THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

ADDENDUM TO
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT No. 193036

Project No. 193036
SCH No. 2010051073

SUBJECT: NEW ONE PASEO: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT,
PRECISE PLAN AMENDMENT, LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT, SITE
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, STREET VACATION,
PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT VACATION, AND VESTING TENTATIVE MAP for the
construction of a mixed-use development encompassing a maximum of 1,175,871 gross
square feet (gsf) consisting of approximately 280,000 gsf of commercial office use,
approximately 95,871 gsf of commercial retail, and approximately 800,000 gsf of
residential consisting of 608 multifamily units on a 23.6-acre graded and vacant site. The
site is located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Del Mar Heights Road and
El Camino Real (Assessor's Parcel Numbers 304-070-43, 307-070-49, 304-070-52, and
304-070-57) in the Carmel Valley community within the City of San Diego, California. The
site is located in the CVPD-MC Zone of the Carmel Valley Community Plan, the Carmel
Valley Employment Center Precise Plan, and Council District 1.

Applicant: Kilroy Realty, LP
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is comprised of 23.6 acres located in the developed Carmel Valley
community within the City of San Diego, California (City) (see Figure 1, Project Vicinity Map).
More specifically, the property is located at the southwestern corner of Del Mar Heights
Road and El Camino Real. High Bluff Drive is located directly west of the project site,
Interstate 5 (I-5) is approximately 0.25 mile to the west of the project site, and State Route
(SR) 56 is located approximately 1.0 mile to the south of the project site.

The New One Paseo Project proposes to develop a mixed-use project, including commercial
retail, office, and residential uses. The total size of the projectis 1,175,871 gsf. Table 1
presents the land use distribution of the various uses proposed as part of the project.
Figure 2, Site Plan, shows the proposed site plan for the New One Paseo Project.



Table 1
NEW ONE PASEO LAND USES
Land Use Gross Square Numl:fer of
Footage Units

Office
(Multi-tenant) 280,000 B
Retail 95,871 --
Residential 800,000 608

TOTAL 1,175,871 608

The project would also include public space areas, internal roadways, landscaping,
hardscape treatments, utility improvements, and parking facilities to support these uses.
The project would be graded in a single phase. A total of 2,747 parking spaces would be
provided throughout the site in subsurface garages, two above-ground parking structures,
and surface parking lots. Access to the project site from Del Mar Heights Road would be
taken from one signalized intersection and one right-in/right-out only driveway. Access to
the site from El Camino Real would be taken from one signalized intersection, and three
right-in/right-out only driveways.

The project's Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan would include a privately
operated shuttle until regional bus service becomes available to the project or within close
proximity. The shuttle would provide service to the Solana Beach Transit Center.

The New One Paseo Project would include a number of sustainable project features,
including but not limited to, facilities that encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement and
incorporate energy and water conservation.

Offsite improvements would include:

= Installation of traffic signal system upgrades and optimization on a total of 10
intersections along Del Mar Heights Road from the intersection of Mango Drive to the
intersection of Lansdale Drive. The upgrades and optimization shall include a
communications system, emergency vehicle preemption system, controllers, detection,
CCTV monitoring system, and optimized traffic signal timing.

= Reconfiguration of the medians within the Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real
rights-of-way along the project frontage in order to provide sufficient access to the
project and to mitigate project impacts.

= Addition of a fourth leg to the existing intersection of El Camino Real and the Del Mar
Highlands Town Center driveway.

= Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Carmel Creek Road and Del Mar Trail
(Mitigation Measure 5.2-5).



= Extension of the existing westbound right-turn lane and construction of a second,
westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights Road at the northbound I-5 on-ramp
(Mitigation Measure 5.2-2).

= Construction of a third, northbound left-turn lane, and associated public improvements
needed to accommodate the additional turn lane, at the intersection of Del Mar Heights
Road and High Bluff Drive (Mitigation Measure 5.2-6).

= Construction of an eastbound right-turn lane at the intersection of Del Mar Heights Road
and El Camino Real (Mitigation Measure 5.2-7).

In order to implement/construct the New One Paseo Project, the following discretionary
actions are required: General Plan Amendment (GPA), Community Plan Amendment (CPA),
Land Development Code (LDC) Amendment, Precise Plan Amendment (PPA), a Site
Development Permit (SDP), a Neighborhood Development Permit (NDP), Street Vacation,
Public Utility Easement Vacation, and a Vesting Tentative Map (VTM). The project site is
proposed to be designated as Multiple Use in the General Plan and Community Village in the
Community Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The project site is currently vacant but has been graded in the past. Existing vegetation
within the central portion of the site is minimal. Parkway landscaping is located along Del
Mar Heights Road, and consists of ground cover and mature trees, primarily eucalyptus and
pine.

The project site was graded between 1986 and 1990 as a part of the North City West
Development Unit 2 (i.e., Carmel Valley Employment Center) mass grading. The site ranges
from approximately 174 feet above mean sea level (amsl) at the southeastern corner to
approximately 246 feet amsl| at a berm near the northwestern site boundary. Most of the
project site is terraced into three building pads with an approximately 15-foot difference in
grade elevation between each set of pads.

The project site is surrounded by development including the Del Mar Highlands Town Center
to the east, one single family residence to the southeast, office buildings to the south and
west, and multi-family residential to the north. Del Mar Highlands Town Center is a 30-acre
shopping center that contains retail shops, restaurants, major grocery store, major drug
store, a theater, plaza, and a small outdoor amphitheater within one- to two-story
structures. The single-family residence to the southeast is a remnant of a former ranch. The
three office buildings located to the south are three stories over parking. The office
buildings directly to the west are two- to four-story buildings. Multi-family development
includes 2 and 3-story buildings located to the north across Del Mar Heights Road.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The Final EIR (FEIR) for the One Paseo Project was certified on February 23, 2015. The FEIR
addressed a development proposal consisting of 1,857,444 gsf including residential, retail,



office and hotel uses; this development is referred to herein as the “Originally Proposed
Project.” Subsequent to the preparation of the Draft EIR (DEIR), the project was redesigned
to reduce the development to 1,454,069 gsf. The major changes reflected in the redesigned
project included elimination of the hotel, reduction in square footage of residential, retail
and office uses, and the addition of a green space. An analysis of this redesigned project
was included in the One Paseo EIR as the “Reduced Main Street Alternative,” and the
Alternatives section was circulated for additional public review.

On February 23, 2015, the City Council approved the Reduced Main Street Alternative
(Approved Project), and approved a GPA, CPA, PPA, (collectively, the Planning Amendments),
SDP, NDP, Conditional Use Permit, VTM, Street Vacation, Public Utility Easement Vacation,
amended the Municipal Code to add the Carmel Valley Planned District Mixed-Use Center
Zone (CVPD-MC) to the Carmel Valley Planned Development Ordinance (PDO), and rezoned
the site to that new zone. The City Council also certified the FEIR (One Paseo EIR) and
adopted Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Approved Project.

After the City Council approved the Approved Project, a referendum campaign to repeal the
Planning Amendments began. The City Clerk certified the necessary number of signatures to
qualify the referendum on April 24, 2015. On May 21, 2015, the City Council rescinded the
Planning Amendments at the project applicant’s request. The development proposal was
subsequently modified to reduce the scale of the project. The redesigned project is referred
to as the “New One Paseo Project.”

As shown in Table 1 above, the New One Paseo Project retains the residential, retail and
office uses from the Approved Project, but eliminates the cinema and green space. The New
One Paseo Project reconfigures the site plan. The total number of residential units would
remain the same as in the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project. The square
footage of retail and office uses would be reduced from both the Originally Proposed Project
and the Approved Project. A comparison of the land uses included in the New One Paseo
Project with the Approved Project and the Originally Proposed Project is included in Table 2.

With respect to the Originally Proposed Project, the New One Paseo Project would result in
an approximately 48 percent reduction in the amount of office space (536,000 to 280,000
gsf), and an approximately 56 percent reduction in the amount of retail space (220,000 to
95,871 gsf). The number of residential units would remain unchanged, but the total
residential square footage would decrease by approximately 14 percent from 930,000 to
800,000. The hotel would be eliminated. The overall square footage would decrease by
37 percent from 1,857,440 to 1,175,871 gsf.

When compared with the Approved Project, the New One Paseo Project would reduce the
office space by approximately 43 percent. The retail component would be reduced by
approximately 52 percent. The cinema would be eliminated. The number of residential
units would remain unchanged, but the square footage would increase by approximately

12 percent. Overall the total square footage would be reduced by 19 percent from 1,454,069
to 1,175,871 gsf.



Table 2
LAND USE COMPARISON OF THE NEW ONE PASEO PROJECT WITH THE
ORIGINALLY PROPOSED PROJECT AND APPROVED PROJECT
(gross square feet)

Commercial Retail Commercial Office E Mult.l-Farr.uIy
(Square Feet) (Square Feet) 2 Residential Total
q q T g :g (Dwelling Units)
A - L € - §' "3 - -
Project _ © g e © n o & ¢ S
T £ s 2 ] £ t ¥ s H t ";
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8 2 E g g g
Srrc'i:?”y Proposed | 550000 | 50,000 | 535600 | 21840 0 150 | 100,000 0 608 930,000 | 1,857,440
Approved Project 198,500 | 48,000 | 471,000 | 21,840 0 0 0 47,916 608 714,729 | 1,454,069
New One Paseo 95,871 0 - - 280,000 0 0 0 608 800,000 | 1,175,871
Project
Net Change from
Originally Proposed | -124,129 | -50,000 | -535,600 | -21,840 | +280,000 | -150 | -100,000 0 0 130,000 | -681,569
Project
Net Change from
Approved Project 102,629 | -48,000 | -471,000 | -21,840 | +280,000 0 0 -47,916 0 +85,271 | -278,198

! Corporate office category includes multi-tenant as well as corporate office uses.
? Professional office category was applied to multi-tenant office associated with Main Street.




DETERMINATION:

The City previously prepared the One Paseo EIR (Project No. 193036; SCH No. 2010051073).
Based on all available information in light of the entire record, the analysis in this
Addendum, and pursuant to Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, the City has determined the following:

A. There are no substantial changes to the project that will require major revisions to the
One Paseo EIR due to new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in
the severity of impacts identified in the One Paseo EIR.

B. Substantial changes have not occurred in the circumstances under which the project is
being undertaken that will require major revisions of the One Paseo EIR to disclose new,
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of the impacts
identified in the One Paseo EIR.

C. Thereis no new information of substantial importance not known at the time the One
Paseo EIR was previously certified that shows any of the following:

1. The project will have any new significant effects not discussed in the One Paseo EIR.

2. There are impacts that were determined to be significant in the One Paseo EIR that
will be substantially more severe than shown in the One Paseo EIR.

3. There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible that would substantially reduce one or more of the significant effects
identified in the One Paseo EIR and the project proponent declines to adopt those
measures or alternatives.

4. There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives that were rejected by the
project proponent that are considerably different from those analyzed in the One
Paseo EIR that would substantially reduce any significant impact identified in the One
Paseo EIR.

In accordance with Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, some changes or additions to the
One Paseo EIR are necessary, but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling
for preparation of a new environmental document apply. Therefore, this Addendum to the
previously certified One Paseo EIR is appropriate. No public review of this Addendum is
required. The project site is not located in the Coastal Zone.

This Addendum to the One Paseo EIR includes an analysis to demonstrate that potential
environmental impacts associated with the New One Paseo Project are consistent with the
findings of the One Paseo EIR. In addition, certain mitigation measures associated with the
Approved Project have been modified to reflect the impacts associated with the New One
Paseo Project.



IMPACT ANALYSIS:

This environmental document serves as an Addendum to the previously certified One Paseo
EIR, and provides project-specific environmental review for the New One Paseo Project
pursuant to CEQA and the City's implementing procedures. The analysis of each major
environmental issue includes a summary of the results and conclusions of the One Paseo
EIR as well as applicable mitigation measures.

Based on the results and conclusions of the One Paseo EIR, this Addendum discusses the
relationship of the New One Paseo Project to those results and conclusions in order to
confirm that the One Paseo EIR would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and that
the New One Paseo Project would not result in any new or more severe significant impacts
than the projects analyzed in the One Paseo EIR. Revisions to the MMRP for the adopted
One Paseo EIR to reflect the New One Paseo Project are included in Section VI of this
Addendum.

Table 3 provides a summary of the relationship of the New One Paseo Project to the results
and conclusions of the One Paseo EIR. As indicated in this table, the One Paseo EIR
concluded that both the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would result in direct
significant impacts associated with Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources, Health and
Safety, and Historical Resources, all of which would require mitigation. Significant cumulative
impacts were determined to be associated with Transportation/Circulation/Parking. The
One Paseo EIR concluded that significant impacts would be reduced to below a level of
significance by mitigation measures with the exception of Transportation/Circulation/Parking
(direct and cumulative) and Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character (direct).

In addition, the analysis contained in the One Paseo EIR concluded that the Originally
Proposed Project and Approved Project would not have significant impacts related to Land
Use, Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology/Water Quality, Public
Utilities, and Public Services and Facilities/Recreation. Based on initial environmental review,
the City determined that the Originally Proposed Project (and consequently the Approved
Project) would not have the potential to cause significant adverse effects in the following
areas: Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Geology and Soils, Mineral Resources, and
Population and Housing.



IMPACT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Table 3

New One Impact Level New One
One Paseo | One Paseo .
. Paseo Change with Paseo EIR
Major Issue EIR Impact EIR e .
. e L. Impact New One Mitigation
Conclusion | Mitigation . .
Conclusion Paseo Requirements
Land Use LS None LS Decreased None
5.2-1
Traffic SNM through SNM Decreased 52-1 through
] 5.2-11
5.2-13
Parking LS None LS Decreased None
Visual Effects and
Neighborhood SNM None SNM Decreased None
Character
5.4-1
. through 5.4-1 through
Noise SM 5.4-4 and SM Decreased 5.4.4
12.9-1
Air Quality LS None LS Decreased None
Energy LS None LS Decreased None
Gre_en'house Gas LS None LS Decreased None
Emissions
Paleontological SM 5.8-1 SM No Change 5.8-1
Resources
Biological SM 5.9-1 SM No Change 5.9-1
Resources
Hydrplogy/Water LS None LS No Change None
Quality
Public Utilities LS None LS Decreased None
PUb.I!C. services apd LS None LS Decreased None
Facilities/Recreation
5.13-1 5.13-1
Health and Safety SM and SM No Change and
5.13-2 5.13-2
Historical SM 5.14-1 SM No Change 5.14-1
Resources

' It should be noted that there are a total of 14 mitigation measures.

LS Less than significant
SM  Significant, mitigated

SNM Significant not mitigated




Land Use
Land Use Plans and Policies
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that upon approval of the proposed land use plan
amendments and rezone, the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be
consistent with the land use designations and associated density of the Carmel Valley
Community Plan and Precise Plan. Similarly, both projects would be consistent with the
General Plan, with the exception of Policy ME-C.2 of the Mobility Element. The inability of
the applicant and City to guarantee improvements which require approval from the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in a timely manner, prevented a finding
that the project would meet this policy. However, the inability of the project to comply with
only one of many policies of the General Plan was determined not to result in a significant
land use policy impact.

Both projects were found to be consistent with other applicable land use policies and
regulations including the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional
Comprehensive Plan (RCP), Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), California State Implementation Plan (SIP), Water Quality Control
Plan for the San Diego Basin (Basin Plan), Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
Subarea Plan, California Green Building Standards Code, and floodplain zoning and
regulations.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that land use policy impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no

mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have similar overall land uses to the Originally Proposed
Project and the Approved Project because the New One Paseo Project would retain the
residential, retail and office uses, although the New One Paseo Project would eliminate the
cinema and green space included in the Approved Project and the hotel included in the
Originally Proposed Project. Office and retail space would be reduced, but the number of
residential units would remain unchanged. The site plan will be reconfigured with the New
One Paseo Project. As with the Originally Proposed and the Approved Projects, upon
approval of the proposed land use plan, the New One Paseo Project would be consistent
with the land use designations and associated density of the Carmel Valley Community Plan
and Precise Plan.

As with the Originally Proposed and the Approved Projects, the New One Paseo Project is
consistent with the General Plan, with the exception of Policy ME-C.2 of the Mobility Element.
Neither the City ,nor the applicant can guarantee improvements which require approval
from Caltrans in a timely manner, and therefore the City is unable to make a finding that the
New One Paseo Project would meet this policy. However, the inability of the New One Paseo



Project to comply with only one of many policies of the General Plan would not resultin a
significant land use policy impact. Upon approval of the proposed land use plan, the New
One Paseo Project would be consistent with the land use designations and associated
density of the Carmel Valley Community Plan and Precise Plan.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to land use policy would be less than significant is
applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new land use impacts, nor substantially
increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Urban Decay
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the demand for retail would exceed the supply with
implementation associated with either the Originally Proposed or Approved Projects. As a
result, the One Paseo EIR concluded that implementation of the Originally Proposed or
Approved Projects would not result in urban decay resulting from physical changes in the
environment due to existing retail uses closing from competition with future development of
the project site.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that urban decay impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no

mitigation was required.

New One Paseo Project

An update to the Retail Market Analysis included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for the
New One Paseo Project, and is included as Appendix A to this Addendum (Kosmont
Companies, 2015). The New One Paseo Project would reduce the retail square footage
associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects by approximately 56 and

52 percent, respectively. As a result, the New One Paseo Project would have less impact on
the demand for retail in the area than the Originally Proposed or Approved Projects.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to urban decay would be less than significant would be
applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new urban decay impacts, nor
substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.
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Transportation/Circulation/Parking

Traffic
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR concluded that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would
impact the same transportation facilities, although traffic volumes would be less with the
Approved Project. Specifically, the One Paseo EIR concluded that in the Existing Plus Project
condition, the impacts of both projects on freeway segments and metered freeway ramps
would be less than significant, but potentially significant direct impacts would occur along
the following five roadway segments and one intersection:

Segments
= Del Mar Heights Road from the I-5 southbound (SB) ramps to the I-5 northbound (NB)
ramps;

= Del Mar Heights Road from the I-5 NB ramps to High Bluff Drive;
= El Camino Real from Via de la Valle to San Dieguito Road; and
= Via de la Valle from San Andres Drive to El Camino Real (West).

Intersections
= Carmel Creek Road/Del Mar Trail in the AM peak hour.

In the Near-term With Project condition for both the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects with all three development phases, impacts to freeway segments and metered
freeway ramps would be less than significant, and potentially significant direct impacts
would occur along the following four roadway segments and four intersections:

Segments

= Del Mar Heights Road from the I-5 SB ramps to the I-5 NB ramps;
= Del Mar Heights Road from the I-5 NB ramps to High Bluff Drive;
= El Camino Real from Via de la Valle to San Dieguito Road; and

= Viade la Valle from San Andres Drive to El Camino Real (West).

Intersections

= Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB ramps in the PM peak hour;

= Del Mar Heights Road/High Bluff Drive in the PM peak hour;

= Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real in the PM peak hour; and
= Carmel Creek Road/Del Mar Trail in the AM peak hour.

In the Long-term Cumulative (Year 2030) With Project condition for both the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects, impacts to freeway segments would be less than
significant, and potentially significant cumulative impacts would occur at two freeway ramp
meters (the NB onramp and SB onramp at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 interchange), and
the following three roadway segments and five intersections:
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Segments

= Del Mar Heights Road from the I-5 NB ramps to High Bluff Drive;
= El Camino Real from Via de la Valle to San Dieguito Road; and

= Via de la Valle from San Andres Drive to El Camino Real.

Intersections

= Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB ramps in the AM/PM peak hours;

= Del Mar Heights Road/High Bluff Drive in the AM/PM peak hours;

= Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real in the PM peak hour;

= El Camino Real/SR 56 eastbound (EB) on-ramp in the PM peak hour; and
= Carmel Creek Road/Del Mar Trail in the AM peak hour.

As noted above, the One Paseo EIR concluded that the Approved Project would impact the
same transportation facilities as the Originally Proposed Project; therefore, the mitigation
measures identified for the Originally Proposed Project were determined to apply to the
Approved Project. Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-13 are listed in Table 5.2-41, Traffic
Mitigation Summary, of the One Paseo EIR. These mitigation measures include a variety of
roadway improvements including restriping, widening, additional turn lanes and
signalization.

