5.8 28.9 0.3 42
Vermont Ave 8 3.9 15.1 0.2 38
Virginia Ave 7 1.9 5.8 0.1 34
California Ave 6 2.1 6.1 0.1 32
Vallemar St 5 1.9 9.8 0.1 40
Carlos St 4 3.4 39.5 0.5 46
8th St 3 3.8 36.9 0.4 44
7th St 2 1.4 5.5 0.0 32
2nd St 1 3.1 23.3 0.3 39
Total 158.8 541.4 5.4 36



Arterial Level of Service 
PM Buildout 01/08/2020

Coastal Section - PM SimTraffic Report
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Arterial Level of Service: SB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

1 3.1 11.2 0.1 31
2 2.7 22.7 0.3 40

8th St 3 1.1 5.4 0.0 33
Carlos St 4 4.9 37.2 0.4 44

5 5.4 41.2 0.5 44
California Ave 6 2.7 10.6 0.1 37
Virginia Ave 7 1.9 5.8 0.1 34
Vermont Ave 8 1.7 5.8 0.1 34
Cypress Ave 9 3.3 14.8 0.2 39
St Etheldore St 10 2.9 26.0 0.3 46
Capistrano Rd 11 7.4 79.2 1.3 58

49 4.7 13.7 0.1 33
Coral Reef Ave 12 14.1 98.1 0.1 12

50 78.9 91.6 0.2 7
51 35.7 39.3 0.1 5

Capistrano Rd 13 88.0 237.9 0.1 3
52 10.5 19.9 0.1 23

Coronado St 14 18.3 70.0 0.7 37
Magellan Ave 16 9.0 37.0 0.4 39
Medio Ave 17 3.1 19.2 0.2 37
Miramar Dr 18 1.8 12.2 0.1 38
Total 301.2 898.8 5.4 29



SR-92 Buildout Conditions Report 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

47: Muddy Rd/Ox Mt Landfill Rd & SR-92 9/23/2014

Buildout AM  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 2 1315 0 0 3 774 1 0 2 14 0 1
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 2 1384 0 0 3 815 1 0 2 15 0 1
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 818 1384 1393 2206 1384 1394 1392 3
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 818 1384 1393 2206 1384 1394 1392 3
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 99 100 99 87 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 810 495 119 44 176 117 142 1081

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 2 1384 3 815 3 16
Volume Left 2 0 0 0 1 15
Volume Right 0 0 0 815 2 1
cSH 810 1700 495 1700 152 125
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.81 0.00 0.48 0.02 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 2 11
Control Delay (s) 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.3 38.0
Lane LOS A D E
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 29.3 38.0
Approach LOS D E

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 130.5% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

48: Skyline Blvd (West) & SR-92 9/23/2014

Buildout AM  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 1205 0 120 340 116 304
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1230 0 122 347 118 310
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 8
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1230 1821 1230
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1230 1821 1230
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 78 0 0
cM capacity (veh/h) 567 67 217

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1
Volume Total 1230 0 122 347 429
Volume Left 0 0 122 0 118
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 310
cSH 1700 1700 567 1700 182
Volume to Capacity 0.72 0.00 0.22 0.20 2.36
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 20 0 885
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.1 0.0 669.3
Lane LOS B F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 3.4 669.3
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 135.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

49: SR-92 & SR-35 (East) 9/23/2014

Buildout AM  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 448 1081 0 1028 41 111
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 3.5 3.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1583 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1583 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 487 1175 0 1117 45 121
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 239 0 78
Lane Group Flow (vph) 487 1175 0 878 45 43
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 6 2 8 8
Permitted Phases 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 92.0 58.0 7.9 37.9
Effective Green, g (s) 30.0 92.0 58.0 7.9 37.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.85 0.54 0.07 0.35
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 3.5 3.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 492 1588 850 129 607
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 0.63 c0.03 0.01
v/s Ratio Perm c0.55 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.99 0.74 1.03 0.35 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 38.8 3.2 25.0 47.6 23.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 37.4 1.6 39.8 0.6 0.0
Delay (s) 76.2 4.8 64.7 48.2 23.3
Level of Service E A E D C
Approach Delay (s) 25.7 64.7 30.0
Approach LOS C E C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 107.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.0% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

47: Muddy Rd/Ox Mt Landfill Rd & SR-92 9/23/2014

Buildout Mid  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 4 926 4 1 1350 5 0 0 2 2 0 12
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 1007 4 1 1467 5 0 0 2 2 0 13
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1473 1011 2500 2492 1009 2487 2489 1467
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1473 1011 2500 2492 1009 2487 2489 1467
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 100 100 100 99 89 100 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 458 686 18 29 292 20 29 157

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 4 1011 1468 5 2 15
Volume Left 4 0 1 0 0 2
Volume Right 0 4 0 5 2 13
cSH 458 1700 686 1700 292 78
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.19
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 0 1 17
Control Delay (s) 12.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 17.4 61.6
Lane LOS B A C F
Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.1 17.4 61.6
Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

48: Skyline Blvd (West) & SR-92 9/23/2014

Buildout Mid  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 765 70 482 1463 134 461
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 832 76 524 1590 146 501
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 8
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 832 3470 832
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 832 3470 832
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 35 0 0
cM capacity (veh/h) 801 3 369

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1
Volume Total 832 76 524 1590 647
Volume Left 0 0 524 0 146
Volume Right 0 76 0 0 501
cSH 1700 1700 801 1700 11
Volume to Capacity 0.49 0.04 0.65 0.94 58.41
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 124 0 Err
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 17.6 0.0 Err
Lane LOS C F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 4.4 Err
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1765.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

49: SR-92 & SR-35 (East) 9/23/2014

Buildout Mid  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 312 865 1688 91 19 257
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1863 1551 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1863 1551 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 339 940 1835 99 21 279
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 10 0 3
Lane Group Flow (vph) 339 940 1835 89 21 276
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 6 2 8 8
Permitted Phases 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.8 87.2 58.4 58.4 17.8 42.6
Effective Green, g (s) 24.8 87.2 58.4 58.4 17.8 42.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.77 0.52 0.52 0.16 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 388 1437 962 801 278 645
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.50 c0.99 0.01 c0.07
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.11
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.65 1.91 0.11 0.08 0.43
Uniform Delay, d1 42.6 5.9 27.3 14.0 40.6 26.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 18.5 0.8 412.3 0.0 0.0 0.2
Delay (s) 61.1 6.8 439.6 14.0 40.6 26.3
Level of Service E A F B D C
Approach Delay (s) 21.2 417.8 27.3
Approach LOS C F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 240.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.40
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 113.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.8% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

47: Muddy Rd/Ox Mt Landfill Rd & SR-92 9/23/2014

Buildout PM  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 1 861 4 3 1511 3 0 0 2 11 0 13
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 906 4 3 1591 3 0 0 2 12 0 14
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1594 911 2521 2511 908 2507 2509 1591
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1594 911 2521 2511 908 2507 2509 1591
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 99 39 100 90
cM capacity (veh/h) 411 748 17 28 333 19 28 132

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 1 911 1594 3 2 25
Volume Left 1 0 3 0 0 12
Volume Right 0 4 0 3 2 14
cSH 411 1700 748 1700 333 36
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.71
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 63
Control Delay (s) 13.8 0.0 0.7 0.0 15.9 232.9
Lane LOS B A C F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.7 15.9 232.9
Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

48: Skyline Blvd (West) & SR-92 9/23/2014

Buildout PM  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 802 74 411 1476 97 383
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 891 82 457 1640 108 426
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 8
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 891 3444 891
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 891 3444 891
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 40 0 0
cM capacity (veh/h) 761 3 341

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1
Volume Total 891 82 457 1640 533
Volume Left 0 0 457 0 108
Volume Right 0 82 0 0 426
cSH 1700 1700 761 1700 15
Volume to Capacity 0.52 0.05 0.60 0.96 36.38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 102 0 Err
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 16.6 0.0 Err
Lane LOS C F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 3.6 Err
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1482.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

49: SR-92 & SR-35 (East) 9/23/2014

Buildout PM  6/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 338 772 1627 77 22 213
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1863 1551 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1863 1551 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 352 804 1695 80 23 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 8 0 5
Lane Group Flow (vph) 352 804 1695 72 23 217
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 6 2 8 8
Permitted Phases 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.2 87.6 58.4 58.4 14.9 40.1
Effective Green, g (s) 25.2 87.6 58.4 58.4 14.9 40.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.79 0.53 0.53 0.13 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 403 1476 984 819 238 624
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.43 c0.91 0.01 c0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.09
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.54 1.72 0.09 0.10 0.35
Uniform Delay, d1 41.1 4.2 26.1 12.9 41.9 25.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 18.0 0.2 329.5 0.0 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 59.1 4.4 355.5 12.9 42.0 25.8
Level of Service E A F B D C
Approach Delay (s) 21.0 340.1 27.3
Approach LOS C F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 199.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.30
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 121.0% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



Simtraffic 
SR-92 Buildout Report



Arterial Level of Service
SR-92 Section 01/15/2020

Buildout AM SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: EB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

11 0.6 8.9 0.1 28
12 2.9 29.9 0.2 27
13 0.9 8.1 0.1 26
14 4.6 37.5 0.3 26
15 2.4 18.5 0.1 26
16 1.2 9.4 0.1 26
17 1.1 8.6 0.1 26
45 11.5 85.7 0.6 26
19 7.0 51.1 0.4 26
20 1.4 10.1 0.1 26
21 6.3 45.7 0.3 26
22 3.7 26.4 0.2 26
23 2.1 15.1 0.1 26
24 3.5 25.0 0.2 26
25 3.7 26.1 0.2 26
26 3.9 27.8 0.2 26
27 3.7 26.5 0.2 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 4.6 15.4 0.1 30
28 1.4 16.7 0.1 27
29 1.2 11.7 0.1 26
30 2.0 17.8 0.1 26
31 1.3 10.8 0.1 26
32 1.0 7.7 0.1 27
33 3.2 25.1 0.2 26
34 2.0 14.7 0.1 25
35 2.6 19.5 0.1 26
36 2.4 18.0 0.1 26
37 4.4 31.9 0.2 26
38 3.9 28.0 0.2 26
39 3.4 24.5 0.2 26
40 2.2 15.9 0.1 26
46 4.9 33.9 0.2 26

SR-35 (East) 49 6.6 16.4 0.1 24
Total 107.8 768.4 5.6 26



Arterial Level of Service
SR-92 Section 01/15/2020

Buildout AM SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Arterial Level of Service: WB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

46 3.4 16.9 0.1 24
40 3.4 32.3 0.2 27
39 1.9 15.7 0.1 26
38 2.9 23.8 0.2 27
37 3.4 27.5 0.2 26
36 3.9 31.4 0.2 26
35 2.3 18.1 0.1 26
34 2.5 19.6 0.1 26
33 1.8 14.2 0.1 26
32 3.2 25.1 0.2 26
31 1.0 8.0 0.1 26
30 1.4 10.7 0.1 26
29 2.3 17.9 0.1 26
28 1.5 11.8 0.1 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 2.7 10.9 0.1 42
27 0.3 15.6 0.1 30
26 0.9 24.0 0.2 29
25 1.5 25.2 0.2 28
24 1.7 24.4 0.2 28
23 1.8 23.1 0.2 28
22 1.2 14.2 0.1 28
21 2.2 25.0 0.2 27
20 4.1 43.7 0.3 27
19 1.0 9.7 0.1 27
45 5.1 49.9 0.4 27
17 8.9 83.1 0.6 27
16 1.0 8.7 0.1 26
15 1.0 9.0 0.1 27
14 2.1 18.3 0.1 26
13 4.2 37.1 0.3 27
12 0.9 8.1 0.1 26
11 3.7 30.6 0.2 26

Ox Mt Landfill Rd 47 2.4 7.1 0.1 47
Total 81.8 740.8 5.6 27



Arterial Level of Service
SR-92 Section 01/15/2020

Buildout Mid SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: EB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

11 0.4 8.7 0.1 29
12 2.2 29.2 0.2 28
13 0.7 7.9 0.1 27
14 3.8 36.7 0.3 27
15 2.0 18.2 0.1 27
16 1.1 9.2 0.1 26
17 1.0 8.5 0.1 27
45 10.3 84.6 0.6 27
19 6.4 50.5 0.4 27
20 1.3 10.0 0.1 26
21 5.9 45.3 0.3 26
22 3.4 26.2 0.2 26
23 2.0 15.0 0.1 26
24 3.3 24.8 0.2 26
25 3.4 25.9 0.2 26
26 3.7 27.6 0.2 26
27 3.5 26.2 0.2 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 4.3 15.1 0.1 31
28 1.2 16.4 0.1 28
29 1.0 11.4 0.1 27
30 1.7 17.4 0.1 27
31 1.2 10.6 0.1 26
32 0.9 7.6 0.1 27
33 2.9 24.7 0.2 27
34 1.8 14.6 0.1 26
35 2.4 19.2 0.1 27
36 2.3 17.8 0.1 26
37 4.1 31.6 0.2 26
38 3.7 27.8 0.2 26
39 3.2 24.4 0.2 26
40 2.1 15.7 0.1 26
46 4.5 33.6 0.2 26

SR-35 (East) 49 7.3 16.9 0.1 24
Total 99.0 759.5 5.6 26



Arterial Level of Service
SR-92 Section 01/15/2020

Buildout Mid SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Arterial Level of Service: WB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

46 3.4 16.9 0.1 24
40 3.3 32.4 0.2 27
39 1.8 15.7 0.1 26
38 2.9 23.8 0.2 26
37 3.5 27.6 0.2 26
36 4.0 31.6 0.2 26
35 2.4 18.2 0.1 26
34 2.6 19.7 0.1 26
33 1.9 14.2 0.1 26
32 3.3 25.2 0.2 26
31 1.1 8.0 0.1 26
30 1.4 10.7 0.1 26
29 2.4 18.0 0.1 26
28 1.6 11.9 0.1 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 5.9 17.2 0.1 26
27 1.0 16.3 0.1 29
26 2.1 25.2 0.2 27
25 2.7 26.4 0.2 27
24 2.9 25.5 0.2 27
23 2.9 24.1 0.2 27
22 1.8 14.8 0.1 26
21 3.2 25.9 0.2 26
20 5.7 45.1 0.3 26
19 1.3 10.1 0.1 26
45 6.7 51.3 0.4 26
17 11.3 85.2 0.6 26
16 1.2 8.9 0.1 26
15 1.2 9.2 0.1 26
14 2.5 18.7 0.1 26
13 5.2 38.3 0.3 26
12 1.1 8.3 0.1 26
11 4.2 31.0 0.2 26

Ox Mt Landfill Rd 47 2.2 8.4 0.1 30
Total 101.0 764.0 5.6 26



Arterial Level of Service
SR-92 Section 01/15/2020

Buildout PM SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: EB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

11 0.4 8.7 0.1 29
12 2.1 29.1 0.2 28
13 0.7 7.9 0.1 27
14 3.7 36.6 0.3 27
15 2.0 18.2 0.1 27
16 1.0 9.2 0.1 26
17 1.0 8.5 0.1 27
45 10.1 84.6 0.6 27
19 6.3 50.5 0.4 27
20 1.3 10.0 0.1 26
21 5.8 45.2 0.3 26
22 3.4 26.2 0.2 26
23 2.0 15.0 0.1 26
24 3.3 24.9 0.2 26
25 3.4 26.0 0.2 26
26 3.7 27.6 0.2 26
27 3.5 26.2 0.2 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 4.7 16.0 0.1 29
28 1.3 16.5 0.1 28
29 1.0 11.5 0.1 27
30 1.9 17.6 0.1 27
31 1.2 10.7 0.1 26
32 0.9 7.7 0.1 27
33 3.1 24.9 0.2 26
34 1.9 14.7 0.1 26
35 2.5 19.4 0.1 26
36 2.3 17.9 0.1 26
37 4.2 31.7 0.2 26
38 3.7 27.9 0.2 26
39 3.3 24.4 0.2 26
40 2.1 15.8 0.1 26
46 4.6 33.6 0.2 26

SR-35 (East) 49 5.9 15.4 0.1 26
Total 98.0 759.9 5.6 26



Arterial Level of Service
SR-92 Section 01/15/2020

Buildout PM SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Arterial Level of Service: WB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

46 3.4 16.9 0.1 24
40 3.3 32.4 0.2 27
39 1.8 15.7 0.1 26
38 2.9 23.8 0.2 26
37 3.4 27.6 0.2 26
36 4.0 31.5 0.2 26
35 2.3 18.1 0.1 26
34 2.5 19.7 0.1 26
33 1.9 14.2 0.1 26
32 3.3 25.2 0.2 26
31 1.1 8.0 0.1 26
30 1.4 10.7 0.1 26
29 2.4 18.0 0.1 26
28 1.6 11.9 0.1 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 5.7 16.9 0.1 27
27 1.1 16.4 0.1 28
26 2.3 25.2 0.2 27
25 2.8 26.4 0.2 27
24 3.0 25.6 0.2 26
23 2.9 24.2 0.2 26
22 1.9 14.9 0.1 26
21 3.3 26.1 0.2 26
20 5.8 45.1 0.3 26
19 1.3 10.1 0.1 26
45 6.8 51.3 0.4 26
17 11.5 85.9 0.6 26
16 1.2 8.9 0.1 26
15 1.3 9.2 0.1 26
14 2.6 18.7 0.1 26
13 5.2 38.2 0.3 26
12 1.1 8.3 0.1 26
11 4.3 31.1 0.2 26

Ox Mt Landfill Rd 47 2.8 9.3 0.1 27
Total 102.3 765.6 5.6 26



SR-1 Mitigated Buildout Conditions 
SIDRA Report 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY
Site: 101 [Highway 1 & 16th Street AM]

Highway 1 & 16th Street
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov

ID 
Turn Deg.