The One Paseo EIR concluded that the mitigation measures for roadway segments would
reduce traffic impacts of both the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, but not to a
less than significant level. Certain direct traffic impacts to roadway segments were
concluded to remain significant because the construction of improvements could not be
assured by either the applicant or the City in a timely manner. With regard to intersection
impacts, the One Paseo EIR concluded that mitigation measures for Carmel Creek Road/Del
Mar Trail, Del Mar Heights Road/High Bluff Drive, and Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real
would reduce traffic impacts of the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects to a less than
significant level. For all other intersections, however, the direct and cumulative impacts
were concluded to remain potentially significant because the construction of improvements
could not be assured by either the applicant or the City in a timely manner.

In addition, the One Paseo EIR concluded that construction traffic during the concurrent
construction of Phases 1, 2, and 3 would result in a potentially significant direct impact to the
roadway segment of Del Mar Heights Road between the I-5 NB ramps and High Bluff Drive
due to the fact that combination of Phase 1 and 2 operational traffic with Phase 3
construction traffic would exceed the level of service (LOS) threshold by one average daily
trip. This conclusion applied to both the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects.
Mitigation Measure 5.2-13, which prohibited the concurrent construction of Phases 1, 2,

and 3, although phases could overlap, was determined to provide adequate mitigation for
the potential impacts from construction activities associated with the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that traffic impacts associated with the Originally

Proposed and Approved Projects would be significant and mitigation measures were
identified. However, the One Paseo EIR concluded that certain traffic impacts would remain
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significant and not mitigated because construction of certain improvements could not be
assured by either the applicant or the City in a timely manner.

New One Paseo Project

An update to the traffic studies included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for the New
One Paseo Project (Traffic Analysis Addendum), and is included as Appendix B to this
Addendum (LLG, 2016). The updated traffic study determined that the total project trip
generation for the New One Paseo Project would be 13,468 average daily trips (ADT) which
represents an approximately 44 percent reduction in trips from the Approved Project
(23,854 ADT), and an approximately 50 percent reduction in trips from the Originally
Proposed Project 26,961 ADT).

Access to the site is proposed via two driveways on Del Mar Heights Road and four
driveways on El Camino Real, similar to the project access scheme associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. However, access to the New One Paseo Project
from Del Mar Heights Road would be taken from one signalized intersection and one right
in/right out only driveway, as opposed to the two signal scheme on Del Mar Heights Road
that was proposed with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. This access
configuration was demonstrated to result in an acceptable level of service in the Traffic
Analysis Addendum.

The Traffic Analysis Addendum concluded that with the New One Paseo Project, significant
operational impacts would occur at each of the locations previously identified to be
significantly impacted in the One Paseo EIR by the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects. Intersections and segments that were determined to have significant impacts with
both the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would also be impacted by the New
One Paseo Project.

With the reduced traffic volumes, the Traffic Analysis Addendum concluded that the timing
of several of the mitigation measures could be modified. Specifically, the Traffic Analysis
Addendum notes that there would be no significant direct impact at the I-5 northbound
on-ramp/Del Mar Heights Road intersection with buildout of the entire New One Paseo
Project, only a long-term cumulative impact. Therefore none of the mitigation at this
intersection would be needed until the occupation of the first office building.

The significant impact at the I-5 northbound on-ramp meter did not occur until project
buildout for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. Since the total New One Paseo
trip generation would be much lower, the mitigation is also not needed until the occupation
of the first office building. The timing of the other original mitigation measures, i.e., prior to
the first building permit for the project, remains applicable to the other New One Paseo
Project mitigation measures.

In addition, with the reduction in traffic volumes, fair share amounts specified in the
mitigation measures were proportionately reduced. These changes are reflected in the
mitigation measures required for the New One Paseo Project included in the MMRP in
Section VI at the end of this Addendum.
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Although the Traffic Analysis Addendum concluded that the same intersections and
segments would be impacted by the New One Paseo Project, the analysis concluded that the
reduced traffic volumes would eliminate and/or modify the intersection improvements
required of the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. Specifically, the northbound
right-turn lane at the intersection of Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive was
determined unnecessary because the lower traffic generated by the new project negates the
need for this turn lane. As a result, the original Mitigation Measure 5.2-6 has been
eliminated from the MMRP.

The Traffic Analysis Addendum further determined that the addition of a third, northbound
left-turn lane along with lengthening the eastbound, left-turn lane would adequately mitigate
the impacts of the New One Paseo Project on the Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive
intersection because the delay/LOS would be returned to pre-project levels. As a result, the
improvements specified in the original Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 have been modified in the
list of mitigation measures and would no longer include the addition of a second westbound
left-turn lane or a second eastbound left turn lane.

The Traffic Analysis Addendum also concluded that the eastbound, right turn lane at the Del
Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real intersection could be reduced from 365 to 200 feet due to
the lower volumes generated by the New One Paseo project. The original Mitigation
Measure 5.2-8 has been modified in the MMRP accordingly.

During discussions with the local community, interest was expressed in constructing a
second westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights Road to the northbound I-5 on-ramp
rather than the original mitigation measure requirement to extend the existing right-turn
lane by a distance of 845 feet. The Traffic Analysis Addendum looked at various options
involving construction of a second right-turn lane to create dual right-turn lanes. One of the
dual right-turn lane options involved both two right-turn lanes extending a distance of

300 feet to the western side of the AT&T building. The second option included one lane that
would extend to the west side of the AT&T building and another that would extend a total of
470 feet to the east side of the AT&T building. In addition, an option to shorten the
extension of the existing right-turn lane required by the original mitigation measure to

800 feet was also considered.

The Traffic Analysis Addendum concluded that either of the dual right-turn lane options
would result in slightly lower average delays at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 northbound on-
ramp intersection. However, the analysis also concluded that two right-turn lanes would be
less effective than extending the existing right-turn lane by 845 feet because westbound
traffic queued waiting for the traffic signal at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 northbound
on-ramp intersection would be expected to extend easterly a distance of 810 feet during
morning peak hour. As the dual right-turn lanes would not extend more than 470 feet from
the intersection, westbound motorists wishing to access the turn lanes during the morning
peak hour would not have free access to the turn lanes. Similarly, the third option of
reducing the single right-turn lane to 800 feet would also interfere with access during peak
hour periods. Conversely, the extension of the existing turn lane required by the original
mitigation measure by 845 feet would promote turn lane access. The extension of the single
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right-turn lane by 845 feet or the provision of dual right-turn lanes with one lane extending
to the east side of the AT&T building will improve traffic operations.

In response to the community interest in dual right-turn lanes on Del Mar Heights Road at
the I-5 on-ramp, and the conclusion of the Traffic Analysis Addendum that a dual-lane option
would result in a reduction in impact similar to the extended right-turn lane, Mitigation
Measure 5.2-2 has been modified in the MMRP to require two right-turn lanes, one of which
would extend to the west side of the AT&T building and the other, would extend to the east
side of the AT&T building.

With respect to construction traffic impacts, the Traffic Analysis Addendum concluded that
construction traffic related to the New One Paseo Project would not create a significant
impact. The Traffic Analysis Addendum demonstrated that the daily trip generation
expected due to construction would be lower than the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects due the reduction in grading export material. Based on the reduced export,
construction traffic with the New One Paseo Project would be 1,735 daily trips, which is 40
trips less than that forecasted for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. In the
original traffic analysis, a significant impact resulted on Del Mar Heights Road because, with
the construction traffic, the ADT was 55,001, one trip over the significance threshold. Since
the amount of construction trips will be less with the New One Paseo Project, no significant
construction impact would result and no limitations on construction phasing are warranted.
As a result, original Mitigation Measure 5.2-13 has been eliminated from the MMRP.

As with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the New One Paseo Project would
have significant, unmitigated impacts on certain roadway segments and intersections
because the implementation of some of the roadway improvements cannot be assured by
the applicant or the City in a timely manner.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to traffic would be significant and unmitigated is also
applicable to the New One Paseo Project. With the exception of Mitigation Measures 5.2-6
and 5.2-13, mitigation measures identified for the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, although several of the
mitigation measures would be modified, as described earlier. No new mitigation measures
are required. As the New One Paseo Project would substantially reduce traffic generated by
development of the site, the New One Paseo Project would not result in any new traffic
impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the
One Paseo EIR.

Parking

One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed Project's projected buildout
peak weekday parking demand of 3,882 spaces and weekend demand of 2,642 spaces would

not exceed the proposed supply of 4,089 parking spaces. The Approved Project would
provide approximately 3,688 parking spaces throughout the site upon buildout of the
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project. For the Approved Project, demand would be less than the Originally Proposed
Project because of the elimination of the hotel and reduction in overall gross leasable area,
including office space and retail. The projected peak parking demand for the Approved
Project would be 3,520 spaces. This would be less than the proposed supply of 3,688
spaces.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that parking impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no

mitigation was required.

New One Paseo Project

An update to the Shared Parking Analysis included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for
the New One Paseo Project (Shared Parking Addendum), and is included as Appendix C of
this Addendum (Walker Parking Consultants, 2016). The New One Paseo Project would
provide approximately 2,747 parking spaces, which is approximately 941 fewer spaces than
the Approved Project. The Shared Parking Addendum concluded that the New One Paseo
Project would generate a peak parking demand of 2,587 spaces. A total of 2,747 spaces
would be provided by the New One Paseo Project. Thus, the supply would exceed the
demand by 160 spaces.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to parking would be less than significant and that no
mitigation measures were required would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as
well. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new parking impacts, nor
substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Air Traffic Safety
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the project site is not located within the airport
influence area or any designated overflight, safety, or noise contour identified in the MCAS
Miramar ALUCP. The project site is not located within the contour boundaries for Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) height notification, Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77
obstruction surfaces, a High Terrain Zone, or the Airspace Protection Compatibility Area in
the ALUCP's airspace protection map. As such, the One Paseo EIR determined that neither
the Originally Proposed Project, nor the Approved Project would result in airspace
obstruction or affect air traffic patterns.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that air traffic safety impacts associated with the

Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no
mitigation measures were required.
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New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would be in the same location as the Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects, so the New One Paseo Project is not in the vicinity of any public or
private airport or any area subject to FAA regulations.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to air traffic safety would be less than significant would
be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures are required. The
New One Paseo Project would not result in any new air traffic impacts, nor substantially
increase the impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Traffic Hazards
One Paseo EIR

The access design of the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects were found to be
generally in compliance with the City's Street Design Manual. Consequently, the One Paseo
EIR concluded that the development would not create vehicular/pedestrian and bicyclist
conflicts, and would provide adequate visibility. A Sight Visibility Report prepared for the
Originally Proposed and Approved Project concluded that sufficient sight distance would
exist at the four driveways located along the inside of a curve on El Camino Real with
appropriate sight visibility easements.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that traffic hazard impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no

mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have a similar access design as the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects, with the exception that only one signalized access driveway will be
provided on Del Mar Heights Road. The New One Paseo Project's access design would
continue to be in compliance with the City's Street Design Manual, would not create
vehicular/pedestrian and bicyclist conflicts, and would provide adequate visibility. An update
to the Sight Visibility Report included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for the New One
Paseo Project (Updated Sight Visibility Report) and is included as Appendix D of this
Addendum (Leppert Engineering, 2015a). The Updated Sight Visibility Report concluded that
sufficient sight distance would exist at the four driveways located along the inside of a curve
on El Camino Real with appropriate sight visibility easements.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to traffic hazards would be less than significant is
applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new traffic hazards impacts, nor increase
the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.
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Emergency Access
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed Project would provide adequate
emergency access within the site, by preparing a fire access plan, posting fire lane signage
along the roadways, and providing additional emergency requirements such as fire hydrants
in accordance with City requirements. In addition, the signalized access driveways (at Del
Mar Heights Road/First Avenue, Del Mar Heights Road/Third Avenue, and El Camino
Real/Market Street) would be equipped with signal pre-emption devices to assist emergency
vehicles. The Approved Project included the same emergency features.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that emergency access impacts associated with
the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently,

no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would provide the same emergency access features as the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, including preparing a fire access plan, posting
fire lane signage along the roadways, and providing additional emergency requirements
such as fire hydrants in accordance with City requirements. The only change between the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects and the New One Paseo Project would be the
elimination of one signalized intersection at the Del Mar Heights Road access points.
Changing that driveway to a right-in/ right-out only driveway was shown to operate
acceptably in the updated Traffic Analysis Addendum in Appendix B, and would not be
expected to substantially disrupt traffic flow along Del Mar Heights Road. Therefore,
changing this driveway would not impact emergency vehicle access.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to emergency access would be less than significant
would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation measures are
required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new emergency access
impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the
One Paseo EIR.

Multi-Modal Transportation Facilities
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would
not impact alternative transportation modes, and would support pedestrian and bicycle
transportation, as well as carpooling and future planned transit operations in the Carmel
Valley community. The shuttle proposed by the project’s Transportation Demand
Management Plan providing transportation to the Solana Beach Transit Center was found to
provide access to regional transportation until planned bus service to the site is
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implemented. Thus, the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects were found to be
consistent with the City’s alternative transportation policies.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that multi-modal transportation facilities impacts
associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than

significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have a similar multi-modal facility design as the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would
connect to the existing pedestrian and bicycle network. As with the Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects, a shuttle is proposed to provide transportation to a nearby transit station
to provide access to regional transportation until public transit service is available to serve
the project or within close proximity. With the New One Paseo Project, shuttle service would
be provided to the Solana Beach Transit Center.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to multi-modal transportation facilities would be less
than significant would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation
measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new impacts
related to multi-modal transportation facilities, nor substantially increase the severity of
impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

Scenic Vistas and Resources
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that there are no designated viewpoints, view corridors,
scenic routes, or scenic vistas on site or in the project vicinity. The Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects are located in a developed neighborhood surrounded by office,
residential, and retail development with no substantial scenic resources. The site is graded
and vacant, and does not contain any substantial scenic resources or natural landforms that
could be considered important visual resources. Although street trees along the perimeter
of the site and along the extension of the right-turn lane from Del Mar Heights Road to the
[-5 NB onramp would be removed, these trees were not considered significant visual
resources.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that scenic vista and resources impacts

associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than
significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.
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New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would be in the same location and have a similar grading and
development plan as for Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, although the
New One Paseo Project would have less density and intensity. Existing trees around the
perimeter of the site and along the right-turn lane along Del Mar Heights Road to the I-5 NB
ramp would be impacted, similar to the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved
Project. The visual effect of constructing a second westbound right-turn lane would be
comparable to the extension of the existing right-turn lane required by the original
Mitigation Measure 5.2-2. Both approaches would impact trees but, as discussed in the One
Paseo EIR, the trees in this area are not considered significant visual resources.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to scenic vistas and resources would be less than
significant would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation
measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new impacts
related to scenic vistas and resources, nor substantially increase the severity of impacts
beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Visual Quality and Neighborhood Character
One Paseo EIR

The Originally Proposed Project included buildings ranging between one and 11 stories. One
of the office buildings along El Camino Real included 11 stories. A 10-story residential
building was proposed at the northwest corner of the site. The remainder of the residential
development along Del Mar Heights Road ranged between 4 and 5 stories. The Approved
Project reduced the office buildings to a maximum of 9 stories and eliminated the 10-story
residential building. In both projects, retail development was located in the central portion of
the development.

The analysis in the One Paseo EIR determined that the building heights and intensity of use
associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, as a whole, would be out of
character with the bulk and scale of the surrounding neighborhood. The One Paseo EIR
concluded that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would have a significant
impact on neighborhood character, and feasible mitigation measures were not available to
reduce this impact to below a level of significance.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that impacts to neighborhood character
associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be significant, and
that there were no feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact to below a level of
significance. Neighborhood character impacts were found to be significant and unmitigable.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would reduce the bulk and scale of the proposed project with
respect to both the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. As discussed earlier, the

20



overall square footage would be reduced. When compared with the Approved Project, the
New One Paseo Project would be reduced by 19 percent from 1,454,069 to 1,175,871 gsf.
The office space would be reduced by 43 percent, while the retail component would be
reduced by approximately 52 percent. The office buildings along El Camino Real would be
reduced to 6 stories in one of the buildings, and four stories in the other. The office
buildings would also be set back, and above grade from El Camino Real. The residential
development along Del Mar Heights Road would be situated at the northwest corner, and
would remain at four to five stories along the street, but would increase to six stories in the
central portion of the development. Additional landscape setbacks would be included along
Del Mar Heights Road. The northeast corner of the site would be used for a parking
structure that would be located no more than 5 feet above the grade of Del Mar Heights
Road; landscaping would be used between the structure and the road to reduce visual
impacts. As with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the retail component
would be centrally located.

The impacts of constructing a second westbound right-turn lane at the Del Mar Heights
Road/I-5 northbound on-ramp intersection on visual and neighborhood quality would be
less than the extension of the existing right-turn lane required by the original mitigation
measure due to the reduced length and height of the required retaining walls. Extension of
the existing right-turn lane would require approximately 600 linear feet of retaining walls
ranging from 2 to 9 feet in height. The dual right-turn lane configuration would involve
approximately 500 linear feet of retaining walls ranging between 2 to 3 feet in height. The
dual-right turn lane configuration would restrict the disturbance to the area west of and in
front of the AT&T building while the extended single right-turn lane would extend
approximately 350 feet east of the AT&T building, resulting in less visual and neighborhood
quality impacts than with the original mitigation measure.

Although the bulk and scale of the New One Paseo Project would be substantially reduced
from that of the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the size of the project would
represent a departure from the existing conditions and surrounding uses. Thus, while
reduced in magnitude, the New One Paseo Project would, nonetheless, have a significant
impact on visual quality and neighborhood character.

In summary, the conclusion in the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to neighborhood character would be significant is
applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well. However, the New One Paseo Project
would not result in any new visual quality and neighborhood character impacts, nor
substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo
EIR.

Visual Appearance
One Paseo EIR
The One Paseo EIR determined that: (1) the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects were

designed to integrate with the surrounding visual environment and development patterns,
(2) Originally Proposed and Approved Project elements would provide for an organized and
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visually diverse development, and (3) architectural treatments would provide for visual
interest and reduce perceived scale and massing effects. Proposed retaining walls were
found to not be highly visible from public viewpoints and would be architecturally treated
and landscaped to screen and integrate them into the overall project design.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that visual appearance impacts associated with
the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently,

no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would be in the same location and have a similar level of
development as the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, although with
less density and at a reduced scale. The New One Paseo Project would have similar
development patterns, project elements, architectural treatments, and landscaping. As
discussed earlier, construction of a second westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights
Road at the I-5 northbound on-ramp would have less visual impact than extending the
existing right-turn lane due to the reduction in retaining wall length and height.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to visual appearance would be less than significant is
applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new visual appearance impacts, nor
substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo
EIR.

Light, Glare, and Shading
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that outdoor lighting would be consistent with the outdoor
lighting in the surrounding area of the site, and the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would be required to comply with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Regulations. The One
Paseo EIR acknowledged impacts would be further reduced by the fact that most of the
proposed buildings would consist of less than 50 percent of potentially reflective materials,
and exterior cladding materials on the office structures would meet or exceed the

30 percent light reflectivity factor requirement. In addition, the One Paseo EIR concluded
that shading impacts on adjacent residential development would not be significant.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that light, glare, and shading impacts associated
with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant.

Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would reduce the shading impacts on the neighborhood to the
north. Most notably, the placement of the parking structure in the northeast corner of the
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property would reduce shadow impacts because unlike the 5-story residential buildings
associated with the Approved Project, the parking structure would only rise five feet above
the grade of Del Mar Heights Road. Also, although comparable in height to the Approved
Project, the remaining residential buildings along Del Mar Heights Road would be setback
farther from the street which would reduce shadow impacts to the north.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to light, glare, and shading would be less than significant
would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation measures are
required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new light, glare and shading
impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the
One Paseo EIR.

Noise

On-Site Noise

One Paseo EIR
On-site Noise Sources

The analysis in the One Paseo EIR determined that on-site noise sources would be
associated with the proposed retail activities and construction activities. The retail uses
associated with both the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects included stationary
noise sources related to refrigeration and freezer condensers (associated with markets and
restaurants), trash compactors, forklifts, delivery trucks, amplification systems (nighttime
entertainment), restaurant kitchen fans, heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment,
and parking lot traffic. Although the precise nature and placement of those uses were
unknown, and thus, specific modeling with respect to onsite development was not possible
at that time, the uses were found to potentially expose on-site residents to noise levels in
excess of City noise criteria. The One Paseo EIR included Mitigation Measures 5.4-1 and
5.4-3, which required acoustical studies of stationary noise sources and incorporation of
noise attenuation measures to assure that stationary noise sources do not exceed limits
imposed by the City's Noise Control Ordinance.

Off-site Noise Sources

The analysis in the One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would include land uses that would be sensitive to traffic noise. Noise-sensitive
receptors included habitable rooms within residential units, usable public and private
outdoor recreation areas, and office buildings. Greenbelt areas and residential front
porches were not considered noise sensitive because they are not occupied for prolonged
periods of time. The analysis concluded that project-related traffic on nearby roadways
would not result in a substantial increase in the traffic noise experienced by adjacent noise
sensitive uses.

23



Traffic noise along Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real was determined to exceed
65 decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). As a
result, proposed residences and office uses along these roadways would be adversely
impacted by traffic noise. The Originally Proposed and Approved Projects included public
and private usable outdoor areas that would be exposed to unacceptable traffic noise.
Usable public areas included the recreation area in the northwest corner of Block C of the
Approved Project, a pool area between Buildings 4 and 5 in Block B, and a second-floor
gathering area in Building 3 of Block A.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 included in the One Paseo EIR required acoustical studies for noise
sensitive uses (e.g., residential and office) that would be exposed to unacceptable traffic
noise levels. The mitigation required noise attenuation (e.g., barriers, dual pane windows,
insulation, etc.) be included in buildings to reduce interior noise levels to 45 CNEL or less. An
additional noise mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure 12.9-1) was developed specifically
for the Approved Project that would require noise attenuation via a sound wall to protect the
proposed green space from noise levels in excess of 65 CNEL.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that impacts related to on-site and off-site noise
levels associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be significant,

and the identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

New One Paseo Project

On-site Noise Sources

An update to the acoustical analysis included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for the
New One Paseo Project (Updated Acoustical Report) and is included as Appendix E to the
Addendum (HELIX, 2015). The Updated Acoustical Report concluded that the New One
Paseo Project would have similar stationary noise sources (e.g., roof top equipment and
construction) as the Originally Proposed and the Approved Projects.

Similar to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, implementation of Mitigation
Measures 5.4-1 through 5.4-3 would reduce potential on-site noise impacts for the New One
Paseo Project to less than significant levels. Since the on-site green space included in the
Approved Project has been eliminated, on-site noise impacts on public recreational areas
would be avoided. Based on the updated project design, Mitigation Measure 12.9-1 would
no longer be necessary to mitigate significant on-site noise impacts.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to on-site stationary sources would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated would remain applicable to the New One Paseo
Project as well. Mitigation Measure 12.9-1 would be deleted as discussed above and no new
mitigation is required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new on-site noise
impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the
One Paseo EIR.
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Off-site Noise Sources

The updated noise analysis concluded that, as with the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects, noise sensitive uses (e.g. residential and office) proposed along Del Mar Heights
Road and El Camino Real would be exposed to unacceptable traffic noise levels. Usable
public areas included within proposed residential development could also be exposed to
unacceptable noise levels. However, as with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects,
implementation of noise attenuation required by Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 would reduce off-
site traffic noise impacts to acceptable levels.

As with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, traffic added by the New One Paseo
Project to nearby roadways would not result in a substantial increase in traffic noise levels
experienced by adjacent noise sensitive land uses.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to traffic noise impacts to on-site noise-sensitive uses
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated would remain applicable to the
New One Paseo Project as well. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new on-
site noise impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those
described in the One Paseo EIR.

Transportation Noise Levels
One Paseo EIR
On-site Traffic Noise Receptors

As discussed earlier, the One Paseo EIR determined that traffic noise would potentially
expose on-site residences and offices to interior noise levels above the traffic noise
significance thresholds, resulting in a potentially significant traffic noise impact. Under the
Approved Project, potentially significant traffic noise impacts on green space users were also
identified. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 and Mitigation Measure 12.9-1,
identified in the One Paseo EIR, would reduce potentially significant traffic noise impacts to
below a level of significance. Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 was required for both the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects while Mitigation Measure 12.9-1 was only required for the
Approved Project to protect people using the green space area included in the northwest
corner of the project.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that impacts from traffic noise to on-site
receptors associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be
significant, and the identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than
significant.

Off-site Traffic Noise Receptors

The One Paseo EIR concluded that traffic noise impacts to off-site uses resulting from the
Originally Proposed or Approved Project would be less than significant because traffic noise
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is already above acceptable levels and the additional noise related to Originally Proposed or
Approved Project traffic on adjacent roadways would not increase traffic noise levels beyond
the 3 dBA level normally considered perceptible by the human ear.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that noise impacts to off-site receptors associated
with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant.
Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project
On-site Traffic Noise Receptors

Although the New One Paseo Project would contribute less traffic to Del Mar Heights Road
and El Camino Real, traffic noise from these roadways would still have a potentially
significant impact on adjacent residential and office uses within the New One Paseo Project.
As with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, implementation of Mitigation
Measure 5.4-2 would reduce traffic noise impacts to onsite uses to a less than significant
level. As discussed above, with the elimination of the green space from the New One Paseo
Project, Mitigation Measure 12.9-1 would no longer be necessary to mitigate the on-site
traffic noise impacts on green space users.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to on-site traffic noise receptors would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated would remain applicable to the New One Paseo
Project as well. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new traffic noise impacts
on on-site receptors, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those
described in the One Paseo EIR.

Off-site Traffic Noise Receptors

As the New One Paseo Project would reduce the amount of traffic added to local roadways
in comparison to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the impact of the New One
Paseo Project traffic on traffic noise levels along these roadways would remain less than
significant.

With construction of a second westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights Road at the I-5
NB on-ramp, traffic noise would be located approximately 12 feet closer to residences to the
north than with the single right-turn lane configuration. However, the closer proximity
would not significantly impact the nearby residences because the residences already have a
noise wall along Del Mar Heights Road, and the residences would be located approximately
15 feet above the proposed new turn lane. The existing noise wall and elevation difference
would combine to negate any impacts from the reduced distance between the residences
and the nearest right-turn lane.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed

and Approved Projects with respect to off-site traffic noise receptors would be less than
significant would remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well. No new
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mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
traffic noise impacts on off-site receptors, nor substantially increase the severity of the
impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Construction Noise
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that construction noise levels generated by the Originally
Proposed Project would not exceed limits allowed by the City's Noise Control Ordinance at
off-site sensitive receptors. Construction during Phase 3 however, was determined to
potentially generate noise levels above the 12-hour average of 75 dBA at the adjacent on-site
residences that would be constructed in earlier phases. The One Paseo EIR concluded that
the construction noise impacts for the on-site sensitive receptors would be considered
potentially significant during construction of Phase 3. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
5.4-4 identified in the One Paseo EIR would reduce construction noise impacts to below a
level of significance. This conclusion also applied to the Approved Project, which would have
similar although less intensive development and generate similar noise levels during
construction of all three phases.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that construction noise impacts during
construction of Phase 3 of the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be
significant, and the mitigation identified in the One Paseo EIR would reduce these impacts to
a less than significant level.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have similar but less intensive development than the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. Nevertheless, it would generate similar noise
levels during construction. Thus, the noise impacts associated with the New One Paseo
Project could also potentially impact adjacent residential uses within the project if excavation
activities occur within 100 feet of residential uses. If that occurs, construction noise impacts
would be considered potentially significant. However, similar to the Originally Proposed
Project and the Approved Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-4 would reduce
potential impacts to below a level of significance. Due to the different site plan, Mitigation
Measure 5.4-4 has been simplified from the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects to
provide a more general performance standard.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that construction noise impacts during
construction of the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated would remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well.
No new mitigation measures would be required. The New One Paseo Project would not
result in any new construction noise impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of the
impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.
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Air Quality
Air Quality Plan Consistency
One Paseo EIR

The analysis for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects in the One Paseo EIR
determined that although the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would require a
CPA and PPA to allow for the proposed land uses, construction or operational air emissions
generated by either the Originally Proposed or Proposed Project would not exceed
applicable significance thresholds for ozone precursors or particulate matter. For both the
Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, design features were proposed to
reduce project emissions in compliance with the strategies in the Regional Air Quality
Strategy (RAQS) and Statewide Implementation Plan (SIP) for attaining and maintaining air
quality standards. The Originally Proposed and Approve Projects, therefore, were
determined to not conflict with the RAQS or the SIP.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that air quality plan consistency impacts
associated with the Originally Proposed and the Approved Projects would be less than

significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

An update to the air quality analysis included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for the
New One Paseo Project (Updated Air Quality Analysis) and is included as Appendix F to this
Addendum (HELIX 2015b). This Updated Air Quality Analysis concluded that the New One
Paseo Project would result in less air quality impacts due to the 37 percent decrease in
overall gsf when compared to the Originally Proposed Project, and 19 percent decrease in
overall gsf when compared to the Approved Project.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to air quality plan consistency would be less than
significant would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation
measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new air quality
plan consistency impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those
described in the One Paseo EIR.

Air Quality Criteria Pollutants

One Paseo EIR

The analysis for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects in the One Paseo EIR
concluded that the emissions associated with construction activities of all three analyzed
construction phasing scenarios would be below the daily thresholds during each

construction year. Furthermore, due to the fact that the construction phases of the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects are temporary, construction was found to not
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result in emissions that would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation.

The analysis for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects concluded that daily
operational emissions would not exceed the thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Therefore,
operations were determined to not result in significant air quality impacts related to criteria
pollutants. In addition, quantitative analysis included in the appendices to the One Paseo
EIR determined that air quality impacts associated with concurrent construction and
operational emissions due to project phasing were less than significant. The analysis for the
Approved Project concluded that due to the reduced square footage, the Approved Project
would reduce ADT by approximately 13 percent when compared to the Originally Proposed
Project, as well as reduce the demand for energy. As such, it was determined that the
Approved Project would result in lower emissions of criteria pollutants than the Originally
Proposed Project.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that construction and operational pollutant
emissions impacts associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be

less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The Updated Air Quality Analysis determined that the construction area activity would be
essentially unchanged for the New One Paseo Project. As such, emissions associated with
construction of the New One Paseo Project would be comparable to the Originally Proposed
Project and Approved Project.

The Updated Air Quality Analysis also determined that during operation, the New One Paseo
Project would result in less mobile-source emissions due to the reduction of approximately
43 percent in ADT when compared to the Approved Project, and approximately 50 percent
when compared to the Originally Proposed Project. Furthermore, the New One Paseo
Project would result in reduced energy demand due to the reduced square footage. As such,
the New One Paseo Project would result in lower emissions of criteria pollutants than either
the Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to construction and operational pollutant emissions
would be less than significant would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and
no mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any
new environmental impacts for air quality pollutants, nor substantially increase the severity
of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Toxic Air Contaminants
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that construction activities related to both the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects would not result in significant air quality impacts related to
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diesel particulate matter because temporary construction durations would be far less than
the lifetime risks from chronic exposure to diesel particulate matter, and naturally occurring
asbestos is not expected to be encountered on the project site during construction of the
Originally Proposed or Approved Projects.

The analysis for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects in the One Paseo EIR
concluded that operations would not result in significant levels of toxic air contaminants
(TACs) related to diesel particulates and heating and ventilation associated with operations
of the proposed development.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that TAC impacts associated with the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation

measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The Updated Air Quality Analysis determined that the construction equipment used for the
New One Paseo Project would be similar to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects,
and as such, the diesel particulates generated from the New One Paseo Project would be
comparable to the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, which were
considered to have a less than significant impact.

The Updated Air Quality Analysis also determined that the reduced square footage of the
New One Paseo Project would result in a proportional reduction in operational TACs and
diesel particulate emissions in comparison with the Originally Proposed Project and the
Approved Project.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects, with respect to TACs, would be less than significant would be
applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new TACs impacts, nor substantially
increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Objectionable Odors

One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the only source of odor anticipated from Originally
Proposed or Approved Project construction would be exhaust emissions from the diesel
equipment and haul trucks. However, these odors would be short-term.

The One Paseo EIR determined that the land uses associated with the Originally Proposed
and Approved Project would not generate significant odors. While restaurants would

generate some odor, the One Paseo EIR concluded that they would not be considered
objectionable by the local residents.
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In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that odor impacts during construction and
operation associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than
significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The Updated Air Quality Analysis determined that construction equipment usage would be
similar to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. As with the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects, construction equipment odors would be short-term.

The Updated Air Quality Analysis also determined that potential odor generating land uses
would be similar to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. As with the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects, odors associated with restaurants and other activities
would not be considered objectionable by future residents.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to odors during construction and operation would be
less than significant would be applicable to the New One Paseo Project as well, and no
mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
environmental impacts from objectionable odors, nor substantially increase the severity of
impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Energy
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that construction of the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would incorporate on-site energy conservation and demand-side management
features. The One Paseo EIR also took into account the fact that construction would be
required to comply with all applicable local, state, and federal regulatory requirements
regarding energy conservation.

The One Paseo EIR also determined that upon implementation of the proposed energy-
related project design features, the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would reduce
energy demand in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations. The Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects were determined to not conflict with any adopted energy
conservation plans, and not require new sources of energy.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that energy impacts associated with the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation

measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

Similar to the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, the New One Paseo
Project would incorporate on-site energy conservation and demand-side management
features during construction including energy efficient lighting, limitation on night lighting,
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and the use of cool roof materials for the office buildings. Also, the New One Paseo Project
would reduce its energy demand in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations
during operations. Consequently, the New One Paseo Project would not conflict with any
adopted energy conservation plans, and would not require new sources of energy.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to energy for construction and during operations would
be less than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no
mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
energy related environmental impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of impacts
beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels
One Paseo EIR

The analysis for the Approved Project in the One Paseo EIR concluded that the generation of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions during construction would be comparable to that of the
Originally Proposed Project because the emission levels are based on the surface area to be
graded and the number of pieces of construction equipment operating at any given time.
These factors would remain essentially unchanged between the Originally Proposed Project
and the Approved Project.

In the One Paseo EIR, GHG emissions were quantified for both construction and operation of
the Originally Proposed Project. GHG emissions generated during construction of the
Originally Proposed Project would be temporary and limited to the construction phases of
the Originally Proposed Project. Amortized over 30 years, the proposed construction
activities under all three analyzed construction phasing scenarios were determined to be
less than the City's 900 metric tons screening threshold.

In the One Paseo EIR, operational GHG emissions were calculated considering GHG
emissions reduction strategies (i.e., state measures and project design features). With these
reduction strategies, Originally Proposed and Approved Project GHG emissions (combining
construction and operations) were determined to be reduced to a level that would be
consistent with the goals of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) and regulations adopted by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) pursuant to AB 32.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that GHG emission level impacts during
construction and operations associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects

would be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The Updated Air Quality Analysis determined that the construction area and activity
associated with the New One Paseo Project would be essentially the same as the Originally
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Proposed and Approved Projects. As such, the emissions associated with construction of the
New One Paseo Project would be comparable to the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects.

The Updated Air Quality Analysis also determined that the reduction in New One Paseo
Project traffic would result in a proportionate reduction in mobile-source GHG emissions in
comparison with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. Furthermore, the New
One Paseo Project would result in reduced energy demand due to reduced square footage.
As such, the New One Paseo Project would result in lower GHG emissions than either the
Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to GHG emission levels during construction and
operations would be less than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo
Project, and no mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not
result in any new GHG emissions impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of the
impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Greenhouse Gas Plans and Policies

One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that because both the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects included features encouraged by the Conservation Element policies in the City's
General Plan. Thus, the One Paseo EIR identified no conflict with an applicable plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that impacts to GHG plans and policies associated
with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant.

Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The Updated Air Quality Analysis for the New One Paseo Project determined that because
the New One Paseo Project would incorporate project features similar to the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects, there would be no conflict with an applicable plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to GHG plans and policies would be less than significant
would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures were
required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new environmental impacts
associated with GHG policies and plans compliance, nor substantially increase the severity of
the impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.
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Paleontological Resources
One Paseo EIR

The analysis in the One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would require grading that could encroach into geologic formations containing
significant paleontological resources. Therefore, the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects could result in significant paleontological resource impacts. Mitigation Measure
5.8-1, identified in the One Paseo EIR, would require excavation that could encroach into
fossil-bearing formations be monitored and any important resources recovered.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that paleontological resource impacts associated
with the Originally Proposed and Approved Project would be less than significant with

mitigation incorporated.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would require grading similar to the Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects. As a result, geologic formations containing significant paleontological
resources could be affected. Mitigation Measure 5.8-1, identified in the One Paseo EIR for
the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, would also apply to the New One Paseo
Project, thereby mitigating any potential impacts to a less than significant level.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to paleontological resources would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated would also be applicable to the New One Paseo
Project and no new mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would
not result in any new impacts on paleontological resources, nor substantially increase the
severity of the impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Biological Resources
One Paseo EIR

The analysis in the One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would remove mature trees along Del Mar Heights Road. These trees could provide
suitable nesting habitat for raptors. Therefore, construction activities and noise associated
with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects could disrupt nesting birds. Mitigation
Measure 5.9-1, in the One Paseo EIR, required preconstruction surveys during the nesting
season to determine if birds were nesting in the trees scheduled to be removed. If so,
setbacks from occupied nests were required to protect nesting birds from construction
activities.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that biological resources impacts associated with

the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.9-1.
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New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project also would require removal of mature trees which could support
nesting birds. Construction of a second westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights Road
at the I-5 northbound onramp would impact mature trees that would not otherwise be
impacted with the extended right-turn lane required by the original mitigation measure.
However, the same mitigation measure identified in the One Paseo EIR for the Originally
Proposed Project and the Approved Project would also apply to the New One Paseo Project.
Therefore, any potential impact to additional mature trees caused by the construction of a
second westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights Road at the I-5 northbound on-ramp
would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 5.9-1.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to biological resources would be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project. No
new mitigation is required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new impacts
on biological resources, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those
described in the One Paseo EIR.

Hydrology/Water Quality

Runoff
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that on-site and off-site drainage systems related to the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would have adequate capacity to accommodate
post-development (100-year) flows, with no associated issues related to capacity shortfalls or
flooding hazards. Flows from the site (and other associated watershed areas) would be
contained in engineered storm drain facilities designed for ultimate flow prior to reaching
Pefiasquitos Lagoon. The One Paseo EIR concluded that no significant impacts related to
increases in impervious surfaces and runoff rates/amounts would result from the Originally
Proposed Project or the Approved Project.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that runoff impacts associated with the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation

measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

An update to the drainage study included in the One Paseo FEIR was prepared for the New
One Paseo Project (Updated Drainage Study), and is included as Appendix G to this
Addendum (Leppert Engineering 2015b). The Updated Drainage Study concluded that the
New One Paseo Project would have similar but less intensive development than either the
Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project, and would provide similarly sized
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drainage facilities designed to accommodate the New One Paseo Project's runoff. As a
result, impacts would be less than significant.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to runoff would be less than significant would also be
applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures were required. The
New One Paseo Project would not result in any new runoff related environmental impacts,
nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the One
Paseo EIR.

Drainage Patterns
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that all of the drainage alterations associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be minor. In addition, the One Paseo EIR
took into account the fact that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be
subject to the hydromodification requirements outlined in the City Storm Water Standards
Manual.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that drainage pattern impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no
mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have similar but less intensive development than either
the Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project. Because the New One Paseo
Project would provide similar hydromodification facilities and maintenance designed to
accommodate drainage associated with the New One Paseo Project, impacts would be less
than significant.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Original and the
Approved Projects with respect to drainage patterns would be less than significant would
also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new environmental impacts related to
drainage patterns, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those
described in the One Paseo EIR.

Water Quality Standards
One Paseo EIR
The One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would

conform to all applicable regulatory criteria, water quality standards, and waste discharge
requirements.
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In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that water quality standards impacts associated
with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant.
Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

Based on an addendum to the Water Quality Analysis (Leppert Engineering, 2015) included
in Appendix H, the New One Paseo Project would have similar but less intensive
development than either the Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project. Because
the New One Paseo Project would similarly conform to all applicable regulatory criteria,
water quality standards, and waste discharge requirements, impacts would be less than
significant.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Original and the
Approved Projects with respect to water quality standards would be less than significant

would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures are

required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new water quality impacts,
nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the One
Paseo EIR.

Groundwater
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would
not use groundwater as a supply, and if any shallow groundwater is encountered during
construction, its removal would be short-term, would involve minor quantities, and would be
subject to applicable regulatory requirements. The Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would entail the installation of impervious surfaces, which would reduce the
infiltration and groundwater recharge capacity of the site, but these areas would be minor
and offset by the proposed use of extensive landscaping and unlined drainage facilities. In
addition, the entire project site vicinity and downstream areas are served by municipal
water, with no known current use of groundwater in these areas.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that groundwater impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no

mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have similar but less intensive development than either
the Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project. Because the New One Paseo
Project would have the same site conditions and install similar impervious areas,
landscaping, and unlined drainage facilities, impacts would be less than significant.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to groundwater would be less than significant would
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also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new groundwater related environmental
impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of the impacts beyond those described in the
One Paseo EIR.