Satn
Average

Delay  
Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Aver. No.
Cycles

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph
South: Highway 1
3 L2 1 2.0 0.700 12.2 LOS B 9.0 229.5 0.15 0.03 0.15 28.6
8 T1 938 2.0 0.700 12.2 LOS B 9.0 229.5 0.15 0.03 0.15 35.5
18 R2 1 2.0 0.700 12.2 LOS B 9.0 229.5 0.15 0.03 0.15 27.1
Approach 940 2.0 0.700 12.2 LOS B 9.0 229.5 0.15 0.03 0.15 35.5

East: 16th Street
1 L2 2 2.0 0.009 7.2 LOS A 0.0 0.8 0.64 0.52 0.64 28.3
6 T1 1 2.0 0.009 7.2 LOS A 0.0 0.8 0.64 0.52 0.64 23.3
16 R2 1 2.0 0.009 7.2 LOS A 0.0 0.8 0.64 0.52 0.64 27.8
Approach 4 2.0 0.009 7.2 LOS A 0.0 0.8 0.64 0.52 0.64 26.7

North: Highway 1
7 L2 1 2.0 0.806 16.7 LOS C 15.6 395.2 0.16 0.03 0.16 27.1
4 T1 1084 2.0 0.806 16.7 LOS C 15.6 395.2 0.16 0.03 0.16 33.2
14 R2 1 2.0 0.806 16.7 LOS C 15.6 395.2 0.16 0.03 0.16 25.8
Approach 1086 2.0 0.806 16.7 LOS C 15.6 395.2 0.16 0.03 0.16 33.2

West: 16th Street
5 L2 5 2.0 0.020 8.5 LOS A 0.1 1.8 0.68 0.63 0.68 27.6
2 T1 1 2.0 0.020 8.5 LOS A 0.1 1.8 0.68 0.63 0.68 22.9
12 R2 2 2.0 0.020 8.5 LOS A 0.1 1.8 0.68 0.63 0.68 27.1
Approach 9 2.0 0.020 8.5 LOS A 0.1 1.8 0.68 0.63 0.68 26.8

All Vehicles 2039 2.0 0.806 14.6 LOS B 15.6 395.2 0.16 0.03 0.16 34.1

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.
Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.
LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).
Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.
HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2018 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
Site: 101 [Highway 1 & 16th Street Mid]

Highway 1 & 16th Street
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov

ID 
Turn Deg.

Satn
Average

Delay  
Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Aver. No.
Cycles

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph
South: Highway 1
3 L2 3 2.0 0.814 17.2 LOS C 16.3 414.4 0.17 0.03 0.17 26.9
8 T1 1092 2.0 0.814 17.2 LOS C 16.3 414.4 0.17 0.03 0.17 32.9
18 R2 1 2.0 0.814 17.2 LOS C 16.3 414.4 0.17 0.03 0.17 25.6
Approach 1097 2.0 0.814 17.2 LOS C 16.3 414.4 0.17 0.03 0.17 32.9

East: 16th Street
1 L2 2 2.0 0.013 8.5 LOS A 0.0 1.1 0.68 0.61 0.68 28.0
6 T1 1 2.0 0.013 8.5 LOS A 0.0 1.1 0.68 0.61 0.68 23.1
16 R2 2 2.0 0.013 8.5 LOS A 0.0 1.1 0.68 0.61 0.68 27.5
Approach 5 2.0 0.013 8.5 LOS A 0.0 1.1 0.68 0.61 0.68 26.7

North: Highway 1
7 L2 2 2.0 0.784 15.5 LOS C 13.6 345.7 0.19 0.04 0.19 27.4
4 T1 1050 2.0 0.784 15.5 LOS C 13.6 345.7 0.19 0.04 0.19 33.8
14 R2 1 2.0 0.784 15.5 LOS C 13.6 345.7 0.19 0.04 0.19 26.1
Approach 1053 2.0 0.784 15.5 LOS C 13.6 345.7 0.19 0.04 0.19 33.7

West: 16th Street
5 L2 1 2.0 0.007 8.1 LOS A 0.0 0.6 0.67 0.56 0.67 28.3
2 T1 1 2.0 0.007 8.1 LOS A 0.0 0.6 0.67 0.56 0.67 23.3
12 R2 1 2.0 0.007 8.1 LOS A 0.0 0.6 0.67 0.56 0.67 27.8
Approach 3 2.0 0.007 8.1 LOS A 0.0 0.6 0.67 0.56 0.67 26.3

All Vehicles 2159 2.0 0.814 16.3 LOS C 16.3 414.4 0.18 0.04 0.18 33.3

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.
Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.
LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).
Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.
HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
Site: 101 [Highway 1 & 16th Street PM]

Highway 1 & 16th Street
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov

ID 
Turn Deg.

Satn
Average

Delay  
Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Aver. No.
Cycles

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph
South: Highway 1
3 L2 1 2.0 0.851 19.8 LOS C 20.0 508.7 0.33 0.08 0.33 26.1
8 T1 1137 2.0 0.851 19.8 LOS C 20.0 508.7 0.33 0.08 0.33 31.7
18 R2 1 2.0 0.851 19.8 LOS C 20.0 508.7 0.33 0.08 0.33 24.9
Approach 1139 2.0 0.851 19.8 LOS C 20.0 508.7 0.33 0.08 0.33 31.7

East: 16th Street
1 L2 2 2.0 0.011 8.9 LOS A 0.0 0.9 0.70 0.62 0.70 27.7
6 T1 1 2.0 0.011 8.9 LOS A 0.0 0.9 0.70 0.62 0.70 23.0
16 R2 1 2.0 0.011 8.9 LOS A 0.0 0.9 0.70 0.62 0.70 27.2
Approach 4 2.0 0.011 8.9 LOS A 0.0 0.9 0.70 0.62 0.70 26.2

North: Highway 1
7 L2 2 2.0 0.877 22.1 LOS C 25.1 637.2 0.24 0.04 0.24 25.4
4 T1 1178 2.0 0.877 22.1 LOS C 25.1 637.2 0.24 0.04 0.24 30.8
14 R2 1 2.0 0.877 22.1 LOS C 25.1 637.2 0.24 0.04 0.24 24.3
Approach 1182 2.0 0.877 22.1 LOS C 25.1 637.2 0.24 0.04 0.24 30.7

West: 16th Street
5 L2 7 2.0 0.033 9.6 LOS A 0.1 2.9 0.71 0.71 0.71 27.4
2 T1 1 2.0 0.033 9.6 LOS A 0.1 2.9 0.71 0.71 0.71 22.8
12 R2 5 2.0 0.033 9.6 LOS A 0.1 2.9 0.71 0.71 0.71 27.0
Approach 13 2.0 0.033 9.6 LOS A 0.1 2.9 0.71 0.71 0.71 26.8

All Vehicles 2338 2.0 0.877 20.9 LOS C 25.1 637.2 0.29 0.06 0.29 31.2

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.
Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.
LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).
Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.
HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
Site: 101 [Highway 1 & California AM]

Highway 1 & California Ave 
Site Category: (None) 
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov

ID 
Turn Deg.

Satn
Average

Delay  
Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Aver. No.
Cycles

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph
South: Highway 1
3 L2 5 2.0 0.643 10.7 LOS B 6.9 174.3 0.24 0.07 0.24 29.1
8 T1 817 2.0 0.643 10.7 LOS B 6.9 174.3 0.24 0.07 0.24 36.3
18 R2 27 2.0 0.643 10.7 LOS B 6.9 174.3 0.24 0.07 0.24 27.6
Approach 850 2.0 0.643 10.7 LOS B 6.9 174.3 0.24 0.07 0.24 35.9

East: 16th Street
1 L2 61 2.0 0.111 7.7 LOS A 0.4 10.6 0.64 0.64 0.64 27.3
6 T1 1 2.0 0.111 7.7 LOS A 0.4 10.6 0.64 0.64 0.64 22.8
16 R2 1 2.0 0.111 7.7 LOS A 0.4 10.6 0.64 0.64 0.64 26.9
Approach 63 2.0 0.111 7.7 LOS A 0.4 10.6 0.64 0.64 0.64 27.2

North: Highway 1
7 L2 8 2.0 0.825 18.7 LOS C 13.6 346.6 0.72 0.36 0.72 26.4
4 T1 1025 2.0 0.825 18.7 LOS C 13.6 346.6 0.72 0.36 0.72 32.2
14 R2 8 2.0 0.825 18.7 LOS C 13.6 346.6 0.72 0.36 0.72 25.2
Approach 1040 2.0 0.825 18.7 LOS C 13.6 346.6 0.72 0.36 0.72 32.1

West: 16th Street
5 L2 13 2.0 0.065 9.2 LOS A 0.2 5.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 27.6
2 T1 1 2.0 0.065 9.2 LOS A 0.2 5.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 22.9
12 R2 14 2.0 0.065 9.2 LOS A 0.2 5.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 27.1
Approach 28 2.0 0.065 9.2 LOS A 0.2 5.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 27.1

All Vehicles 1982 2.0 0.825 14.8 LOS B 13.6 346.6 0.51 0.25 0.51 33.3

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.
Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.
LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).
Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.
HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
Site: 101 [Highway 1 & California Mid]

Highway 1 & California Ave 
Site Category: (None) 
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov

ID 
Turn Deg.