Public Utilities
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR made the conclusions summarized below for each public utility for both
the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects.

Water Supply and Conservation - The proposed project would be consistent with
Metropolitan Water District (MWD)/San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA)
supply/demand projections and applicable water supply regulations, and sufficient water
was expected to be available to serve the proposed development over a 20-year planning
horizon. Based on these conditions, the One Paseo EIR determined that no significant
impacts related to potable water supplies/demand were determined to result from
implementation of the Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project.

Water Infrastructure - The Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would connect to
existing water lines adjacent to the project site, and would not require any off-site pipeline
upsizing or new water facilities. On-site water infrastructure would be designed and sized to
meet the Original or Approved Project's water needs in conformance with City standards.
Therefore, impacts to water infrastructure were determined to be less than significant in the
One Paseo EIR.

Wastewater Infrastructure - Wastewater service would be adequately provided by existing
City wastewater facilities, and would not require off-site pipeline upsizing or new wastewater
facilities. On-site wastewater infrastructure would be designed and sized to meet the
Original or Approved Project's wastewater needs in conformance with City standards.
Therefore, impacts to wastewater infrastructure were determined to be less than significant
in the One Paseo EIR.

Storm Water Drainage - The Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would connect to
the existing City of San Diego storm drain system, which was constructed to accommodate
the buildout of the property. On-site drainage facilities would be designed in accordance
with City standards. Therefore, impacts related to storm water drainage were determined to
be less than significant in the One Paseo EIR.

Solid Waste Disposal - A Waste Management Plan (WMP) was prepared and approved by the
Environmental Services Department for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects.
Implementation of the approved WMP was made a condition of the SDP approval to ensure
that direct solid waste impacts would be less than significant.
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In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that public utility impacts associated with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no
mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

An addendum to the water supply analysis included in the One Paseo EIR was prepared for
the New One Paseo Project, and is included as Appendix | of this Addendum (Atkins 2015).
The analysis concluded that, overall, the New One Paseo Project would have similar but less
intensive development than either the Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project,
and would generate similar but no greater demand for water than analyzed in the One
Paseo EIR.

An addendum to the water and sewer service analysis included in the One Paseo EIR was
prepared for the New One Paseo Project, and is included as Appendix ] of this Addendum
(Atkins 2015b). The analysis concludes that the water and sewer infrastructure included in
the New One Paseo Project would be adequate to meet the needs of the project. Fire flow
was also found to be adequate.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to public utilities would be less than significant would
also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation measures are required.
The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new public utilities impacts, nor
substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Public Services and Facilities/Recreation
One Paseo EIR

The conclusions reached in the One Paseo EIR for each public service for both the Original
and the Approved Projects are summarized below.

Fire and Emergency Medical Services - The Originally Proposed and Approved Projects may
result in minimal increases in fire calls for service, but no new facilities or improvements to
existing facilities would be required as a result of either the Original or Approved Project.
Consequently, impacts to community fire protection services were determined to be less
than significant in the One Paseo EIR.

Police Protection Services - The Originally Proposed and Approved Projects may result in
minimal increases in police calls for service, but no new facilities or improvements to existing
facilities would be required as a result of the project. Consequently, impacts to police
protection services were determined to be less than significant in the One Paseo EIR.

Schools - Although the Original and the Approved Projects would generate a number of
school-age children, no significant impact was identified because the Original and Approved
Project applicant would pay school fees. By law (Government Code 65996), payment of
school fees constitutes full mitigation.
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Libraries - Since there are adequate library facilities within the vicinity of the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects to accommodate the needs of any new residents and
employees associated with the proposed development, no significant impacts to existing
library facilities were identified in the One Paseo EIR.

Parks and Recreational Facilities - Since the Original and Approved Project applicant would
pay a Facility and Benefits Assessment (FBA) fee specifically intended to offset development
impacts on public facilities, including recreation, no associated significant impacts were
determined to occur with respect to parks and recreation facilities in the One Paseo EIR.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that public services and facilities/recreation
impacts associated with the Original and the Approved Projects would be less than

significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have less intensive development than either the
Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Projects and would result in a decreased
demand on public services in comparison with the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects. Similar to the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, the New One
Paseo Project would pay school fees and a FBA fee specifically intended to offset
development impacts on public facilities, including recreation. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to public services and facilities/recreation would be less
than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no mitigation
measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new public
services impacts, nor increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One
Paseo EIR.

Health and Safety

Hazardous Materials
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that construction of the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would involve the use or storage of construction-related hazardous materials
(i.e., fuels and oils), which could result in a significant health and safety risk to off-site
receptors in the event of an accidental spill. Mitigation Measures 5.13-1 and 5.13-2 would
require proper handling of hazardous materials during construction and preparation of a
Health and Safety Plan.

The One Paseo EIR determined that long-term operations associated with uses under the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would not be expected to involve large amounts
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or types of hazardous materials. While limited amounts of chemicals for routine
maintenance (i.e., cleaners, paints, chlorine, and pesticides for landscape maintenance)
could occur, the One Paseo EIR took into account the fact that the routine use and handling
of hazardous materials would be regulated by local, state, and federal standards. Thus,
operational health and safety impacts were determined to be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures were required.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that construction hazardous material impacts
associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would be potentially
significant but mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.13-1 and 5.13-2.
Operational hazardous materials impacts associated with the Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects would be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures
were required.

New One Paseo Project

Similar to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, potentially significant impacts
associated with construction hazardous materials could occur during construction activities
for the New One Paseo Project, including accidental releases of hazardous materials such as
oil and gasoline from construction equipment. However, similar to the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects, implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.13-1 and 5.13-2 would
reduce this potentially significant impact for the New One Paseo Project to a less than
significant level.

Long-term operations associated with the New One Paseo Project would involve similar uses
of chemicals for routine maintenance as anticipated for the Originally Proposed Project or
the Approved Project, which, as discussed above, would be regulated by local, state, and
federal standards.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to construction hazardous materials would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated would also be applicable to the New One Paseo
Project. The conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to operational hazardous materials would be less than
significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no new mitigation
measures were required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
environmental impacts from hazardous materials, nor substantially increase the severity of
impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Hazardous Materials Sites and Toxic Substances
One Paseo EIR
The One Paseo EIR determined that the Original and Approved Project site is not located

within 1,000 feet of a known contamination site that would create a significant hazard. In
addition, the site is not located within 2,000 feet of a Superfund site or on the State
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Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Cortese List, pursuant to Section 65962.5 of
the California Government Code.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that hazardous materials sites and toxic
substances would not pose a significant health risk to residents associated with the
Originally Proposed Project or the Approved Project. Thus, impacts were determined to be
less than significant, and, no mitigation measures were required.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would be located on the same site as the Original and the
Approved Projects. Therefore, the New One Paseo Project would not be located near known
contamination sites, within 2,000 feet of a Superfund site or on the DTSC Cortese List.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to hazardous materials sites and toxic substances would
be less than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project, and no
mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
environmental impacts from hazardous material sites and toxic substances, nor
substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Emergency Response Access
One Paseo EIR

The One Paseo EIR determined that emergency access to all surrounding properties would
be maintained throughout the construction period, and a traffic control plan and haul route
plan would be prepared and implemented during construction of both the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects. Therefore, the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects
would not interfere with emergency response during construction.

The One Paseo EIR determined that the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would
provide adequate emergency access within the site, including by preparing a fire access plan,
posting fire lane signage along the roadways, and providing additional emergency
requirements such as fire hydrants in accordance with City requirements. In addition, the
signalized access driveways would be equipped with signal pre-emption devices to assist
emergency vehicles. The One Paseo EIR concluded that the Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects would not interfere with implementation of any adopted emergency
response or evacuation plans or emergency access following project construction.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that impacts of the Originally Proposed Project or

the Approved Project on emergency response access during construction and operations
would be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation measures were required.
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New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would implement the same access and traffic control actions
during construction as the Originally Proposed and the Approved Projects, including
preparing a fire access plan, posting fire lane signage along the roadways, and providing
additional emergency requirements such as fire hydrants in accordance with City
requirements.

As with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, operations associated with the New
One Paseo Project would not impact emergency response. As with the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects, the signalized access driveways would be equipped with signal pre-
emption services to assist emergency vehicles. The New One Paseo Project would install
traffic signal system upgrades and optimization on a total of 10 intersections along Del Mar
Heights Road from the intersection of Mango Drive to the intersection of Lansdale Drive to
further assist emergency vehicle access.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and the Approved Projects with respect to emergency response during construction and
operations would be less than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo
Project, and no mitigation measures are required. The New One Paseo Project would not
result in any new environmental impacts for emergency response access, nor substantially
increase the severity of impacts beyond those described in the One Paseo EIR.

Historical Resources
One Paseo EIR

The analysis in the One Paseo EIR determined that construction of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects was expected to involve grading that could encroach into buried
historical resources which may exist on the site. Thus, the Originally Proposed and
Approved Projects were determined to potentially result in significant impacts to buried
historical resources. Mitigation Measure 5.14-1, in the One Paseo EIR, requires monitoring
during construction to identify subsurface historical resources and implementation of a data
recovery plan if important resources are encountered.

In summary, the One Paseo EIR concluded that potentially significant impacts to buried
historic resources could be associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects.
However, it was concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.14-1 would reduce
the impact to a less than significant level.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would be located on the same site as the Originally Proposed
Project and Approved Project, and would require similar grading that could encroach into
buried historical resources should they occur on the site. Mitigation Measure 5.14-1
identified in the One Paseo EIR for the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects would
also apply to the New One Paseo Project.
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VI.

In summary, the conclusion of the One Paseo EIR that the impacts of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects with respect to buried historic resources would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated is also applicable to the New One Paseo Project. No
new mitigation is required. The New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
historical resources impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of impacts beyond those
described in the One Paseo EIR.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT:
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

As Lead Agency for the proposed project under CEQA, the City of San Diego will administer
the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the following environmental
issue areas as identified in the Addendum to the One Paseo Project EIR: Transportation/
Circulation/Parking, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources, Health and
Safety, and Historical Resources. The mitigation measures identified below include all
applicable measures from the Addendum to the One Paseo Project EIR (Project No. 193036;
SCH No. 2010051073).

Section 21081.6 to the State of California PRC requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that
approves or carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental
effects to adopt a “reporting or monitoring program for adopted or required changes to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency
for the One Paseo Project EIR, and therefore must ensure the enforceability of the MMRP.

An EIR and Addendum has been prepared for this project that addresses potential
environmental impacts and, where appropriate, recommends measures to mitigate these
impacts. As such, an MMRP is required to ensure that adopted mitigation measures are
implemented. Therefore the following general measures are included in this MMRP:

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART |
Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance)

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or any
construction permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or beginning any
construction related activity on-site, the Development Services Department (DSD)
Director's Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and approve all Construction
Documents (CD), (plans, specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP
requirements are incorporated into the design.

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY

to the construction phases of this project are included VERBATIM, under the
heading, “ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.”
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These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the construction
documents in the format specified for engineering construction document
templates as shown on the City website:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml

The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the
“Environmental/Mitigation Requirements” notes are provided.

SURETY AND COST RECOVERY - The Development Services Director or City
Manager may require appropriate surety instruments or bonds from private
Permit Holders to ensure the long term performance or implementation of
required mitigation measures or programs. The City is authorized to recover its
cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City personnel and
programs to monitor qualifying projects.

B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART Il
Post Plan Check (After permit issuance/Prior to start of construction)

1.

PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10) WORKING DAYS PRIOR
TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is
responsible to arrange and perform this meeting by contacting the CITY
RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) of the Field Engineering Division and City staff from
MITIGATION MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also include
the Permit holder’s Representative(s) and Job Site Superintendent.

Note:

Failure of all responsible Permit Holder’'s representatives and consultants
to attend shall require an additional meeting with all parties present.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field Engineering
Division - 858-627-3200

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, it is also required to
call RE and MMC at 858-627-3360

MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) #193036 shall
conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated
Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the DSD's
Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). The requirements
may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to explain when and
how compliance is being met and location of verifying proof, etc.). Additional
clarifying information may also be added to other relevant plan sheets and/or
specifications as appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring,
methodology, etc.
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Note:

Permit Holder’'s Representatives must alert RE and MMC if there are any
discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field conditions.
All conflicts must be approved by RE and MMC BEFORE the work is
performed.

3. OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency
requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and MMC for review and
acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within one week of the Permit
Holder obtaining documentation of those permits or requirements. Evidence
shall include copies of permits, letters of resolution or other documentation
issued by the responsible agency.

4. MONITORING EXHIBITS: All consultants are required to submit, to RE and MMC,
a monitoring exhibit on a 11x17 reduction of the appropriate construction plan,
such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to clearly show the specific
areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of that discipline’s work, and notes
indicating when in the construction schedule that work will be performed. When
necessary for clarification, a detailed methodology of how the work will be
performed shall be included.

Note:

Surety and Cost Recovery - When deemed necessary by the Development
Services Director or City Manager, additional surety instruments or bonds
from the private Permit Holder may be required to ensure the long term
performance or implementation of required mitigation measures or
programs. The City is authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary,
overhead, and expenses for City personnel and programs to monitor
qualifying projects.

5. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Permit Holder/Owner's
representative shall submit all required documentation, verification letters, and
requests for all associated inspections to the RE and MMC for approval per the
following schedule:

Issue Area Document Submittal Assoc Inspection/Approvals

General Consultant Qualification Prior to Pre-con Meeting
Letters

General Consultant Const. Monitoring  Prior to or at the Pre-con
Exhibits Meeting

Geology As Graded Soils Report Geotechnical/fault inspection

Paleontology Paleontology Reports Paleontology site observation

Archaeology Archaeology Reports Archaeology/Historic site

observation
Biology Biology Reports Biology inspection
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Noise Acoustical Reports Noise mitigation features

inspection
Traffic Traffic Reports Traffic features site
observation
Waste Waste Management Reports Waste management
Management inspections
Bond Release Request for Bond Release Final MMRP inspections prior
letter to Bond Release Letter

SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

Transportation/Circulation/Parking

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office building,
the project applicant shall assure by permit and bond reconfiguration of the median on the
Del Mar Heights Road bridge to extend the EB to NB dual left-turn pocket to 400 feet to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer and Caltrans. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of
occupancy for an office building, the median reconfiguration shall be completed and
accepted by the City Engineer or Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1.1: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project
applicant shall contribute to Caltrans $1,192,500 toward the provision of a third eastbound
through lane on the Del Mar Heights Road bridge to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
The project applicant has voluntarily agreed to pay Caltrans an additional $307,500 at that
time, an amount in excess of its fair share contribution, for a total payment of $1,500,000.
The amount paid in excess of the applicant's fair share contribution is included as a project
feature.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2: (a) Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project
applicant shall assure by permit and bond the widening of the segment of Del Mar Heights
Road within City jurisdiction_to extend the WB right-turn pocket at the Del Mar Heights
Road/I-5 NB on-ramp by 470 feet east of the existing limit line (at intersection) to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, the
widening and lengthening shall be completed and accepted by the City Engineer. (b) Prior to
issuance of the first building permit for an office building, the project applicant shall assure
by permit and bond the widening of the segment of Del Mar Heights Road to include a
second WB to NB right turn lane at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB on-ramp within
Caltrans' jurisdiction to the satisfaction of Caltrans and the City Engineer. Prior to issuance
of the first certificate of occupancy for an office building, the widening shall be completed
and accepted by Caltrans and the City Engineer. Upon completion of this mitigation
measure, one right-turn lane shall extend to the west side of the AT&T building and one
right-turn lane shall extend to the east side of the AT&T building.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-3: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall make a fair-share contribution (2.5 percent) towards the widening of El Camino Real
from Via de la Valle to San Dieguito Road to a four-lane Major to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.
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Mitigation Measure 5.2-4: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall make a fair-share contribution (9.7 percent) towards the widening of Via de la Valle
from San Andres Drive to El Camino Real (West) to a four-lane Major to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-5: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall assure by permit and bond installation of a traffic signal at the Carmel Creek Road/Del
Mar Trail intersection, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy, the traffic signal shall be completed and accepted by the City
Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-6: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall assure by permit and bond to the satisfaction of the City Engineer the restriping and
signal modification to provide a third NB left-turn lane at the intersection of Del Mar Heights
Road and High Bluff Drive, and lengthen the EB left-turn lane by 90 feet and modify the
raised median to accommodate this. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy,
the third NB left-turn lane and EB left-turn lane lengthening shall be completed and
accepted by the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-7. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall assure by permit and bond construction of a 200-foot long EB right-turn lane plus
appropriate transition at the Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real intersection, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, the
200-foot long EB right-turn lane shall be completed and accepted by the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-8: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office building,
the project applicant shall make a fair-share contribution (2.7 percent) towards the widening
and re-striping of the EB approach to provide one left, one shared through/Ileft-turn, one
through, and two right-turn lanes at the El Camino Real/SR 56 EB on-ramp intersection to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-9: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office building,
the project applicant shall assure by permit and bond construction of the following
improvements at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB ramps to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer and Caltrans: (1) widen/re-stripe the I-5 NB off-ramp to include dual left, one
shared through/right, and one right-turn lane; (2) widen the segment of Del Mar Heights
Road to include a second WB to NB right-turn lane at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB on-
ramp within Caltrans' jurisdiction; and (3) reconfigure the median on the Del Mar Heights
Road bridge to extend the EB dual left-turn pocket to 400 feet. Prior to issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy for an office building, all improvements in this mitigation measure
shall be completed and accepted by the City Engineer and Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-10: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office

building, the project applicant shall make a fair-share contribution (25.5 percent) towards
adding an HOV lane to the I-5 SB loop on-ramp to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
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Mitigation Measure 5.2-11: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office
building, the project applicant shall make a fair-share contribution (31.1 percent) towards
widening and restriping to add a HOV lane to the I-5 NB on-ramp to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

Noise

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: Prior to issuance of building permits, a noise analysis shall be
completed to assess building-specific stationary noise sources and impacts to on-site uses.
Appropriate noise attenuation measures identified in the noise analysis shall be
incorporated into the project design to ensure compliance with the Noise Ordinance noise
limits for stationary sources (i.e., interior noise levels of 45 dBA Lgq or less for residential and
hotel uses; 50 dBA Lgq or less for commercial uses). Methods for ensuring compliant interior
noise levels may include, but would not be limited to, the following:

= Installation of roof-top mechanical ventilation and HVAC units on mounts that isolate the
building from vibration caused by the machinery;

» Inthe floors separating residential uses from non-residential uses, use additional
thicknesses of building materials and/or materials designed to isolate the residential
spaces from vibration generated by non-residential spaces;

= Commercial air handling ducts shall not be routed in or adjacent to interior living space
walls without specific plans to address isolation;

= Commercial HVAC systems shall not be mounted over interior living areas without
specific plans to address isolation;

= (Clusters of residential HVAC systems shall not be mounted directly over residential
areas;

= (Coolant or large water lines including HVAC water for commercial services shall not be
routed in walls adjacent to living areas without specific plans to address isolation;

= Operable windows shall not be located where they look directly at any rooftop HVAC
systems in adjacent buildings;

= Elevator shafts shall not be located directly adjacent to living quarters without specific
plans to address isolation; and/or

= Commercial spaces for nighttime entertainment shall not have a common floor ceiling to
a living space.

Once the project is constructed and in full operation, the developer shall conduct on-site
noise measurements to verify that noise planning and attenuation measures identified in
the noise analysis have mitigated project noise to levels below those proscribed by the Noise
Ordinance noise limits for stationary sources.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Prior to issuance of building permits, an exterior-to-interior noise
analysis shall be completed to assess off-site noise sources and impacts to interior on-site
residential and commercial uses. Appropriate noise planning and attenuation measures
identified in the noise analysis shall be incorporated into the project design to ensure
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compliance with the General Plan Noise Element Land use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines
(i.e., interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL or less for residential and hotel uses; 50 dBA CNEL
or less for commercial uses). Methods for ensuring compliant interior noise levels may
include, but would not be limited to, the following:

= Use of window glazing with an increased sound transmission classification;
= Use of additional thicknesses of interior drywall; and/or

» Use of additional thicknesses of exterior building materials.

Once the project is constructed and in full operation, interior noise measurements shall be
conducted to verify that exterior-to-interior noise planning has mitigated project noise levels
to ensure compliance with the General Plan Noise Element Land use - Noise Compatibility
Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-3: Prior to issuance of building permits, an interior noise analysis
shall be completed to assess on-site noise sources and impacts to interior on-site residential
uses. Appropriate noise planning and attenuation measures identified in the noise analysis
shall be incorporated into the project design to ensure compliance with the General Plan
Noise Element

Land use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines. Potential noise planning and attenuation
measures may include, but are not limited to, the following;:

» Commercial air handling ducts shall not be routed in or adjacent to interior living space
walls without specific plans to address isolation;

= Commercial HVAC systems shall not be mounted over interior living areas without
specific plans to address isolation;

» (lusters of residential HVAC systems shall not be mounted directly over residential
areas;

= (Coolant or large water lines including HVAC water for commercial services shall not be
routed in walls adjacent to living areas without specific plans to address isolation;

= Operable windows shall not be located where they look directly at any rooftop HVAC
systems in adjacent buildings;

= Elevator shafts shall not be located directly adjacent to living quarters without specific
plans to address isolation;

= Commercial spaces for nighttime entertainment shall not have a common floor ceiling to
a living space;

» Limitations upon the use of exterior amplified music systems associated with
entertainment such as prohibiting exterior amplified music systems in areas directly
adjacent to or below on-site residences, ' and

' This excludes temporary outside amplification systems use for a short-term special event conducted with a separate City

special event permit.
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= Commercial lease agreements shall include strict enforceable measures to control
interior and exterior noise to limit impacts to residential areas.

Once the project is constructed and in full operation, interior noise measurements shall be
conducted to verify that interior noise planning has mitigated project noise levels to ensure
compliance with the General Plan Noise Element Land use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-4. \Whenever excavation occurs within 100 feet of an occupied
residential unit within the project, noise attenuation shall be provided sufficient to comply
with the Noise Ordinance (i.e., a 12-hour average of greater than 75 dBA Lgg). Potential
attenuation measures include, but are not limited to, use of sound walls, sound blankets,
noise attenuation devices/modifications to construction equipment, and use of quieter
equipment.

Paleontological Resources

Mitigation Measure 5.8-1: The following shall be implemented:
I. Prior to Permit Issuance

A. Entitlements Plan Check
1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the
first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a
Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting,
whichever is applicable, the ADD Environmental designee shall verify that the
requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on the
appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to MMC identifying the PI for the
project and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring

program, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

Il. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search
1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has

been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or,
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if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the
search was completed.

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

B. PIShall Attend Precon Meetings

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, CM and/or Grading Contractor, RE, B,
if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. Ifthe Plis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule
a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the Pl shall submit a PME
based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC
identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of
grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based on the results of a site specific
records search as well as information regarding existing known soil conditions
(native or formation).

3. When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program.
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil
resources, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to
be present.

Ill. During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
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high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, Pl, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern
within the area being monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety
requirements may necessitate modification of the PME.

The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

The monitor shall document field activity via the CSVR. The CSVRs shall be faxed
by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring,
monthly (Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY
discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

2.

3.

In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the
contractor to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and
immediately notify the RE or B, as appropriate.

The Monitor shall immediately notify the Pl (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1.

The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

a. The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PI.

b. If the resource is significant, the Pl shall submit a Paleontological Recovery
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant
resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in the area
of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. Ifresource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell

fragments or other scattered common fossils) the Pl shall notify the RE, or Bl
as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The
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d.

Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to
MMC unless a significant resource is encountered.

The Pl shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.

IV. Night and/or Weekend Work

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the Precon meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.

a.

No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or
weekend work, The Pl shall record the information on the CSVR and submit
to MMC via fax by 8 AM on the next business day.

Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections Il - During Construction.

Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the Pl determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section Il - During Construction shall be
followed.

The Pl shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 AM on the next business day
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section IlI-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.
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V. Post Construction

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1.

The Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90

days following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
The Pl shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego

Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or for
preparation of the Final Report.

The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.

MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1.

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the
area; that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification

1.

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate
institution.
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2. The Pl shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1. The Pl shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has
been approved.

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance

Verification from the curation institution.

Biological Resources

Mitigation Measure 5.9-1: Prior to the issuance of any authorization to proceed, the ADD
Environmental designee shall ensure that the following measures are included as notes in
the construction plans and grading plans:

1. If project grading/brush management is proposed in or adjacent to native habitat
during the typical bird breeding season (i.e. February 1 - September 15), or an active
nest is confirmed, the project biologist shall conduct a pre-grading survey for active
nests in the development area and within 300 feet of it, and submit a letter report to
MMC prior to the preconstruction meeting.

A. If active nests are confirmed, the report shall include mitigation in conformance
with the City’s Biology Guidelines and applicable State and Federal Law (i.e.,
appropriate follow up surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and noise
barriers/buffers, etc.) to the satisfaction of the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) of
the Entitlements Division. Mitigation requirements determined by the project
biologist and the ADD shall be incorporated into the project’s Biological
Construction Monitoring Exhibit (BCME) and monitoring results incorporated in
to the final biological construction monitoring report.

B. If no active nests are confirmed per “A" above, mitigation under “A” is not
required.

Health and Safety

Mitigation Measure 5.13-1: Construction permits shall designate staging areas where
fueling and oil-changing activities are permitted. No fueling and oil-changing activities shall
be permitted outside the designated staging areas. The staging areas, as much as
practicable, shall be located on level terrain and away from sensitive land uses such as
residences, and schools. Staging areas shall not be located near any stream channels or
wetlands. The proposed staging areas shall be identified in the construction site plans,
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which shall be submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board as part of the Notice
of Intent to File under the NPDES permit process.

Mitigation Measure 5.13-2. Prior to construction, a Health and Safety Plan shall be prepared
and worker training shall be implemented to manage potential health and safety hazards to
workers and the public.

Historical Resources
Mitigation Measure 5.14-1: The following measures shall be implemented:
I. Prior to Permit Issuance

A. Entitlements Plan Check

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the
first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a
Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting,
whichever is applicable, the ADD Environmental designee shall verify that the
requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring
have been noted on the appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to MMC identifying the PI for the
project and the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring
program, as defined in the City of San Diego HRG. If applicable, individuals
involved in the archaeological monitoring program must have completed the
40-hour Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER)
training with certification documentation.

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project.

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

Il. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search
1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search
(Y4-mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a
copy of a confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, or, if the

search was in-house, a letter of verification from the Pl stating that the search
was completed.
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The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the %-mile
radius.

B. PIShall Attend Precon Meetings

2.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, CM and/or Grading Contractor, RE, B,
if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American
Monitor shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring
program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a.

If the Pl is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule
a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or B|, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

a.

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the Pl shall submit an
AME based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17)
to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of
grading/excavation limits.

The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as well
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

3. When Monitoring Will Occur

Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program.
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase
the potential for resources to be present.

Ill. During Construction

A.

Monitor(s) Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1.

The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil disturbing
and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to
archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager
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is responsible for notifying the RE, Pl, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern
within the area being monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety
requirements may necessitate modification of the AME.

The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their
presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities
based on the AME and provide that information to the Pl and MMC. If prehistoric
resources are encountered during the Native American consultant/monitor’s
absence, work shall stop and the Discovery Notification Process detailed in
Section Il.B-C and IV.A-D shall commence.

The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of
fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or
increase the potential for resources to be present.

The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field
activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR's shall be faxed by
the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly
(Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries.
The RE shall forward copies to MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

2.

3.

In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to
digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in
the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately
notify the RE or B, as appropriate.

The Monitor shall immediately notify the Pl (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding

the significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are
encountered.
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C. Determination of Significance

The Pl and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American
resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If
Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below.

a.

The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required.

If the resource is significant, the Pl shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American
consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique
archaeological site is also an historical resource as defined in CEQA,
then the limits on the amount(s) that a project applicant may be
required to pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in CEQA Section
21083.2 shall not apply.

If the resource is not significant, the Pl shall submit a letter to MMC indicating
that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final
Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is
required.

IV. Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be
exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the
human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e),
the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Section 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification

2.

Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, MMC, and the PlI,
if the Monitor is not qualified as a Pl. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior
Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services
Department to assist with the discovery notification process.

The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone.

B. lIsolate discovery site

1.

Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
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determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the Pl
concerning the provenance of the remains.

The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenance.

If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with
input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American
origin.

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American

1.

The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.

NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information.

The MLD will contact the Pl within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner
has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance
with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health &
Safety Codes.

The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or
representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the
human remains and associated grave goods.

Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the
MLD and the PI, and, if:

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the Commission;
OR;

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of
the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, THEN,

c. Inorder to protect these sites, the Landowner shall do one or more of the
following:

(1) Record the site with the NAHC;
(2) Record an open space or conservation easement on the site;

(3) Record a document with the County.
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d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains during a
ground disturbing land development activity, the landowner may agree that
additional conferral with descendants is necessary to consider culturally
appropriate treatment of multiple Native American human remains.
Culturally appropriate treatment of such a discovery may be ascertained
from review of the site utilizing cultural and archaeological standards. Where
the parties are unable to agree on the appropriate treatment measures the
human remains and buried artifacts with Native American human remains
shall be reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to Section 5.c., above.

If Human Remains are NOT Native American

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

3. Ifthe remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and
conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for
internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS,
the applicant/ landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego
Museum of Man.

Night and/or Weekend Work

If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the Precon meeting.
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VL.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.

a.

No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or
weekend work, the Pl shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to
MMC via fax by 8AM of the next business day.

Discoveries

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections Ill - During Construction, and IV - Discovery
of Human Remains.

Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the Pl determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section Ill - During Construction shall be
followed.

The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM of the next business day to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section llI-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1.

The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.

2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.

All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

Post Construction

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1.

The Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring. It
should be noted that if the Pl is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring
Report within the allotted 90-day timeframe resulting from delays with
analysis, special study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be
submitted to MMC establishing agreed due dates and the provision for
submittal of monthly status reports until this measure can be met.
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a.

For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation

The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the Pl for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.

MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.

MMC shall notify the RE or Bl, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

Handling of Artifacts

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that
faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate.

The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner.

Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated
with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with
MMC and the Native American representative, as applicable.

The Pl shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution
in the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

When applicable to the situation, the Pl shall include written verification from
the Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American
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VIL

resources were treated in accordance with state law and/or applicable
agreements. If the resources were reinterred, verification shall be provided
to show what protective measures were taken to ensure no further
disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV - Discovery of Human
Remains, Subsection 5.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1. The Pl shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the
RE or Bl as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90
days after notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the
Perfarmance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final
Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification
from the curation institution.

The above Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will require additional fees and/or
deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates or occupancy
and/or final maps to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program.

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

There are no new significant impacts identified for the current project. However, the final
EIR for the original project identified significant unmitigated impacts relating to
Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources,
Health and Safety, and Historical Resources. Because there were significant, unmitigated
impacts associated with the original project, approval required the decision maker to make
specific and substantiated CEQA Findings which stated that: a) specific economic, social or
other considerations made infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives
identified in the final EIR, and b) these impacts have been found acceptable because of
specific overriding considerations. No new CEQA Findings are required with this project.

2/ 3 /2060

Dat/e 2

Senior Planner
Development Services Department

Analyst: Martha Blake

Copies of the addendum, the final EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Entitlements Division of
the Development Services Department, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
for the
New One Paseo Project

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

As Lead Agency for the proposed project under CEQA, the City of San Diego will administer
the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the following environmental
issue areas as identified in the Addendum to the One Paseo Project EIR: Transportation/
Circulation/Parking, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources, Health and
Safety, and Historical Resources. The mitigation measures identified below include all
applicable measures from the Addendum to the One Paseo Project EIR (Project No. 193036;
SCH No. 2010051073).

Section 21081.6 to the State of California PRC requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that
approves or carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental
effects to adopt a “reporting or monitoring program for adopted or required changes to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency
for the One Paseo Project EIR, and therefore must ensure the enforceability of the MMRP.

An EIR and Addendum has been prepared for this project that addresses potential
environmental impacts and, where appropriate, recommends measures to mitigate these
impacts. As such, an MMRP is required to ensure that adopted mitigation measures are
implemented. Therefore the following general measures are included in this MMRP:

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART |
Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance)

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or any
construction permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or beginning any
construction related activity on-site, the Development Services Department (DSD)
Director’s Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and approve all Construction
Documents (CD), (plans, specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP
requirements are incorporated into the design.

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY
to the construction phases of this project are included VERBATIM, under the
heading, “ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.”

3. These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the construction
documents in the format specified for engineering construction document
templates as shown on the City website:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml

4. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the
“Environmental/Mitigation Requirements” notes are provided.



5. SURETY AND COST RECOVERY - The Development Services Director or City

Manager may require appropriate surety instruments or bonds from private
Permit Holders to ensure the long term performance or implementation of
required mitigation measures or programs. The City is authorized to recover its
cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City personnel and
programs to monitor qualifying projects.

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART Il
Post Plan Check (After permit issuance/Prior to start of construction)

1.

PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10) WORKING DAYS PRIOR
TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is
responsible to arrange and perform this meeting by contacting the CITY
RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) of the Field Engineering Division and City staff from
MITIGATION MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also include
the Permit holder's Representative(s) and Job Site Superintendent.

Note:

Failure of all responsible Permit Holder’s representatives and consultants
to attend shall require an additional meeting with all parties present.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field Engineering
Division - 858-627-3200

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, it is also required to
call RE and MMC at 858-627-3360

MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) #193036 shall
conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated
Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the DSD's
Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). The requirements
may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to explain when and
how compliance is being met and location of verifying proof, etc.). Additional
clarifying information may also be added to other relevant plan sheets and/or
specifications as appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring,
methodology, etc.

Note:

Permit Holder’'s Representatives must alert RE and MMC if there are any
discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field conditions.
All conflicts must be approved by RE and MMC BEFORE the work is
performed.



OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency

requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and MMC for review and
acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within one week of the Permit
Holder obtaining documentation of those permits or requirements. Evidence
shall include copies of permits, letters of resolution or other documentation
issued by the responsible agency.

MONITORING EXHIBITS: All consultants are required to submit, to RE and MMC,

a monitoring exhibit on a 11x17 reduction of the appropriate construction plan,
such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to clearly show the specific
areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of that discipline’s work, and notes
indicating when in the construction schedule that work will be performed. When
necessary for clarification, a detailed methodology of how the work will be
performed shall be included.

NOTE:

Surety and Cost Recovery - When deemed necessary by the Development
Services Director or City Manager, additional surety instruments or bonds
from the private Permit Holder may be required to ensure the long term
performance or implementation of required mitigation measures or
programs. The City is authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary,
overhead, and expenses for City personnel and programs to monitor
qualifying projects.

OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Permit Holder/Owner’s

representative shall submit all required documentation, verification letters, and
requests for all associated inspections to the RE and MMC for approval per the
following schedule:

Issue Area
General

General
Geology
Paleontology

Archaeology

Biology
Noise

Traffic
Waste

Management
Bond Release

Document Submittal
Consultant Qualification
Letters

Consultant Const. Monitoring
Exhibits

As Graded Soils Report
Paleontology Reports
Archaeology Reports

Biology Reports
Acoustical Reports

Traffic Reports
Waste Management Reports

Request for Bond Release
letter

Assoc Inspection/Approvals
Prior to Pre-con Meeting

Prior to or at the Pre-con
Meeting

Geotechnical/fault inspection
Paleontology site observation
Archaeology/Historic site
observation

Biology inspection

Noise mitigation features
inspection

Traffic features site
observation

Waste management
inspections

Final MMRP inspections prior
to Bond Release Letter



SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

Transportation/Circulation/Parking

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office building,
the project applicant shall assure by permit and bond reconfiguration of the median on the
Del Mar Heights Road bridge to extend the EB to NB dual left-turn pocket to 400 feet to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer and Caltrans. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of
occupancy for an office building, the median reconfiguration shall be completed and
accepted by the City Engineer or Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1.1. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project
applicant shall contribute to Caltrans $1,192,500 toward the provision of a third eastbound
through lane on the Del Mar Heights Road bridge to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
The project applicant has voluntarily agreed to pay Caltrans an additional $307,500 at that
time, an amount in excess of its fair share contribution, for a total payment of $1,500,000.
The amount paid in excess of the applicant's fair share contribution is included as a project
feature.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2: (a) Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project
applicant shall assure by permit and bond the widening of the segment of Del Mar Heights
Road within City jurisdiction_to extend the WB right-turn pocket at the Del Mar Heights
Road/I-5 NB on-ramp by 470 feet east of the existing limit line (at intersection) to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, the
widening and lengthening shall be completed and accepted by the City Engineer. (b) Prior to
issuance of the first building permit for an office building, the project applicant shall assure
by permit and bond the widening of the segment of Del Mar Heights Road to include a
second WB to NB right turn lane at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB on-ramp within
Caltrans' jurisdiction to the satisfaction of Caltrans and the City Engineer. Prior to issuance
of the first certificate of occupancy for an office building, the widening shall be completed
and accepted by Caltrans and the City Engineer. Upon completion of this mitigation
measure, one right-turn lane shall extend to the west side of the AT&T building and one
right-turn lane shall extend to the east side of the AT&T building.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-3: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall make a fair-share contribution (2.5 percent) towards the widening of El Camino Real
from Via de la Valle to San Dieguito Road to a four-lane Major to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-4: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall make a fair-share contribution (9.7 percent) towards the widening of Via de la Valle
from San Andres Drive to El Camino Real (West) to a four-lane Major to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-5: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall assure by permit and bond installation of a traffic signal at the Carmel Creek Road/Del
Mar Trail intersection, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first



certificate of occupancy, the traffic signal shall be completed and accepted by the City
Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-6: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall assure by permit and bond to the satisfaction of the City Engineer the restriping and
signal modification to provide a third NB left-turn lane at the intersection of Del Mar Heights
Road and High Bluff Drive, and lengthen the EB left-turn lane by 90 feet and modify the
raised median to accommodate this. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy,
the third NB left-turn lane and EB left-turn lane lengthening shall be completed and
accepted by the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-7: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the project applicant
shall assure by permit and bond construction of a 200-foot long EB right-turn lane plus
appropriate transition at the Del Mar Heights Road/El Camino Real intersection, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, the
200-foot long EB right-turn lane shall be completed and accepted by the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-8: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office building,
the project applicant shall make a fair-share contribution (2.7 percent) towards the widening
and re-striping of the EB approach to provide one left, one shared through/Ileft-turn, one
through, and two right-turn lanes at the El Camino Real/SR 56 EB on-ramp intersection to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-9: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office building,
the project applicant shall assure by permit and bond construction of the following
improvements at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB ramps to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer and Caltrans: (1) widen/re-stripe the I-5 NB off-ramp to include dual left, one
shared through/right, and one right-turn lane; (2) widen the segment of Del Mar Heights
Road to include a second WB to NB right-turn lane at the Del Mar Heights Road/I-5 NB on-
ramp within Caltrans' jurisdiction; and (3) reconfigure the median on the Del Mar Heights
Road bridge to extend the EB dual left-turn pocket to 400 feet. Prior to issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy for an office building, all improvements in this mitigation measure
shall be completed and accepted by the City Engineer and Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-10: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office
building, the project applicant shall make a fair-share contribution (25.5 percent) towards
adding an HOV lane to the I-5 SB loop on-ramp to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-11: Prior to issuance of the first building permit for an office
building, the project applicant shall make a fair-share contribution (31.1 percent) towards
widening and restriping to add a HOV lane to the I-5 NB on-ramp to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

Noise

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: Prior to issuance of building permits, a noise analysis shall be
completed to assess building-specific stationary noise sources and impacts to on-site uses.



Appropriate noise attenuation measures identified in the noise analysis shall be
incorporated into the project design to ensure compliance with the Noise Ordinance noise
limits for stationary sources (i.e., interior noise levels of 45 dBA Lgq or less for residential and
hotel uses; 50 dBA Lgq or less for commercial uses). Methods for ensuring compliant interior
noise levels may include, but would not be limited to, the following:

= Installation of roof-top mechanical ventilation and HVAC units on mounts that isolate the
building from vibration caused by the machinery;

» Inthe floors separating residential uses from non-residential uses, use additional
thicknesses of building materials and/or materials designed to isolate the residential
spaces from vibration generated by non-residential spaces;

= Commercial air handling ducts shall not be routed in or adjacent to interior living space
walls without specific plans to address isolation;

= Commercial HVAC systems shall not be mounted over interior living areas without
specific plans to address isolation;

= (Clusters of residential HVAC systems shall not be mounted directly over residential
areas;

= (Coolant or large water lines including HVAC water for commercial services shall not be
routed in walls adjacent to living areas without specific plans to address isolation;

= Operable windows shall not be located where they look directly at any rooftop HVAC
systems in adjacent buildings;

= Elevator shafts shall not be located directly adjacent to living quarters without specific
plans to address isolation; and/or

= Commercial spaces for nighttime entertainment shall not have a common floor ceiling to
a living space.