Satn
Average

Delay  
Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Aver. No.
Cycles

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph
South: Highway 1
3 L2 11 2.0 0.611 9.9 LOS A 6.1 155.5 0.18 0.05 0.18 29.4
8 T1 758 2.0 0.611 9.9 LOS A 6.1 155.5 0.18 0.05 0.18 36.8
18 R2 46 2.0 0.611 9.9 LOS A 6.1 155.5 0.18 0.05 0.18 27.9
Approach 814 2.0 0.611 9.9 LOS A 6.1 155.5 0.18 0.05 0.18 36.0

East: 16th Street
1 L2 40 2.0 0.070 6.7 LOS A 0.3 6.7 0.61 0.58 0.61 27.6
6 T1 1 2.0 0.070 6.7 LOS A 0.3 6.7 0.61 0.58 0.61 23.0
16 R2 1 2.0 0.070 6.7 LOS A 0.3 6.7 0.61 0.58 0.61 27.2
Approach 42 2.0 0.070 6.7 LOS A 0.3 6.7 0.61 0.58 0.61 27.5

North: Highway 1
7 L2 10 2.0 0.802 17.1 LOS C 12.9 326.5 0.60 0.27 0.60 26.9
4 T1 1009 2.0 0.802 17.1 LOS C 12.9 326.5 0.60 0.27 0.60 33.0
14 R2 10 2.0 0.802 17.1 LOS C 12.9 326.5 0.60 0.27 0.60 25.6
Approach 1028 2.0 0.802 17.1 LOS C 12.9 326.5 0.60 0.27 0.60 32.8

West: 16th Street
5 L2 1 2.0 0.073 9.0 LOS A 0.3 6.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 28.4
2 T1 4 2.0 0.073 9.0 LOS A 0.3 6.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 23.3
12 R2 27 2.0 0.073 9.0 LOS A 0.3 6.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 27.9
Approach 33 2.0 0.073 9.0 LOS A 0.3 6.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 27.2

All Vehicles 1917 2.0 0.802 13.7 LOS B 12.9 326.5 0.42 0.19 0.42 33.8

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.
Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.
LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).
Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.
HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
Site: 101 [Highway 1 & California PM]

Highway 1 & California Ave 
Site Category: (None) 
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov

ID 
Turn Deg.

Satn
Average

Delay  
Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Aver. No.
Cycles

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph
South: Highway 1
3 L2 17 2.0 0.912 26.5 LOS D 28.7 728.3 0.80 0.28 0.80 24.2
8 T1 1129 2.0 0.912 26.5 LOS D 28.7 728.3 0.80 0.28 0.80 29.0
18 R2 53 2.0 0.912 26.5 LOS D 28.7 728.3 0.80 0.28 0.80 23.2
Approach 1200 2.0 0.912 26.5 LOS D 28.7 728.3 0.80 0.28 0.80 28.6

East: 16th Street
1 L2 40 2.0 0.104 10.3 LOS B 0.4 9.3 0.72 0.72 0.72 26.5
6 T1 1 2.0 0.104 10.3 LOS B 0.4 9.3 0.72 0.72 0.72 22.2
16 R2 1 2.0 0.104 10.3 LOS B 0.4 9.3 0.72 0.72 0.72 26.1
Approach 42 2.0 0.104 10.3 LOS B 0.4 9.3 0.72 0.72 0.72 26.4

North: Highway 1
7 L2 22 2.0 0.857 21.1 LOS C 16.7 424.7 0.78 0.37 0.78 25.7
4 T1 1057 2.0 0.857 21.1 LOS C 16.7 424.7 0.78 0.37 0.78 31.1
14 R2 13 2.0 0.857 21.1 LOS C 16.7 424.7 0.78 0.37 0.78 24.5
Approach 1091 2.0 0.857 21.1 LOS C 16.7 424.7 0.78 0.37 0.78 30.9

West: 16th Street
5 L2 4 2.0 0.023 8.8 LOS A 0.1 2.0 0.69 0.66 0.69 27.8
2 T1 1 2.0 0.023 8.8 LOS A 0.1 2.0 0.69 0.66 0.69 23.0
12 R2 4 2.0 0.023 8.8 LOS A 0.1 2.0 0.69 0.66 0.69 27.3
Approach 10 2.0 0.023 8.8 LOS A 0.1 2.0 0.69 0.66 0.69 26.9

All Vehicles 2343 2.0 0.912 23.6 LOS C 28.7 728.3 0.79 0.34 0.79 29.6

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.
Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.
LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).
Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.
HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Site: 102 [1 Lane Roundabout 2040 AM]

Highway 1 & Cypress Ave
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov
ID 

OD
Mov

Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South: RT 1 South Leg

3 L2 30 3.9 0.877 15.7 LOS B 18.6 480.4 1.00 0.68 29.3

8 T1 940 3.9 0.877 9.7 LOS A 18.6 480.4 1.00 0.68 34.4

18 R2 3 3.9 0.877 9.4 LOS A 18.6 480.4 1.00 0.68 27.6

Approach 973 3.9 0.877 9.8 LOS A 18.6 480.4 1.00 0.68 34.2

East: Cypress East Leg

1 L2 13 3.9 0.116 16.6 LOS B 0.8 21.0 0.98 0.89 24.2

6 T1 11 3.9 0.116 11.4 LOS B 0.8 21.0 0.98 0.89 20.6

16 R2 11 3.9 0.116 12.3 LOS B 0.8 21.0 0.98 0.89 23.7

Approach 35 3.9 0.116 13.6 LOS B 0.8 21.0 0.98 0.89 22.8

North: RT 1 North Leg

7 L2 5 3.9 0.819 13.1 LOS B 15.3 394.0 0.69 0.47 33.2

4 T1 859 3.9 0.819 7.1 LOS A 15.3 394.0 0.69 0.47 36.4

14 R2 129 3.9 0.819 6.7 LOS A 15.3 394.0 0.69 0.47 28.5

Approach 993 3.9 0.819 7.1 LOS A 15.3 394.0 0.69 0.47 35.1

West: Cypress West Leg

5 L2 111 3.9 0.345 13.2 LOS B 2.4 62.0 0.92 0.94 25.4

2 T1 8 3.9 0.345 7.9 LOS A 2.4 62.0 0.92 0.94 21.4

12 R2 46 3.9 0.345 8.9 LOS A 2.4 62.0 0.92 0.94 24.5

Approach 165 3.9 0.345 11.7 LOS B 2.4 62.0 0.92 0.94 24.9

All Vehicles 2166 3.9 0.877 8.8 LOS A 18.6 480.4 0.85 0.61 33.4

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akçelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Site: 102 [2 Lane Roundabout 2040 AM]

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov
ID 

OD
Mov

Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South: RT 1 South Leg

3 L2 30 3.9 0.423 12.1 LOS B 3.3 86.3 0.43 0.50 31.5

8 T1 940 3.9 0.423 6.2 LOS A 3.3 86.3 0.42 0.50 37.5

18 R2 3 3.9 0.344 6.0 LOS A 2.4 62.4 0.41 0.50 30.1

Approach 973 3.9 0.423 6.4 LOS A 3.3 86.3 0.42 0.50 37.3

East: Cypress East Leg

1 L2 13 3.9 0.061 9.3 LOS A 0.2 6.3 0.64 0.70 28.7

6 T1 11 3.9 0.061 4.3 LOS A 0.2 6.3 0.64 0.70 23.8

16 R2 11 3.9 0.061 5.0 LOS A 0.2 6.3 0.64 0.70 28.0

Approach 35 3.9 0.061 6.4 LOS A 0.2 6.3 0.64 0.70 26.8

North: RT 1 North Leg

7 L2 5 3.9 0.400 12.3 LOS B 2.9 75.8 0.25 0.46 35.9

4 T1 859 3.9 0.400 6.4 LOS A 2.9 75.8 0.25 0.47 38.8

14 R2 129 3.9 0.325 6.0 LOS A 2.2 55.6 0.25 0.48 29.9

Approach 993 3.9 0.400 6.4 LOS A 2.9 75.8 0.25 0.47 37.4

West: Cypress West Leg

5 L2 111 3.9 0.247 9.2 LOS A 1.1 27.1 0.63 0.79 27.3

2 T1 8 3.9 0.247 4.1 LOS A 1.1 27.1 0.63 0.79 23.2

12 R2 46 3.9 0.247 4.9 LOS A 1.1 27.1 0.63 0.79 26.4

Approach 165 3.9 0.247 7.7 LOS A 1.1 27.1 0.63 0.79 26.9

All Vehicles 2166 3.9 0.423 6.5 LOS A 3.3 86.3 0.36 0.51 36.1

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akçelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Site: 102 [1 Lane Roundabout 2040 WE]