Once the project is constructed and in full operation, the developer shall conduct on-site
noise measurements to verify that noise planning and attenuation measures identified in
the noise analysis have mitigated project noise to levels below those proscribed by the Noise
Ordinance noise limits for stationary sources.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Prior to issuance of building permits, an exterior-to-interior noise
analysis shall be completed to assess off-site noise sources and impacts to interior on-site
residential and commercial uses. Appropriate noise planning and attenuation measures
identified in the noise analysis shall be incorporated into the project design to ensure
compliance with the General Plan Noise Element Land use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines
(i.e., interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL or less for residential and hotel uses; 50 dBA CNEL
or less for commercial uses). Methods for ensuring compliant interior noise levels may
include, but would not be limited to, the following:

» Use of window glazing with an increased sound transmission classification;
= Use of additional thicknesses of interior drywall; and/or

= Use of additional thicknesses of exterior building materials.



Once the project is constructed and in full operation, interior noise measurements shall be
conducted to verify that exterior-to-interior noise planning has mitigated project noise levels
to ensure compliance with the General Plan Noise Element Land use - Noise Compatibility
Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-3: Prior to issuance of building permits, an interior noise analysis
shall be completed to assess on-site noise sources and impacts to interior on-site residential
uses. Appropriate noise planning and attenuation measures identified in the noise analysis
shall be incorporated into the project design to ensure compliance with the General Plan
Noise Element

Land use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines. Potential noise planning and attenuation
measures may include, but are not limited to, the following;:

= Commercial air handling ducts shall not be routed in or adjacent to interior living space
walls without specific plans to address isolation;

= Commercial HVAC systems shall not be mounted over interior living areas without
specific plans to address isolation;

= (Clusters of residential HVAC systems shall not be mounted directly over residential
areas;

= Coolant or large water lines including HVAC water for commercial services shall not be
routed in walls adjacent to living areas without specific plans to address isolation;

= Operable windows shall not be located where they look directly at any rooftop HVAC
systems in adjacent buildings;

= Elevator shafts shall not be located directly adjacent to living quarters without specific
plans to address isolation;

= Commercial spaces for nighttime entertainment shall not have a common floor ceiling to
a living space;

»= Limitations upon the use of exterior amplified music systems associated with
entertainment such as prohibiting exterior amplified music systems in areas directly
adjacent to or below on-site residences, ' and

= Commercial lease agreements shall include strict enforceable measures to control
interior and exterior noise to limit impacts to residential areas.

Once the project is constructed and in full operation, interior noise measurements shall be
conducted to verify that interior noise planning has mitigated project noise levels to ensure
compliance with the General Plan Noise Element Land use - Noise Compatibility Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-4: Whenever excavation occurs within 100 feet of an occupied
residential unit within the project, noise attenuation shall be provided sufficient to comply
with the Noise Ordinance (i.e., a 12-hour average of greater than 75 dBA Lgg). Potential

' This excludes temporary outside amplification systems use for a short-term special event conducted with a separate City

special event permit.



attenuation measures include, but are not limited to, use of sound walls, sound blankets,
noise attenuation devices/modifications to construction equipment, and use of quieter
equipment.

Paleontological Resources

Mitigation Measure 5.8-1: The following shall be implemented:
. Prior to Permit Issuance

A. Entitlements Plan Check
1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the
first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a
Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting,
whichever is applicable, the ADD Environmental designee shall verify that the
requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on the
appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to MMC identifying the PI for the
project and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring

program, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search
1. The Pl shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or,
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the Pl stating that the

search was completed.

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

B. PIShall Attend Precon Meetings

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, CM and/or Grading Contractor, RE, B,
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if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. Ifthe Plis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule
a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or B|, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

2. ldentify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the Pl shall submit a PME
based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC
identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of
grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based on the results of a site specific
records search as well as information regarding existing known soil conditions
(native or formation).

3. When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the Pl shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program.
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil
resources, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to
be present.

Il. During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, Pl, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern
within the area being monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety
requirements may necessitate modification of the PME.

2. The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or



when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

The monitor shall document field activity via the CSVR. The CSVRs shall be faxed
by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring,
monthly (Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY
discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

2.

3.

In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the
contractor to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and
immediately notify the RE or Bl, as appropriate.

The Monitor shall immediately notify the Pl (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1.

The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

a. The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PI.

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant
resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in the area
of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. Ifresource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the Pl shall notify the RE, or Bl
as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to
MMC unless a significant resource is encountered.

d. The Pl shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be

collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.
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V.

A

Night and/or Weekend Work
If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the Precon meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or
weekend work, The Pl shall record the information on the CSVR and submit
to MMC via fax by 8 AM on the next business day.

b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections Il - During Construction.

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the Pl determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section IIl - During Construction shall be
followed.

d. The Pl shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 AM on the next business day
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section IlI-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.
Post Construction
Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring

Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90
days following the completion of monitoring,
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a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
The Pl shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego

Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or for
preparation of the Final Report.

3. The Pl shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
4. MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

2. The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the
area; that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification
1. The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate

institution.

2. The Pl shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)
1. The Pl shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if

negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has
been approved.
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2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.

Biological Resources

Mitigation Measure 5.9-1: Prior to the issuance of any authorization to proceed, the ADD
Environmental designee shall ensure that the following measures are included as notes in
the construction plans and grading plans:

1. If project grading/brush management is proposed in or adjacent to native habitat
during the typical bird breeding season (i.e. February 1 - September 15), or an active
nest is confirmed, the project biologist shall conduct a pre-grading survey for active
nests in the development area and within 300 feet of it, and submit a letter report to
MMC prior to the preconstruction meeting.

A. If active nests are confirmed, the report shall include mitigation in conformance
with the City's Biology Guidelines and applicable State and Federal Law (i.e.,
appropriate follow up surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and noise
barriers/buffers, etc.) to the satisfaction of the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) of
the Entitlements Division. Mitigation requirements determined by the project
biologist and the ADD shall be incorporated into the project's Biological
Construction Monitoring Exhibit (BCME) and monitoring results incorporated in
to the final biological construction monitoring report.

B. If no active nests are confirmed per “A” above, mitigation under “A” is not
required.

Health and Safety

Mitigation Measure 5.13-1: Construction permits shall designate staging areas where
fueling and oil-changing activities are permitted. No fueling and oil-changing activities shall
be permitted outside the designated staging areas. The staging areas, as much as
practicable, shall be located on level terrain and away from sensitive land uses such as
residences, and schools. Staging areas shall not be located near any stream channels or
wetlands. The proposed staging areas shall be identified in the construction site plans,
which shall be submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board as part of the Notice
of Intent to File under the NPDES permit process.

Mitigation Measure 5.13-2. Prior to construction, a Health and Safety Plan shall be prepared

and worker training shall be implemented to manage potential health and safety hazards to
workers and the public.
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Historical Resources

Mitigation Measure 5.14-1: The following measures shall be implemented:
Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Entitlements Plan Check

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the
first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a
Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting,
whichever is applicable, the ADD Environmental designee shall verify that the
requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring
have been noted on the appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to MMC identifying the PI for the
project and the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring
program, as defined in the City of San Diego HRG. If applicable, individuals
involved in the archaeological monitoring program must have completed the
40-hour Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER)
training with certification documentation.

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project.

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search
1. The Pl shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search
(Y%4-mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a
copy of a confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, or, if the
search was in-house, a letter of verification from the Pl stating that the search

was completed.

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

3. The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the %-mile
radius.
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B. PIShall Attend Precon Meetings

2.

3.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, CM and/or Grading Contractor, RE, B,
if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American
Monitor shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring
program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. Ifthe Plis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule
a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the Pl shall submit an
AME based on the appropriate construction documents (reduced to 11x17)
to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored including the delineation of
grading/excavation limits.

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as well
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation).
When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the Pl shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program.
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase
the potential for resources to be present.

During Construction

A. Monitor(s) Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil disturbing
and grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to
archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager
is responsible for notifying the RE, P, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern
within the area being monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety
requirements may necessitate modification of the AME.
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2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their
presence during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities
based on the AME and provide that information to the Pl and MMC. If prehistoric
resources are encountered during the Native American consultant/monitor’s
absence, work shall stop and the Discovery Notification Process detailed in
Section Il.B-C and IV.A-D shall commence.

3. The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of
fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or
increase the potential for resources to be present.

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field
activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR's shall be faxed by
the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly
(Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries.
The RE shall forward copies to MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to
digging, trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in
the area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately
notify the RE or B, as appropriate.

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the Pl (unless Monitor is the Pl) of the
discovery.

3. The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding
the significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are
encountered.

C. Determination of Significance
1. The Pl and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American
resources are discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If
Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in Section IV below.
a. The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required.
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b. If the resource is significant, the Pl shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American
consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique
archaeological site is also an historical resource as defined in CEQA,
then the limits on the amount(s) that a project applicant may be
required to pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in CEQA Section
21083.2 shall not apply.

c. Ifthe resource is not significant, the Pl shall submit a letter to MMC indicating
that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final
Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is
required.

Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be
exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the
human remains; and the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e),
the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Section 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, MMC, and the PI,
if the Monitor is not qualified as a Pl. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior
Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services
Department to assist with the discovery notification process.

2. The Pl shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone.

B. lIsolate discovery site

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenance of the remains.

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenance.

3. If afield examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with
input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American

origin.
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C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information.

3. The MLD will contact the Pl within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner
has completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance
with CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health &
Safety Codes.

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or
representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the
human remains and associated grave goods.

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the
MLD and the PI, and, if:

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the Commission;
OR;

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of
the MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, THEN,

¢. Inorder to protect these sites, the Landowner shall do one or more of the
following:

(1) Record the site with the NAHC;
(2) Record an open space or conservation easement on the site;

(3) Record a document with the County.

d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains during a
ground disturbing land development activity, the landowner may agree that
additional conferral with descendants is necessary to consider culturally
appropriate treatment of multiple Native American human remains.
Culturally appropriate treatment of such a discovery may be ascertained
from review of the site utilizing cultural and archaeological standards. Where
the parties are unable to agree on the appropriate treatment measures the
human remains and buried artifacts with Native American human remains
shall be reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to Section 5.c., above.
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D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American

1. The Pl shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the Pl
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and
conveyed to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for
internment of the human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS,
the applicant/ landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego
Museum of Man.

Night and/or Weekend Work
A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the Precon meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or
weekend work, the Pl shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to
MMC via fax by 8AM of the next business day.

b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections Ill - During Construction, and IV - Discovery
of Human Remains.

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the Pl determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section Ill - During Construction shall be
followed.

d. The Pl shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM of the next business day to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section IlI-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
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2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

VI. Post Construction

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1.

The Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring. It
should be noted that if the Pl is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring
Report within the allotted 90-day timeframe resulting from delays with
analysis, special study results or other complex issues, a schedule shall be
submitted to MMC establishing agreed due dates and the provision for
submittal of monthly status reports until this measure can be met.

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal

Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.

MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

Handling of Artifacts

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued
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2. The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to

identify function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that
faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate.

The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner.

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification

The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated
with an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with
MMC and the Native American representative, as applicable.

The Pl shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution
in the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

When applicable to the situation, the Pl shall include written verification from
the Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American
resources were treated in accordance with state law and/or applicable
agreements. If the resources were reinterred, verification shall be provided
to show what protective measures were taken to ensure no further
disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV - Discovery of Human
Remains, Subsection 5.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1.

The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the
RE or Bl as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90
days after notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the
Performance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final

Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification
from the curation institution.

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

21



kos

A

mon

companies

Octeber44December 8, 2015

Toni Dillon

Economic Research Coordinator
City of San Diego

1222 1% Avenue, Third Floor
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: 2015 Addendum to Retail Market Analysis Conducted for the One Paseo
Project

In February 2012 Kosmont Companies ("Kosmont") prepared a Retail Market
Analysis ("RMA") included as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
("DEIR") for the proposed One Paseo project ("Originally Proposed Project"). In
January 2013 Kosmont prepared an addendum to the original RMA primarily to
evaluate the reduction in the square footage of the retail component of the then
proposed development (“RevisedApproved Project”). Subsequent to the
preparation of that addendum, and the approval of the One Paseo project in
February 2015 the square footage of the retail component of the proposed project
was further reduced. This addendum considers the further reduction in square
footage of the retail component of the last revision to the project (“New One Paseo
Project”). This document serves as a supplement to the RMA and the 2013
addendum to the RMA, and as such, both should be referred to for additional
information and discussions of methodology.

A summary of the gross retail and cinema square footage in each of the three
iterations of the project follows in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Land Use Comparison of the New One Paseo Project with
the Originally Proposed Project and RevisedApproved Project
(Gross Square Feet, Retail & Cinema Component Only)

Project Retail SF

Originally Proposed Project 220,000
RevisedApproved Project 198,500

New One Paseo Project 95,871

Net Change from Originally Proposed Project | -124,129
Net Change from RevisedApproved Project | -102,629

As illustrated in Table 1 above, the New One Paseo Project includes 95,871 square
feet of retail space. This represents a reduction of 124,129 square feet of retail
space from the Originally Proposed Project, and a reduction of 102,629 square feet
of retail space from the RewvisedApproved Project.

The initial and follow-on review and analysis for both the Originally Proposed
Project and RevisedApproved Project, concluded that based on the existing and

865 South Figueroa Street 35" Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 ph 213.417.3300 fx 213.417.3311
www.kosmont.com
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Page 2 of 2

projected retail supply and demand, development of the Originally Proposed Project

| or the RevisedApproved Project was not expected to have a significant economic
impact on the existing retail establishments within the trade area. Given the
substantial reduction in retail square footage of the New One Paseo Project from
prior designs Kosmont’s conclusion from the initial RMA, and 2013 addendum to the
RMA remains unchanged: the New One Paseo Project is not expected to have an
adverse impact on the existing GAFO, Food, or Eating and Drinking retail
establishments. Further, based on Kosmont’s evaluation of existing and projected
retail market, an even greater positive net demand for these types of retail uses is
projected for the New One Paseo Project.

When net demand exists, market conditions are generally favorable for retail
businesses, and as a result, retailers will not be forced to close for reasons related
to insufficient demand caused by the proposed development. Should existing
businesses close, it would likely occur on an intermittent/site-specific basis, and
primarily for operating or demand factors primarily unique to those businesses.
Further, as market conditions remain favorable based on the net demand for
additional retail square footage, it is unlikely that the proposed development will
cause significant business closures and long-term vacancies, causing property
owners to cease maintaining their properties and leave decaying, unoccupied
shells.

Kosmont is available to discuss its findings and conclusions at your convenience.

Very Truly Yours,

%}W

Larry Kosmont
President & CEO

The analyses, projections, assumptions, rates of return, and any examples presented herein are for illustrative
purposes and are not a guarantee of actual and/or future results. Project pro forma and tax analyses are projections
only. Actual results may differ materially from those expressed in this analysis.

KOSMONT COMPANIES
865 South Figueroa Street 35" Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 ph 213.417.3300 fx 213.417.3311
www.kosmont.com
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ADDENDUM
NEW ONE PASEO PROJECT

San Diego, California
February 10, 2016

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

1.1  Introduction

The One Paseo EIR was certified by the City Council on February 23, 2015, including all the traffic
analyses. The 1.8 million Square Foot (SF) project studied in the EIR included office, hotel,
residential and retail uses generating 26,691 ADT. The EIR analyzed a 1.4 million SF project
alternative without a hotel, which would generate 23,854 ADT. This alternative project was
approved by the City Council. The City’s approval was challenged in court. Subsequent to that
approval, the project has been reduced in scope to include significantly less retail and office space.
The total trip generation for the 1.176 million SF New One Paseo is 13,468 ADT, an approximate
43% reduction in trips from the project approved by the City, and an approximately 50% reduction
in ADT from the Originally Proposed Project analyzed in the EIR. Since the total number of trips is
less, both on a daily and peak hour basis and the trip distribution would remain the same, no new
traffic impacts will occur.

The New One Paseo Project is planned to be built in a single phase. Except for the Del Mar Heights
Road / High Bluff Drive intersection, the mitigation recommended at all other locations would
remain unchanged other than the calculated fair share percentages. The analysis also shows that one
signalized access on Del Mar Heights Road would be sufficient to accommodate project traffic, as
opposed to the two signals recommended in the approved EIR.

As outlined in this report, the New One Paseo Project generates 10,385 less ADT as compared to the
Approved Project. Since the New One Paseo Project generates less traffic, the results and
conclusions of the Approved EIR traffic studies remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project and
the mitigation measures identified in the Originally Proposed Project traffic study would be equally
effective in mitigating impacts due the New One Paseo Project. Consequently, with regard to traffic
impacts, there are no Project changes that would necessitate a subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15162.

The following sections are included in this report.

= Project Description

= Project Study Area and Analysis Scenarios

= Project Access

= Trip Generation/Distribution/Assignment and Project Volumes
= Analysis of Near-Term Scenarios

= Analysis of Long-Term Scenarios

N
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= Queuing Analysis

= Mitigation Measures

= Fair Share Calculations
= Conclusions

1.2 Purpose

This traffic study Addendum addresses the new development proposal for the One Paseo project
(“New One Paseo Project”). The focus of the addendum is to determine whether the analysis and
conclusions contained in the original Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the One Paseo
project remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project. In addition, this Addendum evaluates the
mitigation measures included in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) to confirm their applicability to the New One Paseo Project.

As part of a settlement agreement between Kilroy and litigants challenging the City’s approval, it
was agreed that the applicant would conduct an analysis to determine if certain previously approved
traffic mitigation measures could be eliminated or reduced due to a significant reduction in project
land use intensity. This addendum to the previously approved traffic analyses addresses that issue,
and, whether any conditions exist requiring the preparation of additional traffic analyses pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 regarding the preparation of subsequent EIRs.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1  Background

The original report evaluated a development proposal consisting of 1,857,444 gross square feet
(GSF) including residential, retail, office and hotel uses. For purposes of this addendum, this
development proposal is referred to the Originally Proposed Project. Subsequently, a redesigned
project was included in the EIR as the “Reduced Main Street Alternative” (also referred to as the
Approved Project). The project was redesigned to reduce the development to 1,454,069 GSF. The
major changes included elimination of the hotel, reduction in square footage (SF) of residential,
retail and office uses, and the addition of green space. Although the traffic impacts of the Approved
1,454,069 SF project were less than those of the Original 1,857,440 SF project, the developer chose
to retain all of the mitigation measures required for the Originally Proposed Project and this was
carried through the approvals.

Figure 2—1 depicts the New One Paseo Project conceptual site plan.

2.2 Project Description

The New One Paseo Project retains the residential, retail and office uses but eliminates the green
space that was included in the Approved Project. The total number of residential units would remain
608, although the residential square footage would be reduced from the Originally Proposed Project.
However, the square footage of retail and office uses would be reduced from both the Original and
Approved Projects for a total of 1,175,871 SF.

Table 2—1 compares the land uses for the Originally Proposed, Approved and New One Paseo
Projects.

TABLE 2—1
LAND USe COMPARISON

Land Use Originally Proposed Project Approved Project New One Paseo Project | # of Units
Office 557,440 SF 492,840 SF 280,000 SF -
Retail 270,000 SF 246,500 SF 95,871 SF -
Hotel 100,000 SF - -
Residential 930,000 SF 714,729 SF 800,000 SF 608

Total 1,857,440 SF 1,454,069 SF 1,175,871 SF 608

General Notes:

a. A hotel was proposed in the Originally Proposed Project, but not in the Approved Project or the New One Paseo Project.
b.  Green space is included in the Approved Project.

N
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS, PROJECT STUDY AREA AND ANALYSIS SCENARIOS

3.1  Existing Conditions

Existing conditions and traffic volumes as well as Year 2030 baseline volumes were obtained from
the Original One Paseo Traffic Impact Analysis dated March 23, 2012. Traffic counts from this
Impact Analysis are used in this Addendum report, since the baseline conditions would remain
unchanged for this Addendum. As described previously, the purpose of this analysis is to determine
if certain impacts / mitigations could be eliminated as a result of the now proposed New One Paseo
Project generating approximately 10,000 fewer daily trips. Thus, no new traffic counts were
conducted.