Highway 1 & Cypress Ave
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov
ID 

OD
Mov

Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South: RT 1 South Leg

3 L2 61 0.9 0.829 13.2 LOS B 14.0 352.1 0.90 0.59 29.7

8 T1 894 0.9 0.829 7.1 LOS A 14.0 352.1 0.90 0.59 35.3

18 R2 9 0.9 0.829 6.9 LOS A 14.0 352.1 0.90 0.59 28.0

Approach 964 0.9 0.829 7.5 LOS A 14.0 352.1 0.90 0.59 34.8

East: Cypress East Leg

1 L2 14 0.9 0.070 14.4 LOS B 0.5 12.3 0.94 0.82 25.2

6 T1 6 0.9 0.070 9.2 LOS A 0.5 12.3 0.94 0.82 21.1

16 R2 6 0.9 0.070 10.1 LOS B 0.5 12.3 0.94 0.82 24.7

Approach 26 0.9 0.070 12.2 LOS B 0.5 12.3 0.94 0.82 24.0

North: RT 1 North Leg

7 L2 9 0.9 1.330 166.0 LOS F 187.4 4717.7 1.00 1.74 6.2

4 T1 1482 0.9 1.330 160.0 LOS F 187.4 4717.7 1.00 1.74 7.7

14 R2 122 0.9 1.330 159.7 LOS F 187.4 4717.7 1.00 1.74 7.2

Approach 1613 0.9 1.330 160.0 LOS F 187.4 4717.7 1.00 1.74 7.6

West: Cypress West Leg

5 L2 100 0.9 0.524 26.4 LOS C 4.6 115.7 1.00 1.13 20.8

2 T1 6 0.9 0.524 21.2 LOS C 4.6 115.7 1.00 1.13 17.2

12 R2 43 0.9 0.524 22.1 LOS C 4.6 115.7 1.00 1.13 20.2

Approach 149 0.9 0.524 24.9 LOS C 4.6 115.7 1.00 1.13 20.5

All Vehicles 2752 0.9 1.330 97.9 LOS F 187.4 4717.7 0.97 1.29 11.1

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akçelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Site: 102 [2 Lane Roundabout 2040 WE]

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov
ID 

OD
Mov

Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South: RT 1 South Leg

3 L2 61 0.9 0.403 11.9 LOS B 3.2 81.5 0.40 0.50 31.5

8 T1 894 0.9 0.403 6.0 LOS A 3.2 81.5 0.40 0.50 37.9

18 R2 9 0.9 0.327 5.8 LOS A 2.3 59.1 0.39 0.48 30.2

Approach 964 0.9 0.403 6.4 LOS A 3.2 81.5 0.40 0.50 37.4

East: Cypress East Leg

1 L2 14 0.9 0.041 8.8 LOS A 0.2 4.2 0.62 0.68 28.8

6 T1 6 0.9 0.041 3.8 LOS A 0.2 4.2 0.62 0.68 23.6

16 R2 6 0.9 0.041 4.5 LOS A 0.2 4.2 0.62 0.68 28.0

Approach 26 0.9 0.041 6.7 LOS A 0.2 4.2 0.62 0.68 27.2

North: RT 1 North Leg

7 L2 9 0.9 0.645 12.6 LOS B 6.9 172.7 0.43 0.48 34.6

4 T1 1482 0.9 0.645 6.8 LOS A 6.9 172.7 0.41 0.49 38.2

14 R2 122 0.9 0.524 6.3 LOS A 4.5 113.2 0.38 0.49 29.4

Approach 1613 0.9 0.645 6.8 LOS A 6.9 172.7 0.41 0.49 37.3

West: Cypress West Leg

5 L2 100 0.9 0.312 12.2 LOS B 1.5 37.7 0.78 0.89 26.1

2 T1 6 0.9 0.312 7.1 LOS A 1.5 37.7 0.78 0.89 21.9

12 R2 43 0.9 0.312 7.8 LOS A 1.5 37.7 0.78 0.89 25.2

Approach 149 0.9 0.312 10.7 LOS B 1.5 37.7 0.78 0.89 25.7

All Vehicles 2752 0.9 0.645 6.9 LOS A 6.9 172.7 0.43 0.51 36.3

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akçelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Site: 102 [1 Lane Roundabout 2040 PM]

Highway 1 & Cypress Ave
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov
ID 

OD
Mov

Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South: RT 1 South Leg

3 L2 57 1.5 1.127 79.6 LOS F 76.8 1943.2 1.00 1.74 13.0

8 T1 1120 1.5 1.127 73.6 LOS F 76.8 1943.2 1.00 1.74 14.0

18 R2 27 1.5 1.127 73.3 LOS F 76.8 1943.2 1.00 1.74 11.1

Approach 1204 1.5 1.127 73.8 LOS E 76.8 1943.2 1.00 1.74 13.9

East: Cypress East Leg

1 L2 17 1.5 0.121 19.1 LOS B 0.9 22.1 1.00 0.91 22.9

6 T1 9 1.5 0.121 13.9 LOS B 0.9 22.1 1.00 0.91 19.5

16 R2 6 1.5 0.121 14.8 LOS B 0.9 22.1 1.00 0.91 22.5

Approach 32 1.5 0.121 16.8 LOS B 0.9 22.1 1.00 0.91 21.8

North: RT 1 North Leg

7 L2 11 1.5 1.062 47.3 LOS F 78.8 1994.0 1.00 0.84 17.4

4 T1 1120 1.5 1.062 41.3 LOS F 78.8 1994.0 1.00 0.84 20.4

14 R2 155 1.5 1.062 40.9 LOS F 78.8 1994.0 1.00 0.84 17.6

Approach 1286 1.5 1.062 41.3 LOS D 78.8 1994.0 1.00 0.84 20.0

West: Cypress West Leg

5 L2 165 1.5 0.716 35.6 LOS D 7.6 193.1 1.00 1.29 18.4

2 T1 10 1.5 0.716 30.4 LOS C 7.6 193.1 1.00 1.29 15.2

12 R2 46 1.5 0.716 31.3 LOS C 7.6 193.1 1.00 1.29 17.9

Approach 221 1.5 0.716 34.5 LOS C 7.6 193.1 1.00 1.29 18.1

All Vehicles 2743 1.5 1.127 54.7 LOS D 78.8 1994.0 1.00 1.27 16.6

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akçelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Site: 102 [2 Lane Roundabout 2040 PM]

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Demand Flows 95% Back of QueueMov
ID 

OD
Mov

Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective 
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Total HV Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South: RT 1 South Leg

3 L2 57 1.5 0.541 12.5 LOS B 4.9 123.5 0.58 0.57 30.8

8 T1 1120 1.5 0.541 6.7 LOS A 4.9 123.5 0.56 0.57 36.9

18 R2 27 1.5 0.439 6.5 LOS A 3.4 86.1 0.54 0.56 29.5

Approach 1204 1.5 0.541 6.9 LOS A 4.9 123.5 0.56 0.57 36.4

East: Cypress East Leg

1 L2 17 1.5 0.065 10.4 LOS B 0.3 7.2 0.72 0.79 27.8

6 T1 9 1.5 0.065 5.3 LOS A 0.3 7.2 0.72 0.79 23.0

16 R2 6 1.5 0.065 6.0 LOS A 0.3 7.2 0.72 0.79 27.1

Approach 32 1.5 0.065 8.1 LOS A 0.3 7.2 0.72 0.79 26.1

North: RT 1 North Leg

7 L2 11 1.5 0.520 12.5 LOS B 4.6 116.0 0.37 0.48 35.0

4 T1 1120 1.5 0.520 6.6 LOS A 4.6 116.0 0.36 0.49 38.4

14 R2 155 1.5 0.422 6.2 LOS A 3.2 81.1 0.35 0.50 29.5

Approach 1286 1.5 0.520 6.6 LOS A 4.6 116.0 0.36 0.49 37.1

West: Cypress West Leg

5 L2 165 1.5 0.378 11.0 LOS B 1.9 47.8 0.74 0.90 26.5

2 T1 10 1.5 0.378 6.0 LOS A 1.9 47.8 0.74 0.90 22.3

12 R2 46 1.5 0.378 6.7 LOS A 1.9 47.8 0.74 0.90 25.6

Approach 221 1.5 0.378 9.9 LOS A 1.9 47.8 0.74 0.90 26.1

All Vehicles 2743 1.5 0.541 7.1 LOS A 4.9 123.5 0.48 0.56 35.4

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).

Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akçelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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Simtraffic 
SR-1 Mitigated Buildout Report



Arterial Level of Service
AM Mitigated Buildout 07/07/2020

Coastal Section - AM SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: NB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed
Miramar Dr 18 0.6 8.8 0.1 43
Medio Ave 17 0.9 10.9 0.1 42
Magellan Ave 16 1.4 16.0 0.2 45

55 1.0 21.3 0.3 48
54 1.0 4.9 0.1 39

Coronado St 14 11.5 15.6 0.1 14
53 6.6 10.9 0.1 19
52 6.7 54.6 0.7 44

Capistrano Rd 13 18.8 27.5 0.1 16
51 4.8 11.4 0.1 28
50 0.4 4.1 0.1 44

Coral Reef Ave 12 1.6 14.0 0.2 46
49 0.6 5.0 0.1 42

Capistrano Rd 11 0.6 8.4 0.1 54
St Etheldore St 10 6.5 84.7 1.3 54
Cypress Ave 9 12.3 35.0 0.3 34
Vermont Ave 8 2.1 21.4 0.2 27
Virginia Ave 7 3.0 7.0 0.1 28
California Ave 6 7.3 10.9 0.1 18
Vallemar St 5 0.9 14.4 0.1 27
Carlos St 4 7.7 43.7 0.5 42
16th St 58 4.6 7.2 0.0 17
8th St 3 2.4 39.9 0.4 38
7th St 2 1.0 5.2 0.0 34
2nd St 1 3.5 23.7 0.3 38
Total 108.2 506.4 5.4 39



Arterial Level of Service
AM Mitigated Buildout 07/07/2020

Coastal Section - AM SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Arterial Level of Service: SB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

1 1.1 7.8 0.1 40
2 1.5 21.5 0.3 42

8th St 3 0.6 4.9 0.0 36
16th St 58 14.8 42.8 0.4 35
Carlos St 4 0.4 7.7 0.0 16

5 156.8 200.2 0.5 9
California Ave 6 58.2 65.7 0.1 6
Virginia Ave 7 5.2 14.3 0.1 14
Vermont Ave 8 7.3 11.7 0.1 17
Cypress Ave 9 47.2 73.4 0.2 10
St Etheldore St 10 3.2 34.3 0.3 35
Capistrano Rd 11 6.0 75.2 1.3 61

49 1.4 10.4 0.1 43
Coral Reef Ave 12 2.0 5.4 0.1 42

50 2.4 15.2 0.2 42
51 0.8 4.5 0.1 41

Capistrano Rd 13 15.6 21.4 0.1 15
52 4.4 13.8 0.1 32
53 5.9 54.0 0.7 45

Coronado St 14 14.9 19.0 0.1 11
54 14.9 19.3 0.1 11
55 4.2 8.2 0.1 24

Magellan Ave 16 6.4 26.3 0.3 39
Medio Ave 17 4.7 20.8 0.2 35
Miramar Dr 18 2.9 13.3 0.1 34
Total 382.8 790.9 5.4 25



Arterial Level of Service
MD Mitigated Buildout 07/07/2020

Coastal Section - MD SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: NB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed
Miramar Dr 18 2.4 11.8 0.1 35
Medio Ave 17 3.1 13.1 0.1 35
Magellan Ave 16 3.7 18.6 0.2 39

55 1.5 21.7 0.3 47
54 1.2 5.1 0.1 38

Coronado St 14 10.0 14.2 0.1 15
53 8.0 12.3 0.1 17
52 8.5 56.0 0.7 43

Capistrano Rd 13 28.3 36.8 0.1 12
51 5.7 12.2 0.1 26
50 0.5 4.2 0.1 43

Coral Reef Ave 12 2.4 14.8 0.2 43
49 0.9 5.2 0.1 41

Capistrano Rd 11 0.8 8.6 0.1 52
St Etheldore St 10 8.5 89.4 1.3 51
Cypress Ave 9 14.7 38.0 0.3 32
Vermont Ave 8 2.9 22.2 0.2 26
Virginia Ave 7 3.5 7.5 0.1 27
California Ave 6 7.2 11.1 0.1 18
Vallemar St 5 0.9 14.5 0.1 27
Carlos St 4 8.0 44.1 0.5 41
16th St 58 4.5 7.0 0.0 18
8th St 3 2.6 40.3 0.4 37
7th St 2 1.2 5.4 0.0 33
2nd St 1 3.1 22.9 0.3 40
Total 134.2 537.1 5.4 36



Arterial Level of Service
MD Mitigated Buildout 07/07/2020

Coastal Section - MD SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Arterial Level of Service: SB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

1 3.6 12.8 0.1 30
2 5.6 25.5 0.3 36

8th St 3 1.2 5.5 0.0 32
16th St 58 11.3 36.6 0.4 41
Carlos St 4 0.2 7.7 0.0 16

5 6.3 43.3 0.5 42
California Ave 6 20.4 28.0 0.1 14
Virginia Ave 7 1.9 11.0 0.1 18
Vermont Ave 8 2.8 7.2 0.1 28
Cypress Ave 9 25.5 38.6 0.2 16
St Etheldore St 10 4.4 31.3 0.3 39
Capistrano Rd 11 8.4 83.5 1.3 55

49 2.6 11.6 0.1 38
Coral Reef Ave 12 2.9 7.0 0.1 33

50 3.7 16.6 0.2 38
51 1.3 5.0 0.1 36

Capistrano Rd 13 19.3 25.1 0.1 13
52 5.0 14.4 0.1 31
53 7.4 55.3 0.7 44

Coronado St 14 19.2 26.1 0.1 9
54 17.6 22.0 0.1 10
55 4.6 8.5 0.1 23

Magellan Ave 16 7.4 27.6 0.3 37
Medio Ave 17 5.6 21.7 0.2 33
Miramar Dr 18 3.6 13.9 0.1 33
Total 191.9 586.1 5.4 34



Arterial Level of Service
PM Mitigated Buildout 07/07/2020

Coastal Section - PM SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: NB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed
Miramar Dr 18 2.6 12.9 0.1 35
Medio Ave 17 4.2 14.1 0.1 32
Magellan Ave 16 4.4 19.3 0.2 37

55 1.6 21.9 0.3 47
54 1.4 5.3 0.1 36

Coronado St 14 9.8 14.1 0.1 15
53 8.3 12.6 0.1 17
52 8.7 56.5 0.7 43

Capistrano Rd 13 20.8 28.2 0.1 16
51 5.9 12.5 0.1 26
50 0.6 4.3 0.1 43

Coral Reef Ave 12 2.6 14.9 0.2 43
49 0.9 5.3 0.1 40

Capistrano Rd 11 0.7 8.7 0.1 51
St Etheldore St 10 8.3 90.0 1.3 51
Cypress Ave 9 16.9 39.4 0.3 31
Vermont Ave 8 3.0 21.8 0.2 26
Virginia Ave 7 3.6 7.6 0.1 26
California Ave 6 7.5 11.1 0.1 18
Vallemar St 5 0.8 14.6 0.1 27
Carlos St 4 7.2 43.2 0.5 42
16th St 58 4.6 7.2 0.0 17
8th St 3 2.1 37.9 0.4 40
7th St 2 1.1 5.3 0.0 34
2nd St 1 2.9 23.0 0.3 40
Total 130.5 531.7 5.4 37



Arterial Level of Service
PM Mitigated Buildout 07/07/2020

Coastal Section - PM SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Arterial Level of Service: SB SR-1

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

1 3.3 11.6 0.1 30
2 2.6 22.5 0.3 40

8th St 3 0.6 4.9 0.0 36
16th St 58 22.5 50.0 0.4 30
Carlos St 4 0.9 8.3 0.0 15

5 81.4 117.4 0.5 15
California Ave 6 48.6 56.6 0.1 7
Virginia Ave 7 1.6 10.9 0.1 18
Vermont Ave 8 1.2 5.7 0.1 35
Cypress Ave 9 20.1 31.1 0.2 18
St Etheldore St 10 1.9 33.7 0.3 36
Capistrano Rd 11 6.8 80.7 1.3 57

49 1.7 10.7 0.1 42
Coral Reef Ave 12 2.2 5.8 0.1 39

50 2.7 15.6 0.2 41
51 1.1 4.8 0.1 38

Capistrano Rd 13 19.6 25.1 0.1 13
52 5.1 14.5 0.1 31
53 6.1 54.0 0.7 45

Coronado St 14 8.4 12.6 0.1 17
54 9.6 14.0 0.1 15
55 3.1 7.1 0.1 27

Magellan Ave 16 5.3 25.5 0.3 40
Medio Ave 17 3.8 19.9 0.2 36
Miramar Dr 18 2.1 12.5 0.1 37
Total 262.4 655.5 5.4 30



SR-92 Mitigated Buildout Report 



HCM 2010 TWSC
47: Muddy Rd/Ox Mt Landfill Rd & SR-92 07/08/2020

Mitigated Buildout AM 5:00 pm 06/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 10 Report
Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 1315 0 0 3 774 1 0 2 14 0 1
Future Vol, veh/h 2 1315 0 0 3 774 1 0 2 14 0 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 150 - - - - 55 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 2 1429 0 0 3 841 1 0 2 15 0 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 844 0 0 1429 0 0 1857 2277 1429 1437 1436 3
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1433 1433 - 3 3 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 424 844 - 1434 1433 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 792 - - 476 - - 56 40 165 111 133 1081
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 166 200 - 1020 893 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 608 379 - 166 200 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 792 - - 476 - - 56 40 165 109 133 1081
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 56 40 - 109 133 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 166 199 - 1017 893 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 607 379 - 163 199 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 42.2 41
HCM LOS E E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 100 792 - - 476 - - 116
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.033 0.003 - - - - - 0.141
HCM Control Delay (s) 42.2 9.6 - - 0 - - 41
HCM Lane LOS E A - - A - - E
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.5