The following figures from the March 23, 2012 report and the traffic count sheets are included in
Appendix A for reference. The volumes shown in these figures apply to the analysis in this report.

= Figure 5-1, Existing Average Daily Traffic

= Figure 5-2, Existing Lane Configurations

= Figure 5-3, Existing AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic

= Figure 3-1, Project Only Distribution Percentages

= Figure 8-1, Near-Term Without Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes

= Figure 8-2, Near-Term Without Project AM / PM Peak Traffic Volumes

= Figure 12-1, Year 2030 Without Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes

= Figure 12-2, Year 2030 Without Project AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

In addition to the above, the following attachments from the Del Mar Highlands Town Center
Expansion (DMHTC) — Near-Term Analysis Memo prepared by USA, Inc. dated January 22, 2015.
This January 22, 2015 memo included a 100,000 SF expansion of the DMHTC expected to generate
7,000 ADT driveway trips and 4,900 ADT cumulative trips as part of the New One Paseo near-term
without project scenario. The following are included in Appendix A.

= Attachment 2, DMHTC Expansion Trip Generation,

= DMHTC Project Traffic Distribution

= DMHTC Project Only Average Daily Traffic assignment

= DMHTC Project Only (DMHTC Expansion) AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic

3.2 Project Study Area

As mentioned in the introduction of this report, since there is an approved traffic study for the larger
Approved One Paseo project, the study area for this report focuses on the locations at which a
significant impact was previously calculated and where a reduction in physical mitigation is
possible. A reduction in physical mitigation is not being pursued at the Del Mar Heights Road / El
Camino Real intersection, nor along the segment of Del Mar Heights Road between High Bluff
Drive and ElI Camino Real and hence they are not included in this review.

N
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The following locations were reviewed. A reduction in physical mitigation is not proposed at any
other locations:
Intersections

e [|-5 NB Ramps / Del Mar Heights Road
e High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Road

Segments

e Del Mar Heights Road: I-5 SB Ramps to I1-5 NB Ramps
e Del Mar Heights Road: I-5 NB Ramps to High Bluff Drive

3.3 Analysis Scenarios

The following scenarios were analyzed. These are the same scenarios that were analyzed in the
approved study.

NEAR-TERM

e Existing

e Existing with Project

e Near-Term Without Project

e Near-Term With Project (Opening Year 2017)

LONG-TERM

e Year 2030 without Project
e Year 2030 with Project

Figure 3-1, depicts the Existing Conditions and Figure 3-2 depicts the Existing Traffic Volumes.

\ 4
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40 PROJECT ACCESS

Access to the site is proposed via two driveways on Del Mar Heights Road and four (4) driveways
on El Camino Real, consistent with that which was proposed in the approved EIR. The currently
planned access is shown in Figure 3-1. The main difference in access associated with the New One
Paseo Project is that one of the previously signalized Del Mar Heights Road driveways is now
proposed to be unsignalized and limited to right-in/right-out turns only. In addition, the two access
points are located slightly further east than was proposed in the Originally Proposed Project. This
access scheme is calculated to operate adequately to City LOS standards as shown in Tables 6—1
and 6—3, where LOS C is calculated at both signalized access points. The lane configuration at the
El Camino Real signalized access and at other access points on EI Camino Real are unchanged from
the approved EIR.

The lane configuration at the Del Mar Heights Road project access signal should include dual
westbound left-turn lanes, a dedicated eastbound right-turn lane and three northbound approach
lanes (2 left and 1 right) in order to maximize green time on Del Mar Heights Road.

As shown in Figure 4-1, the spacing of the driveways on Del Mar Heights Road is as follows:

= High Bluff Drive to Signalized Driveway — 840 feet
= Signalized Driveway to Right-Turn Driveway — 328 feet
= Right-Turn Driveway to EI Camino Real — 321 feet

The spacing of the driveways on EI Camino Real is as follows:

= El Camino Real to Driveway #1- 389 feet

= Driveway #1 to Del Mar Highlands Town Center — 226 feet
= Del Mar Highlands Town Center to Driveway #2 — 416 feet
= Driveway #2 to Driveway #3 — 230 feet

N
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5.0 TRIP GENERATION / DISTRIBUTION / ASSIGNMENT AND PROJECT VOLUMES

51  Project Trip Generation

The Project land uses have been revised to include 280,000 Square Feet (SF) of multi-tenant office,
608 dwelling unit multi-family residential, 95,871 SF retail. Table 5-1 summarizes the estimated
New One Paseo Project trip generation. The trip rates from the Land Development Code, Trip
Generation Manual, May 2003, City of San Diego were used to estimate the project trip generation.
Since the proposed project has several land uses, mixed use reductions were applied, using the same
percentages used in the Original and Approved Project Traffic studies, and as prescribed in the City
of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, July 1998.

5.1.1 Driveway Trips

With the mixed-use reduction, the New One Paseo Project is estimated to generate a total of 17,879
daily Driveway trips with 1,136 AM peak hour trips (710 inbound and 426 outbound) and 2,029 PM
peak hour trips (932 inbound and 1,097 outbound). These trips are assigned to the project driveways.

5.1.2  Cumulative Trips

With the mixed-use reduction and application of the City of San Diego Cumulative trip rates, to
account for passby trips, the New One Paseo Project is estimated to generate a total of 13,468 daily
Cumulative trips (new trips to the street system) with 971 AM peak hour trips (611 inbound and 360
outbound) and 1,546 PM peak hour trips (690 inbound and 856 outbound).

5.2 Trip Generation Comparison — Originally Proposed Project and Proposed Project

Table 5—2 summarizes the trip generation for the Originally Proposed Project. As seen, when
comparing Tables 5—1 & 5—2, the total estimated cumulative project trips for the New One Paseo
Project is 13,468, a reduction of 50% over that of the Originally Proposed Project of 26,961. The
total AM peak hour trips are 971, a reduction of 37% over that of the Originally Proposed Project of
1,537 and the PM peak hour trips are 1,546, a reduction of 47% over that of the Originally Proposed
Project of 2,931.

N
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TABLE 5-1
NEW ONE PASEQ TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

Land Use Quantity Rate * ADT AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Rate | In:Out In Out Total Rate | In:Out In Out Total

Multi-Tenant Office 280,000 SF Ln(T)=0.756Ln (X) + 3.95 3,677 | 13% 9:1 430 48 478 | 14% 2:8 103 412 515

Mixed Use Reduction 3% -110 | 5% 9:1 -22 -2 24 | 4% 2:8 -4 -17 -21

Net Commercial Office 3,567 408 46 454 99 395 494

Multi-Family Residential 608 DU 6 /DU 3,648 | 8% 2:8 58 234 292 | 10% 7:3 256 109 365

Mixed Use Reduction 10% -365 8% 2:8 -5 -18 -23 | 10% 7:3 -26 -11 -37

Net Residential 3,283 53 216 269 230 98 328

Retail 95,871 SF 120 /KSF 11,505 | 4% 6:4 276 184 460 | 11% 5:5 633 632 1,265

Mixed Use Reduction b -475 -27 -20 -47 -28 -30 -58

Net Retail (Driveway) 11,029 249 164 413 605 602 | 1,207

Passby Reduction 40% -4,412 | 40% 6:4 -99 -66 -165 | 40% 5:5 -242 -241 -483

Net Retail (Cumulative) 6,618 150 98 248 363 361 724

Total Driveway Trips 17,879 710 426 1,136 932 1,097 2,029

Net Cumulative Trips (Net Trips added to Street System) 13,468 611 360 971 690 856 | 1,546
Footnotes:

a.  Land Development Code, Trip Generation Manual, May 2003, City of San Diego

b.  Commercial reduction is the sum of office and residential reduction in numbers per Table 4, Recommended Trip Reductions for Mixed-Use Developments Which include Commercial Retail, City of San
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, July 1998. Table 4 applies for retail of more than 100,000 SF, but this rate is used here due to the proximity of other neighborhood serving retail across El Camino
Real.

c.  Passhy reduction based on the cumulative trip rate of 72 trips in the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, which is a 40% reduction.

General Notes:
DU - Dwelling Units
KSF - 1,000 Square Feet
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12 New One Paseo Project

N:\1999\1. Sep 2015 Addendum\Report\Feb 2016 Report\Revised Feb Report\Feb 10, 2016 TIA Report.1999 - Clean.docx



TABLE 5=2
ORIGINALLY PROPOSED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

Land Use Quantity Rate ? ADT AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
%* In:Out In Out | Total %* In:Out In Out | Total
Corporate Office 245,000 SF 10 /KSF 2,450 | 15% 9:1 331 37 368 | 15% 1:9 37 331 368
Multi-Tenant Office 291,000 SF Lﬂ&))?gggm 3,786 13% 9:1 443 49 492 14% 2:8 106 424 530
Gross Office Trips 6,236 774 86 860 143 755 898
Commercial Office Reduction 3% -187 5% 9:1 -39 -4 -43 4% 1:9 -5 -31 -36
Net Office Trips 6,049 735 82 817 138 724 862
Hotel 150 Rooms 10 /Room 1,500 6% 6:4 54 36 90 8% 6:4 72 48 120
Multi-Family Residential 608 DU 6 /DU 3,648 | 8% 2:8 58 | 234 292 | 10% 7:3 256 109 365
Gross Residential Trips 5,148 112 | 270 382 328 157 485
Mixed Use Reduction 10% -515 8% 2:8 9| -22 -31 | 10% 73 -33 -16 -49
Net Residential Trips 4,633 103 | 248 351 295 141 436
Community Center 220,000 SF Blended Rate ** 14,781 3% 6:4 266 | 177 443 10% 5:5 739 739 | 1,478
Cinema (50,000 SF) 10 Screens 220 /Screen 2,200 | 0.0% 0:0 0 0 0 | 10.9% 41:59 98 142 240
Gross Retail Trips 16,981 266 | 177 443 837 881 | 1,718
Commercial Retail Reduction (Commercial Office + Residential) -702 -48 | -26 -74 -38 -47 -85
Net Commercial Trips 16,279 218 | 151 369 799 834 | 1,633
Total Driveway Trips 28,365 1,152 | 533 1,685 1,308 | 1,793 | 3,101
Net Cumulative Trips (Net Trips added to Street System) 26,961 1,056 | 481 1,537 1,232 | 1,699 | 2,931

Source: Original One Paseo EIR, March 23, 2012.

Footnotes:

* = Source: City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 2003.

** = Blended Rate: 100,650sf @ 40/ksf=4,026 ADT & 30,000sf @ 150/sf = 4,500 ADT & 89,350sf @70/sf=6,255 ADT, so the total is 14,781 ADT.
DU = Dwelling Unit

KSF = 1,000 Square Foot
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5.3  Trip Generation Comparison — Approved Project and Proposed Project

Table 5—3 summarizes the trip generation for the Approved Project. As seen, when comparing
Tables 5—1 & 5-3, the total estimated cumulative project trips for the New One Paseo Project is
13,468, a reduction of 43% over that of the Approved Project of 23,853. The total AM peak hour
trips are 971, a reduction of 30% over that of the Approved Project of 1,377 and the PM peak hour
trips are 1,546, a reduction of 40% over that of the Approved Project of 2,568.

54  Trip Distribution/Assignment

Project traffic was assigned to the street system using the trip distribution in the Original Project
Traffic Study, shown on Figure 5-1. Regional trip distribution is the same as Figure 3-1 from the
Original Report which is included in Appendix A. Project traffic assignment is depicted on Figure 5-
2.

The project Driveway and Cumulative trips were assigned based on the percentages on Figure 5-1.
The cumulative trips are assigned to all study area intersections except the project driveways and the
Driveway trips are assigned to the project driveways. The distribution of project traffic at the two
Del Mar Heights Road driveways are as follows:

As with the Original Report, the distribution shown in Figure 5-1 was used for each land use type.
Since only intersection #3 is signalized and only right-in / right-out turns are permitted at
intersection #A, inbound and outbound left-turn movements are possible at only intersection #3.
Thus, project traffic distribution / assignment was developed based on the movements permitted at
intersections #3 and #A and is described below:

PROJECT INBOUND TRAFFIC

= All (29%) inbound westbound left-turn traffic (from the east) occurs at Intersection #3
= 20% of the inbound (eastbound ) traffic from the west occurs at Intersection #3

= 13% of the inbound (eastbound ) traffic from the west occurs at Intersection #A

= 12% of the inbound (eastbound) traffic from the west continues on to EI Camino Real.

PROJECT OUTBOUND TRAFFIC

= All (33%) outbound (westbound) left-turn traffic (from the project site) occurs at
Intersection #3

= 10% of the outbound (eastbound ) from the project site occurs at Intersection #3
= 19% of the outbound (eastbound ) from the project site occurs at Intersection #A

55 Near-Term Cumulative Traffic Volumes

The Cumulative projects assignment was obtained from the Original Project Traffic Study. As
explained in the Approved Project Report, Near-Term without project traffic volumes were obtained
as follows:

N
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= Ten (10) projects were identified in the project vicinity.

= Traffic generated by these 10 projects were assigned to the project study area

= A 3% growth factor was applied to the Existing traffic volumes

=  The Cumulative project traffic volumes were added to the existing traffic volumes with

the 3% growth to obtain the near-term without project traffic volumes, Figures 8-1
(Daily) and 8-2 (AM / PM peak hour) of the Approved Project report.

The current Del Mar Highlands Town Center Expansion (DMHTC) project was not included in the
Original Project Traffic Study. An analysis with this project (assumed to be 100,000 sf of retail) was
included in the E-Memo Del Mar Highlands Town Center Expansion - Near Term Analysis by
Urban Systems Associates, January 22, 2015. Based on this E-memo, traffic generated by the
additional 100,000 SF of retail at the proposed Del Mar Highlands Town Center was included in this
near-term cumulative analysis. The January 22, 2015 analysis assumed 7,000 ADT driveway trips
and 4,900 ADT cumulative trip generation for 100,000 SF of retail. The Trip Generation table for
the Del Mar Highlands Town Center Expansion Project is included in Appendix A.

Appendix A also contains Attachments 2 and 3 depicting the segment and the peak hour intersection
volumes for the DHMTC project from the above mentioned E-Memo.

The following figures are included in this section:

= Figure 5-1, Project Traffic Distribution — The regional Project traffic distribution
percentages shown on this figure are the same as indicated in Figure 3-1 of the Original
Project Report, and included in Appendix A.

= Figure 5-2, Project Traffic Assignment — The New Paseo One Project trips shown in

Table 5-1 were assigned based on the distribution percentages shown on Figure 5-1
above and are shown on this figure.

» Figure 5-3, Total Cumulative Projects + 3% Growth Traffic Volumes — First, a growth
factor of 3% was applied to the existing traffic volumes (Figure 3-2). The cumulative
projects traffic volumes were then added. In addition, the traffic volumes generated by
the Del Mar Highlands Town Center Expansion (Attachment 3 of the E-Memo dated
January 22, 2015) was added, to obtain the total Cumulative project volumes shown on
this figure.

5.6  Long-Term 2030 Traffic Volumes

The long-term Year 2030 baseline traffic volumes were obtained from the Original Traffic Study.
The New One Paseo project traffic was added to the Year 2030 volumes to obtain the Year 2030 +
Project volumes. The Year 2030 without project traffic volumes includes a 150,000 SF DMHTC
Expansion project.

N
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TABLE 5=3
APPROVED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

Land Use Quantity Rate ? ADT AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate | In:Out In Out | Total | Rate | In:Out In Out | Total
Corporate Office 237,750 SF 10 /KSF 2,378 | 15% 9:1 321 36 357 | 15% 1:9 36 321 357
Multi-Tenant Office 259,590 SF Ln(T)=0.756Ln (X) +3.95 3,472 13% 9:1 406 45 451 | 14% 2:8 97 389 486
Gross Office Trips 5,850 727 81 808 133 710 843
Mixed Use Reduction 3% -175 5% 9:1 -36 -4 -40 | 4% 1:9 -5 -29 -34
Net Office Trips 5,674 691 77 768 128 681 809
Multi-Family Residential 608 DU 6 /DU 3,648 | 8% 2:8 58 | 234 292 | 10% 7:3 256 109 365
Mixed Use Reduction 10% -365 8% 2:8 -5 -18 -23 | 10% 7:3 -26 -11 -37
Net Residential Trips 3,283 53 | 216 269 230 98 328
Community Center 198,500 SF Blended Rate ** 13,276 3% 6:4 239 | 159 398 | 10% 5:5 664 664 | 1,328
Cinema 1,200 Seats 1.8 /Seat 2,160 | 0.30% 37 2 4 6| 8% 7:3 121 52 173
Gross Retail Trips 15,436 241 | 163 404 785 716 | 1,501
Commercial Retail Reduction (Commercial Office + Residential) -540 -41 | -23 -64 -31 -39 -70
Net Commercial Trips 14,896 200 | 140 340 754 677 | 1,431
Total Driveway Trips | 24,934 1,026 | 478 | 1,504 1,174 | 1,535 | 2,709
Net Cumulative Trips (Net Trips added to Street System) | 23,853 944 | 433 | 1,377 1,112 | 1,456 | 2,568

Source: Approved One Paseo EIR, Appendix C-1.

Footnotes:

* = Source: City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 2003.

** = Blended Rate: 100,650sf @ 40/ksf=4,026 ADT & 30,000sf @ 150/sf = 4,500 ADT & 67,850sf @70/sf=4,750 ADT, so the total is 13,276 ADT.
DU = Dwelling Unit

KSF = 1,000 Square Foot
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6.0 ANALYSIS OF NEAR-TERM SCENARIOS

The intersection analysis in the Approved project (Appendix C-1) did not utilize City traffic signal
timing plans. Therefore, the delays and LOS are not the same as the New One Paseo Project delays
and LOS. The analysis in this study assumes the phases and timings from the City of San Diego
signal timing Plans.

6.1  Existing
6.1.1 Intersection Analysis

Table 6-1 summarizes the results of the near-term intersection analysis. Currently, the High Bluff
Drive / Del Mar Heights Road intersection is calculated to operate at LOS E during the PM peak
hour. The remaining intersections are calculated to operate at LOS D or better.

Existing peak hour intersection analysis worksheets are included in Appendix B.

6.1.2 Segment Operations

Table 6-2 summarizes the results of the near-term segment analysis. Currently, all subject segments
are calculated to operate at LOS D.

6.2  Existing + Project

Figure 6-1 depicts the Existing + Project Traffic Volumes. The Project traffic volumes
(Figure 5-2) were added to the Existing traffic volumes, Figure 3-2, Figures 5-1 (Daily) and 5-3
(AM / PM peak hour) of the Original Report, to obtain the Existing + Project traffic volumes shown
on this figure.

6.2.1 Intersection Analysis

Table 6-1 summarizes the results of the Existing + Project intersection analysis. With the addition of
Project traffic, the High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Road intersection is calculated to continue to
operate at LOS E during the PM peak hour. The remaining intersections are calculated to operate at
LOS D or better.

Existing + Project peak hour intersection analysis worksheets are included in Appendix C.

6.2.2 Segment Operations

Table 6-2 summarizes the results of the Existing + Project segment analysis. With the addition of
Project traffic, the segment of Del Mar Heights Road between I-5 NB ramps and High Bluff Drive is
calculated to operate at LOS E.
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TABLE 6-1
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Intersection Traffic Peak Existing Existing + Project A Impact
Control Hour 5 Delay © | Type
Delay * LOS Delay LOS
I-5 NB Ramps / Del Mar Heights Rd Signal AM 35.7 D 37.8 D 2.1 None
PM 44.2 D 50.8 D 6.6 None
High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Rd Signal AM 28.0 29.9 1.9 None
PM 75.5 E 77.0 E 15 | None®
Del Mar Heights Rd /3 Ave Signal AM DNE DNE 16.4 C NA NA
PM DNE DNE 27.2 C NA NA
El Camino Real / Signal AM 8.2 19.4 B 11.2 None
Del Mar Highlands Town Center PM 14.9 B 293 14.4 None

Footnotes:

a.  Average delay per vehicle in seconds
b.  Level of service

c.  Increase in delay due to project.

d.  The Project does not have a direct impact at this intersection since the increase in delay due to the project traffic is less than the allowed threshold of 2.0 seconds.