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
48: Skyline Blvd (West) & SR-92 07/08/2020

Mitigated Buildout AM 5:00 pm 06/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 10 Report
Page 6

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1205 0 120 340 116 304
Future Volume (veh/h) 1205 0 120 340 116 304
Number 4 14 3 8 5 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1310 0 130 370 126 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1348 1146 143 1564 157 141
Arrive On Green 0.72 0.00 0.08 0.84 0.09 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1863 1583 1774 1863 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1310 0 130 370 126 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1863 1583 1774 1863 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 73.3 0.0 8.1 4.4 7.8 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 73.3 0.0 8.1 4.4 7.8 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1348 1146 143 1564 157 141
V/C Ratio(X) 0.97 0.00 0.91 0.24 0.80 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1382 1174 143 1598 254 226
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 14.4 0.0 51.1 1.8 50.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.7 0.0 49.7 0.1 9.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 43.7 0.0 6.0 2.3 4.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 32.1 0.0 100.7 1.9 59.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C F A E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1310 500 126
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.1 27.6 59.0
Approach LOS C C E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 3 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.9 13.0 85.0 98.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 9.0 83.0 96.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.8 10.1 75.3 6.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.0 5.7 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 32.7
HCM 2010 LOS C



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
49: SR-92 & SR-35 (East) 07/08/2020

Mitigated Buildout AM 5:00 pm 06/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 10 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 448 1081 992 36 41 111
Future Volume (vph) 448 1081 992 36 41 111
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 3539 1550 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 3539 1550 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 487 1175 1078 39 45 121
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 23 0 53
Lane Group Flow (vph) 487 1175 1078 16 45 68
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 6 2 8 8
Permitted Phases 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.3 50.0 25.7 25.7 5.3 25.6
Effective Green, g (s) 20.3 50.0 25.7 25.7 5.3 25.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.79 0.41 0.41 0.08 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 567 1471 1436 629 148 727
v/s Ratio Prot c0.28 c0.63 0.30 c0.03 0.01
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.04
v/c Ratio 0.86 0.80 0.75 0.03 0.30 0.09
Uniform Delay, d1 20.2 3.8 16.1 11.3 27.3 11.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.9 2.9 2.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
Delay (s) 32.0 6.7 18.1 11.3 27.7 11.7
Level of Service C A B B C B
Approach Delay (s) 14.1 17.8 16.0
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 15.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.3 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM 2010 TWSC
47: Muddy Rd/Ox Mt Landfill Rd & SR-92 07/08/2020

Mitigated Buildout MD 5:00 pm 06/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 10 Report
Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 926 4 1 1350 5 0 0 2 2 0 12
Future Vol, veh/h 4 926 4 1 1350 5 0 0 2 2 0 12
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 150 - - - - 55 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 4 1007 4 1 1467 5 0 0 2 2 0 13
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1472 0 0 1011 0 0 2495 2491 1009 2487 2488 1467
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1017 1017 - 1469 1469 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1478 1474 - 1018 1019 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 458 - - 686 - - 20 29 292 20 29 157
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 287 315 - 159 192 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 157 191 - 286 314 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 458 - - 686 - - 18 29 292 20 29 157
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 18 29 - 20 29 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 284 312 - 158 190 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 143 189 - 281 311 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 17.4 61.1
HCM LOS C F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 292 458 - - 686 - - 79
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 0.009 - - 0.002 - - 0.193
HCM Control Delay (s) 17.4 12.9 - - 10.3 0 - 61.1
HCM Lane LOS C B - - B A - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.7
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 765 70 482 1463 134 461
Future Volume (veh/h) 765 70 482 1463 134 461
Number 4 14 3 8 5 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 832 0 524 1590 146 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 917 779 546 1553 175 156
Arrive On Green 0.49 0.00 0.31 0.83 0.10 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1863 1583 1774 1863 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 832 0 524 1590 146 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1863 1583 1774 1863 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 48.7 0.0 34.4 99.0 9.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 48.7 0.0 34.4 99.0 9.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 917 779 546 1553 175 156
V/C Ratio(X) 0.91 0.00 0.96 1.02 0.83 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 917 779 553 1553 239 213
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 27.7 0.0 40.3 9.9 52.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 12.6 0.0 28.1 29.0 16.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 28.2 0.0 21.1 61.7 5.5 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 40.3 0.0 68.4 38.9 69.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS D E F E
Approach Vol, veh/h 832 2114 146
Approach Delay, s/veh 40.3 46.2 69.0
Approach LOS D D E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 3 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 15.7 40.6 62.4 103.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 37.0 58.0 99.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.6 36.4 50.7 101.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.1 3.1 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 45.7
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 312 865 1688 91 19 257
Future Volume (vph) 312 865 1688 91 19 257
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 3539 1551 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 3539 1551 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 339 940 1835 99 21 279
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 30 0 9
Lane Group Flow (vph) 339 940 1835 69 21 270
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 6 2 8 8
Permitted Phases 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.3 69.3 47.0 47.0 7.2 25.5
Effective Green, g (s) 18.3 69.3 47.0 47.0 7.2 25.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.82 0.56 0.56 0.09 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 383 1527 1968 862 150 543
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 0.50 c0.52 0.01 c0.04
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.13
v/c Ratio 0.89 0.62 0.93 0.08 0.14 0.50
Uniform Delay, d1 32.1 2.8 17.3 8.7 35.8 24.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 20.4 0.5 8.6 0.0 0.2 0.3
Delay (s) 52.4 3.3 25.9 8.7 35.9 24.5
Level of Service D A C A D C
Approach Delay (s) 16.3 25.0 25.3
Approach LOS B C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 84.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 861 4 3 1511 3 0 0 2 11 0 13
Future Vol, veh/h 1 861 4 3 1511 3 0 0 2 11 0 13
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 150 - - - - 55 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 936 4 3 1642 3 0 0 2 12 0 14
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1645 0 0 940 0 0 2597 2591 938 2589 2590 1642
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 940 940 - 1648 1648 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1657 1651 - 941 942 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 393 - - 729 - - 17 25 321 17 25 123
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 316 342 - 125 157 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 124 156 - 316 342 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 393 - - 729 - - 14 24 321 16 24 123
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 14 24 - 16 24 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 315 341 - 125 149 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 104 149 - 313 341 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 16.3 $ 314.3
HCM LOS C F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 321 393 - - 729 - - 30
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 0.003 - - 0.004 - - 0.87
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.3 14.2 - - 10 0 -$ 314.3
HCM Lane LOS C B - - A A - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 2.9

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 802 74 411 1476 97 383
Future Volume (veh/h) 802 74 411 1476 97 383
Number 4 14 3 8 5 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 872 0 447 1604 105 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1075 914 472 1623 129 115
Arrive On Green 0.58 0.00 0.27 0.87 0.07 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1863 1583 1774 1863 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 872 0 447 1604 105 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1863 1583 1774 1863 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 53.4 0.0 35.5 114.4 8.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 53.4 0.0 35.5 114.4 8.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1075 914 472 1623 129 115
V/C Ratio(X) 0.81 0.00 0.95 0.99 0.81 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1075 914 532 1636 198 177
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 24.1 0.0 51.6 8.6 65.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.8 0.0 24.9 19.4 13.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 28.8 0.0 20.6 64.9 4.6 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 28.9 0.0 76.5 27.9 79.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS C E C E
Approach Vol, veh/h 872 2051 105
Approach Delay, s/veh 28.9 38.5 79.1
Approach LOS C D E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 3 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.5 42.2 86.8 129.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 43.0 79.0 126.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.4 37.5 55.4 116.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.7 6.4 8.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 37.2
HCM 2010 LOS D



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
49: SR-92 & SR-35 (East) 07/08/2020

Mitigated Buildout PM 5:00 pm 06/18/2014 SR-92 Section Synchro 10 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 338 772 1627 77 22 213
Future Volume (vph) 338 772 1627 77 22 213
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 3539 1551 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 3539 1551 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 367 839 1768 84 24 232
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 27 0 11
Lane Group Flow (vph) 367 839 1768 57 24 221
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 6 2 8 8
Permitted Phases 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.2 69.0 45.8 45.8 7.2 26.4
Effective Green, g (s) 19.2 69.0 45.8 45.8 7.2 26.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.82 0.54 0.54 0.09 0.31
Clearance Time (s) 3.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 403 1526 1925 843 151 562
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.45 c0.50 0.01 c0.03
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.11
v/c Ratio 0.91 0.55 0.92 0.07 0.16 0.39
Uniform Delay, d1 31.7 2.5 17.5 9.1 35.7 22.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 23.9 0.2 7.4 0.0 0.2 0.2
Delay (s) 55.6 2.7 24.8 9.1 35.9 22.8
Level of Service E A C A D C
Approach Delay (s) 18.8 24.1 24.0
Approach LOS B C C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 84.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Arterial Level of Service: EB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

11 0.6 8.9 0.1 28
12 2.9 29.9 0.2 27
13 0.9 8.1 0.1 26
14 4.6 37.6 0.3 26
15 2.4 18.6 0.1 26
16 1.2 9.4 0.1 26
17 1.1 8.6 0.1 26
45 11.4 85.9 0.6 26
19 6.9 51.1 0.4 26
20 1.4 10.1 0.1 26
21 8.0 47.4 0.3 25
22 15.5 38.2 0.2 18
23 16.7 29.6 0.1 13
24 36.0 57.5 0.2 11
25 45.8 68.2 0.2 10
26 63.3 86.9 0.2 8
27 63.0 85.4 0.2 8

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 46.0 56.3 0.1 8
28 3.9 19.2 0.1 24
29 1.2 11.7 0.1 26
30 2.1 17.8 0.1 26
31 1.3 10.8 0.1 26
32 1.0 7.7 0.1 27
33 3.2 25.1 0.2 26
34 1.9 14.7 0.1 25
35 2.6 19.4 0.1 26
36 2.4 18.0 0.1 26
37 4.3 31.9 0.2 26
38 3.8 28.1 0.2 26
39 3.3 24.4 0.2 26
40 2.2 15.8 0.1 26
46 4.8 33.9 0.2 26

SR-35 (East) 49 6.0 15.7 0.1 25
Total 371.8 1031.9 5.6 19
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Arterial Level of Service: WB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

46 8.1 21.7 0.1 18
40 2.9 32.0 0.2 27
39 1.7 15.5 0.1 26
38 2.6 23.6 0.2 27
37 3.2 27.4 0.2 26
36 3.9 31.4 0.2 26
35 2.3 18.1 0.1 26
34 2.5 19.7 0.1 26
33 1.8 14.2 0.1 26
32 3.3 25.2 0.2 26
31 1.0 8.0 0.1 26
30 1.4 10.7 0.1 26
29 2.4 18.0 0.1 26
28 1.6 11.8 0.1 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 3.0 11.3 0.1 40
27 0.7 15.9 0.1 29
26 1.2 24.3 0.2 28
25 1.7 25.4 0.2 28
24 1.9 24.7 0.2 27
23 2.0 23.3 0.2 28
22 1.3 14.3 0.1 27
21 2.4 25.1 0.2 27
20 4.3 43.7 0.3 27
19 1.0 9.8 0.1 27
45 5.3 50.1 0.4 27
17 9.2 83.1 0.6 27
16 1.0 8.7 0.1 26
15 1.0 9.0 0.1 27
14 2.1 18.3 0.1 26
13 4.4 37.5 0.3 27
12 1.0 8.2 0.1 26
11 3.9 30.7 0.2 26

Ox Mt Landfill Rd 47 4.5 11.4 0.1 26
Total 90.5 752.2 5.6 27
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Arterial Level of Service: EB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

11 0.4 8.7 0.1 29
12 2.2 29.1 0.2 28
13 0.7 7.9 0.1 27
14 3.8 36.8 0.3 27
15 2.0 18.2 0.1 27
16 1.1 9.2 0.1 26
17 1.0 8.5 0.1 27
45 10.4 84.8 0.6 27
19 6.4 50.5 0.4 27
20 1.3 10.1 0.1 26
21 5.9 45.2 0.3 26
22 3.4 26.2 0.2 26
23 2.0 15.0 0.1 26
24 3.3 24.8 0.2 26
25 3.5 26.0 0.2 26
26 3.7 27.6 0.2 26
27 4.8 27.5 0.2 25

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 30.9 41.5 0.1 11
28 3.4 18.7 0.1 24
29 1.1 11.6 0.1 27
30 1.9 17.7 0.1 27
31 1.3 10.7 0.1 26
32 0.9 7.7 0.1 27
33 3.1 25.0 0.2 26
34 1.9 14.7 0.1 26
35 2.5 19.3 0.1 27
36 2.3 17.9 0.1 26
37 4.2 31.8 0.2 26
38 3.7 27.9 0.2 26
39 3.3 24.4 0.2 26
40 2.1 15.8 0.1 26
46 4.7 33.8 0.2 26

SR-35 (East) 49 5.6 15.2 0.1 26
Total 129.0 789.8 5.6 25
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Arterial Level of Service: WB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

46 14.4 27.9 0.1 14
40 3.5 32.5 0.2 27
39 2.0 15.9 0.1 26
38 3.1 24.1 0.2 26
37 3.7 27.9 0.2 26
36 4.3 31.9 0.2 26
35 2.5 18.4 0.1 25
34 2.7 19.9 0.1 26
33 2.0 14.4 0.1 26
32 3.5 25.4 0.2 26
31 1.1 8.1 0.1 25
30 1.5 10.8 0.1 26
29 2.6 18.2 0.1 26
28 1.9 12.1 0.1 25

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 9.1 20.3 0.1 22
27 2.1 17.5 0.1 27
26 2.6 25.7 0.2 27
25 3.2 26.8 0.2 27
24 3.3 26.0 0.2 26
23 3.2 24.4 0.2 26
22 2.0 15.0 0.1 26
21 3.5 26.2 0.2 26
20 6.1 45.6 0.3 26
19 1.4 10.1 0.1 26
45 7.0 51.6 0.4 26
17 11.9 86.3 0.6 26
16 1.2 8.9 0.1 25
15 1.3 9.2 0.1 26
14 2.6 18.8 0.1 26
13 5.3 38.4 0.3 26
12 1.2 8.4 0.1 25
11 4.4 31.2 0.2 26

Ox Mt Landfill Rd 47 2.3 8.6 0.1 30
Total 122.5 786.4 5.6 26
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Arterial Level of Service: EB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

11 0.4 8.7 0.1 29
12 2.1 29.2 0.2 28
13 0.7 7.9 0.1 27
14 3.8 36.8 0.3 27
15 2.0 18.3 0.1 26
16 1.0 9.3 0.1 26
17 1.0 8.5 0.1 27
45 10.2 85.0 0.6 27
19 6.4 50.7 0.4 26
20 1.3 10.1 0.1 26
21 5.9 45.4 0.3 26
22 3.4 26.2 0.2 26
23 2.0 15.0 0.1 26
24 3.3 24.9 0.2 26
25 3.4 26.0 0.2 26
26 3.8 27.8 0.2 26
27 5.4 28.2 0.2 24

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 29.6 40.7 0.1 11
28 3.4 18.7 0.1 24
29 1.1 11.6 0.1 27
30 2.0 17.7 0.1 26
31 1.3 10.8 0.1 26
32 0.9 7.7 0.1 27
33 3.1 25.0 0.2 26
34 1.9 14.7 0.1 26
35 2.5 19.4 0.1 26
36 2.3 17.9 0.1 26
37 4.2 31.8 0.2 26
38 3.7 28.0 0.2 26
39 3.3 24.4 0.2 26
40 2.1 15.8 0.1 26
46 5.5 34.6 0.2 25

SR-35 (East) 49 5.9 15.3 0.1 26
Total 128.6 792.0 5.6 25
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Arterial Level of Service: WB SR-92

Delay Travel Dist Arterial
Cross Street Node (s/veh) time (s) (mi) Speed

46 13.9 27.5 0.1 15
40 3.4 32.5 0.2 27
39 1.9 15.8 0.1 26
38 3.0 24.0 0.2 26
37 3.6 27.8 0.2 26
36 4.2 31.8 0.2 26
35 2.5 18.3 0.1 25
34 2.7 19.8 0.1 26
33 2.0 14.3 0.1 26
32 3.5 25.4 0.2 26
31 1.1 8.1 0.1 25
30 1.5 10.8 0.1 26
29 2.5 18.1 0.1 26
28 1.9 12.1 0.1 26

Skyline Blvd (West) 48 8.7 19.8 0.1 23
27 2.2 17.5 0.1 27
26 2.6 25.7 0.2 27
25 3.2 26.8 0.2 27
24 3.2 25.8 0.2 26
23 3.1 24.4 0.2 26
22 1.9 14.9 0.1 26
21 3.5 26.2 0.2 26
20 6.1 45.5 0.3 26
19 1.4 10.1 0.1 26
45 7.0 51.5 0.4 26
17 11.8 85.8 0.6 26
16 1.2 8.9 0.1 25
15 1.3 9.2 0.1 26
14 2.6 18.8 0.1 26
13 5.3 38.4 0.3 26
12 1.2 8.4 0.1 25
11 4.4 31.2 0.2 26

Ox Mt Landfill Rd 47 2.9 9.4 0.1 27
Total 121.4 784.9 5.6 26
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