General Notes:
DNE - Does Not Exist
NA - Not Applicable
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TABLE 6-2
EXISTING + PROJECT SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Street Segment Functional Class * LOSE Existing Existing + Project A Impact
Capacity ° y vict | Type
Vol ¢ LOS VIC*® Vol LOS ViIC

Del Mar Heights Road
1-5 SB Ramps to I-5 NB Ramps 5-Ln Prime Arterial 50,000 40,090 D 0.802 43,520 C 0.870 0.069 None
I-5 NB Ramps to High Bluff Dr 6-Ln Prime Arterial 60,000 51,625 D 0.860 56,875 E 0.948 | 0.087 | Direct

Footnote:

a.  The existing roadway class.

b.  Capacity of the existing roadway per Table 2, City of San Diego Roadway Classifications, Levels of Service (LOS) and Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

c.  Existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes.

d.  Level of Service.

e.  Volume / Capacity ratio.

f.  Increase in V/C ratio due to project traffic.
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6.3  Near-Term Without Project

Figure 6-2 depicts the Near-Term Without Project Traffic Volumes. The Figure 5-3 Cumulative
Projects plus 3% growth factor traffic volumes were added to the Existing traffic volumes (Figure 3-
2), Figures 5-1 (Daily) and 5-3 (AM / PM peak hour) of the Original Report, to obtain the Near-
Term without project volumes shown on this figure.

6.3.1 Intersection Analysis

Table 6-3 summarizes the results of the near-term intersection analysis. With the addition of
Cumulative projects traffic, the High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Road intersection is calculated
to continue to operate at LOS E during the PM peak hour. The remaining intersections are calculated
to continue to operate at LOS D or better during either peak hour.

Near-Term without Project peak hour intersection analysis worksheets are included in AppendixD.

6.3.2 Segment Operations

Table 6-4 summarizes the results of the near-term segment analysis. With the addition of Cumulative
projects traffic, both segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS D.

6.4  Near-Term With Project

Figure 6-3 depicts the Near-Term With Project Traffic Volumes. The Figure 5-2 Project traffic
volumes were added to the Near-Term without Project traffic volumes on Figure 6-2 to obtain the
Near-Term with project volumes shown on this figure.

6.4.1 Intersection Analysis

Table 6-3 summarizes the results of the Near-Term with Project intersection analysis. With the
addition of Project traffic, the High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Road intersection is calculated to
operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. The remaining intersections are calculated to operate at
LOS D or better during either peak hour.

A direct near-term impact was determined at the 1-5 NB ramps / Del Mar Heights Road in the
Original and Approved projects. However, with the New One Paseo Project traffic, no direct impact
was calculated.

Near-Term with Project peak hour intersection analysis worksheets are included in Appendix E.

6.4.2 Segment Operations

Table 6-4 summarizes the results of the near-term with Project segment analysis. With the addition
of Project traffic, both segments are calculated to operate at LOS E.

The segment analysis of Near-Term With Project (No Office) in Table 6-4 shows that with
construction of only the retail and residential land uses, no impact would occur on Del Mar Heights
Road between I-5 SB Ramps and I-5 NB Ramps.
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NEAR-TERM INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 6-3

Intersection Traffic Peak Existing Near-Term Near-Term With A Impact
Control Hour Without Project Project Delay © Type
Delay® | LOS® | Delay LOS Delay LOS
I-5 NB Ramps / Del Mar Heights Rd Signal AM 35.7 D 40.2 D 46.3 D 6.1 None
PM 44.2 D 47.2 D 48.3 D 11 None
High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Rd Signal AM 28.0 30.8 37.9 D 7.1 None
PM 75.5 E 81.3 E 103.3 F 22.0 Direct
Del Mar Heights Rd /3" Ave Signal AM DNE DNE DNE DNE 18.3 NA NA
PM DNE DNE DNE DNE 18.3 NA NA
El Camino Real / Signal AM 8.2 10.1 B 20.8 C 10.7 None
Del Mar Highlands Town Center PM 14.9 B 21.0 395 D 185 None
Footnotes:
a.  Average delay per vehicle in seconds
b.  Level of service
a. Increase in delay due to project.
General Notes:
DNE — Does Not Exist
NA - Not Applicable
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TABLE 6-4
NEAR-TERM SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Street Segment Functional LOSE Near-Term Without Near-Term With Project A Impact | Near-Term With Entire A Impact
Class 2 CapP Project (No Office) f VICY | Type Project vICY | Type
Vol LOS VIC Vol LOS VIC Vol LOS V/IC

Del Mar Heights Road

1-5 SB Ramps to I-5 NB Ramps 5-Ln Prime Art 50,000 | 41,950 D 0.839 | 44,480 D 0.890 0.051 | None 45,380 E 0.908 0.069 | Direct
1-5 NB Ramps to High Bluff Dr 6-Ln Prime Art 60,000 | 54,355 D 0.906 | 59,605 E 0.993 0.087 | Direct | 59,605 E 0.993 0.087 | Direct
Footnote:

The existing roadway class.

Capacity of the existing roadway per Table 2, City of San Diego Roadway Classifications, Levels of Service (LOS) and Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
Existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes.

Level of Service.

Volume / Capacity ratio.

With construction of only the retail and residential land uses, no impact would occur on Del Mar Heights Road between I-5 SB Ramps and I-5 NB Ramps.
Increase in V/C ratio due to project traffic.

@rooooe
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7.0 ANALYSIS OF LONG-TERM SCENARIOS

Following is a description of the Long-Term intersection and segment analyses.

7.1 Year 2030 Without Project

Figure 7-1 depicts the Year 2030 Without Project Traffic Volumes. The Year 2030 without project
traffic volumes were obtained from Figures 12-1 (Daily) and 12-2 (AM / PM peak hour) of the
Original Project Report (included in Appendix A).

7.1.1 Intersection Analysis
Table 7-1 summarizes the results of the Long-Term intersection analysis.

Without Project, in the Year 2030, the following intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or
WOrse:

e |-5 NB Ramps / Del Mar Heights Road (LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours)
e High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Road (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

Long-Term without Project peak hour intersection analysis worksheets are included in Appendix F.

7.1.2 Segment Operations
Table 7-2 summarizes the results of the Long-Term segment analysis. In the Year 2030 Without
Project, the two segments are calculated to operate at LOS D or better.

7.2 Year 2030 + Project

Figure 7-2 depicts the Year 2030 With Project Traffic Volumes. The Project traffic volumes
(Figure 5-2) were added to the Year 2030 without Project traffic volumes (Figure 7-1), to obtain the
Year 2030 with Project traffic volumes, shown on this figure.

7.2.1 Intersection Analysis
Table 7-1 summarizes the results of the Long-Term intersection analysis. With the addition of
Project traffic, the following intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or worse:

e |-5NB Ramps / Del Mar Heights Road (LOS F during the AM peak hour and LOS E during
the PM peak hour)

e High Bluff Drive / Del Mar Heights Road (LOS F during the PM peak hour)
Long-Term with Project peak hour intersection analysis worksheets are included in Appendix G.

7.2.2  Segment Operations

Table 7-2 summarizes the results of the Long-Term segment analysis. With the addition of Project
traffic, the segment of Del Mar Heights Road between I-5 NB Ramps and High Bluff Road is
calculated to operate at LOS E.

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
29 New One Paseo Project

N:\1999\1. Sep 2015 Addendum\Report\Feb 2016 Report\Revised Feb Report\Feb 10, 2016 TIA Report.1999 - Clean.docx



TABLE 7-1

LONG-TERM INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Intersection Traffic Peak Year 2030 Without Project * Year 2030 With Project A Impact Type
Control | Hour . Delay ¢
Delay LOS® Delay LOS

I-5 NB Ramps / Signal AM 61.5 80.9 19.4 Cumulative
Del Mar Heights Rd PM 55.8 71.0 152 | Cumulative
High Bluff Drive / Signal AM 43.2 44.9 1.7 None

Del Mar Heights Rd PM 57.6 E 80.1 F 225 | Cumulative
Del Mar Heights Rd / Signalized | Signal AM DNE DNE 10.8 B NA NA

Project Driveway PM DNE DNE 29.4 NA | NA

El Camino Real / Signal AM 94 20.7 C 11.3 None

Del Mar Highlands Town Center PM 181 5 345 c 16.4 None

Footnotes:

a.  From Attachment 22 to EIR Appendix C-4, May 21, 2014 (Approved Project with updated signal timing and 150,000 of expansion at DMHTC).

b.  Average delay per vehicle in seconds
c.  Level of service

d. Increase in traffic in the critical movement due to project at unsignalized intersections

General Notes:
DNE - Does Not Exist
NA - Not Applicable
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TABLE 7-2
LONG-TERM SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Street Segment Functional LOSE Year 2030 Without Project Year 2030 With Project A Impact
Class ® Capacity ° - y - \V/[oMl Type
Vol LOS VIC Vol LOS VIC
Del Mar Heights Road
1-5 SB Ramps to I-5 NB Ramps 5-Ln Prime Art 50,000 37,820 C 0.756 41,250 D 0.825 0.069 None
1-5 NB Ramps to High Bluff Dr 6-Ln Prime Art 60,000 51,800 D 0.863 57,050 E 0.951 0.088 Cumulative

Footnote:

a.  The existing roadway class.

b.

c.  Existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes.
d.  Level of Service.

e.  Volume / Capacity ratio.

f.  Increase in V/C ratio due to project traffic.

Capacity of the existing roadway per Table 2, City of San Diego Roadway Classifications, Levels of Service (LOS) and Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
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8.0 QUEUING ANALYSIS

A 95" percentile queuing analysis was conducted for the following two intersections on Del Mar
Heights Road:

1.

Del Mar Heights Road /1-5 NB Ramps

This is to determine the storage length required for the WB right-turn lane(s) on Del Mar Heights
Road.

Del Mar Heights Road / EI Camino Real intersection.

This is to determine the storage length required for the EB right-turn lane on Del Mar Heights
Road.

Table 8-1 summarizes the calculated queue lengths at the above two intersections.

1.

Del Mar Heights Road /1-5 NB Ramps

Two alternatives were analyzed for the westbound right turn. The first was an extended single
lane and the second was dual westbound right-turn lanes.

Alternate 1 - As seen in Table 8-1, the forecast queue in the right-turn lane is approximately 120
feet and in the westbound through lane is 810 feet.

Alternate 2 - As seen in Table 8-1, the forecast queue in the right-turn lanes is approximately 20
feet and the queue in the westbound through lane is 810 feet.

The analysis shows that the queue within the WB through lane is forecasted to exceed the length
of the dual right-turn lanes at times, making it difficult to access the WB right-turn lanes.

Del Mar Heights Road / EI Camino Real intersection.

As seen in Table 8-1, the available distance to the project right-in / right-out driveway is 320
feet. The forecast higher queue of the two peak hours in the right-turn lane is approximately 105
feet. The available distance to the project right-in / right-out driveway is longer than the forecast
queue plus the necessary transition length.

Figure 8-1 depicts the conceptual plan of the proposed right-turn lane on EB Del Mar Heights Road
at El Camino Real.

The queuing analysis worksheets are included in Appendix H.
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TABLE 8-1

YEAR 2030 CALCULATED LONGEST QUEUE

Peak Del Mar Heights Road / 1-5 NB Ramps Del Mar Heights Road /
Hour El Camino Real
Option A Queue Option B Queue Distance ° to EBR Distance to
(Single Right Turn Lane) (Dual Right Turn Lanes) Upstream Queue Upstream
Intersection Intersection
WBR ? WBT WBR WBT
AM 120 810 20 810 1,030 105 320
PM 230 630 70 630 1,030 75 320
Footnotes:
a.  Queue in feet
b.  Distance in feet
LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3—10—1999’
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9.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

This traffic addendum report concludes that with the New One Paseo Project, significant impacts
would occur at each of the locations previously identified to be significantly impacted in the EIR by
the Approved Project. In other words, intersections/segments that were determined to be significantly
impacted by the Approved Project are also impacted under the New One Paseo Project. The
following two locations were specifically analyzed to determine if the mitigation recommended in
the approved EIR could be reduced, given the reduction in project trip generation:

e Del Mar Heights Road / 1-5 NB ramps intersection
e Del Mar Heights Road / High Bluff Drive intersection

The mitigation analysis worksheets are included in Appendix I.
1. Del Mar Heights Road / I-5 NB Ramps

The approved EIR mitigation is as follows:

e Modify I-5 northbound off ramp: widen and restripe off-ramp to include dual left, a shared
through/right and an exclusive right turn lane.

e Reconfigure median on bridge to extend EB dual left-turn pocket to 400 feet.
e Extend westbound right-turn pocket by 845 feet

An alternative mitigation for the westbound approach (third bullet above) that would provide double
right-turn lanes extending to the AT&T building, as opposed to the 845 feet extension of the existing
right-turn lane was also examined. A review of the queuing in the westbound direction revealed that
though the queue in the right-turn lane would be approximately 120 feet, the peak hour queue in the
westbound through lane is 810 feet, longer than the length of the dual right-turn lanes. The
intersection delays are slightly lower for the dual right-turn lane option. The analysis shows that the
queue within the WB through lane will exceed the length of the dual right-turn lanes at times,
making it difficult to access the right-turn lanes. Either the single lane or dual lane options are
considered acceptable but only if one of the dual lanes is extended to the eastside of the AT&T
buildings.

Appendix J contains the figures depicting several conceptual options for improving the westbound
right-turn movement at the Del Mar Heights Road / I-5 NB Ramps intersection.

2. Del Mar Heights Road / High Bluff Drive

Table 9—-2 shows the approved EIR mitigation and three alternative mitigation options as outlined
below.

The approved EIR mitigation is as follows:

e Widen to provide dedicated NB right-turn lane at Phase 1 and widen Del Mar Heights Road
on north side receiving lanes and restripe NB left and rephase signal to provide triple left.
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e Modify EB and WB left-turn lanes to dual left-turn lanes.
e Widen EB approach by 2 feet on the south side to accommodate the EB and WB dual lefts

As seen in Table 9-2, the following mitigation options were evaluated:

Mitigation Option 1

Same as approved mitigation but no second EB and WB left-turn lanes.

Mitigation Option 2

Same as approved mitigation but no second EB left-turn lane and no third NB left-turn lane.

Mitigation Option 3

Same as approved mitigation but no second EB / WB left-turn lanes and no NB right-turn lane.

Mitigation Option 4

Same as approved mitigation but no second EB / WB left-turn lanes and no third NB left-turn lane.

Figure 9-1 depicts the mitigation options at the Del Mar Heights Road / High Bluff Drive
intersection.

Table 9—1 shows that both Options 1 & 3 would both fully mitigate the project impacts but Options
2 and 4 would not, both in the near-term and long-term.

All options would not require the provision of a second through lane on NB High Bluff Drive north
of Del Mar Heights Road since that lane would only be needed if a second EB left-turn lane is
provided on EB Del Mar Heights Road.

It is recommended that the chosen mitigation include the extension of the existing 175-foot storage
in the eastbound left-turn lane by approximately 90 feet. The existing westbound left-turn lane
storage into the Shell gas station would remain unchanged. This will provide additional storage for
the eastbound left-turn lane onto High Bluff Drive and maintain adequate storage for vehicles within
the westbound left-turn lane to Shell.

Appendix J contains aerial photos depicting the existing and proposed condition with the lengthened
left-turn pocket.
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|-5 NB RAMPS / DEL MAR HEIGHTS ROAD
MITIGATED INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 9-1

Intersection Mitigation Peak Near-Term ? Long-Term (Year 2030)
Hour
Without Project With Project Without Project With Project
Delay® | LOS® Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
Without Mitigation AM 40.2 D 46.3 D 61.5 80.9
PM 47.2 D 48.3 D 55.8 71.0 E
With Approved Mitigation Single WB Right-turn lane (approved AM - - - - - - 72.0
mitigation) PM i i i i i i 64.2
Mitigation Option Dual WB Right-turn lanes of equal AM - - - - - - 70.3
length PM ; ; ; ; - - 62.0

Footnotes:

a.  The project does not have a significant direct impact at the 1-5 NB Ramps / Del Mar Heights Road intersection in the near-term and hence the mitigated analysis is not included.

Average delay per vehicle in seconds

b.
c.  Level of service
d

Approved Mitigation - Modify I-5 NB On/Off Ramps: Widen & restripe off-ramp to include dual left, a shared through/right and right turn lanes. Extend WB right turn pocket by 845 feet;
Reconfigure median on bridge to extend EB dual left turn pocket to 400 feet.

e.  Project impact is not fully mitigated in the horizon year 2030 (same as in the Original and Approved reports).
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MITIGATED INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

TABLE 9-2
HiGH BLUFF DRIVE / DEL MAR HEIGHTS ROAD

Description Mitigation Peak Near-Term Long-Term (Year 2030)
Hour
Without Project With Project Without Project With Project
Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
Without Mitigation AM 30.8 37.9 43.2 D 44.9
PM 81.3 F 103.3 F 57.6 E 80.1 F
With Approved Mitigation - - 33.7 C - - 33.7 D
- - 51.4 D - - 50.8 D
With Mitigation Option 1 | Same as Approved Mitigation, but no AM - - 34.7 D - - 34.0 C
second EBL and WBL turn lanes PM ) ) 53.5 D } ) 54.3 D
With Mitigation Option 2 | Same as Approved Mitigation, but no AM - - 38.1 D - - 37.0 D
second EBL turn lane and no third
NBL turn lane PM - - 78.0 ) ) 79.0
With Mitigation Option 3 | Same as Approved Mitigation, but no AM - - 321 C - - 33.9 C
second EB and WB Left-turn lanes and PM ) ) 54.8 D } ) 54.6 D
no NBR turn lane
With Mitigation Option 4 | Same as Approved Mitigation, but no AM - - 39.2 D - - 39.9 D
second EB and WB Left-turn lanes and
no third NB Left-turn lane PM ) - 793 - ) 79.5

Footnotes:

a.  Average delay per vehicle in seconds

b.  Level of service

c.  Approved Mitigation: Widen to provide dedicated NB right turn lane & widen Del Mar Heights Road on north side receiving lanes and restripe NB left and rephase signal to provide triple left.

Modify EB & WB left turn lanes to dual left turn lanes. Widen EB approach by 2 feet on the south side to accommodate the EB & WB dual lefts.

Note:
BOLD indicates impact not mitigated.
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10.0 CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

A detailed construction analysis was completed for the Originally Proposed Project. Intersections
and segments along Del Mar Heights Road and ElI Camino Real were analyzed. One significant
impact was calculated (Del Mar Heights Road between 1-5 and High Bluff Drive) with the additional
construction traffic.

Table 10-1 summarizes the phased construction activities from the Original Traffic Study. As seen
in this table, the amount of import / export material for Phase | of the Original Project was 243,670
cubic yards (CY) and this amount was analyzed in the Original Traffic Study. The equivalent value
for the entire New One Paseo project is 195,200 CY, representing a reduction of approximately 20%.
The duration of grading is forecasted to be 100 days.

TABLE 10-1
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
Original Project Import / Export Grading Duration
Phase | 243,670 CY 110 Days
Phase II 118,800 CY 60 Days
Phase 111 141,500 CY 55 Days
Total 503,970 CY
New One Paseo Project 195,200 CY 100 Days

Table 10-2 summarizes the construction traffic trip generation for the New One Paseo project. As
seen in Table 10-2, the daily trip generation would be 1,735 trips which is 40 trips less than the
forecasted maximum construction trips in Appendix O of the Original Traffic Impact Study (see
Appendix K). In the Original Report, one significant impact resulted since the ADT on Del Mar
Heights Road with the construction traffic was 55,001, one trip over the significance threshold.
Since the amount of construction trips will be less with the New One Paseo Project, no significant
construction impact would therefore result.
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TABLE 10-2
NEw ONE PASEO CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC TRIP GENERATION

Purpose Number PCE?® Equivalent # of Trips ADT AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Factor Autos per day

Rate® | In:Out | In | Out | Total | Rate® | In:Out In | Out | Total
Employees 300 Autos 1.0 300 Autos 2 /Auto 600 4% 9:1 22 2 24 4% 2:8 5 19 24
Material Deliveries 22 Trucks 2.5 55 Trucks | 2 /Truck 110 9% 4:6 4 6 10 8% 5:5 5 4 9
Trucks 205 Trucks 2.5 513 Trucks | 2 /Truck 1,025 9% 4:6 37 55 92 8% 55 41 41 82
Total 1,735 63 63 126 51 64 115
Footnotes:

a.  PCE - Passenger Car Equivalents for trucks is 2.5 per Exhibit 21-9 in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000.

b.  Number of trucks X PCE factor is the number of equivalent autos.
¢.  Typical work hours 7 AM to 3:30 PM. For Employee Peak Hour In/Out Ratios, at 4% AM and PM peak is assumed based on the AM peak counts beginning at 7:30AM and the majority of employee
shifts ending at 3:30PM, Which is prior to the PM peak counts beginning at 5:00 PM.

d.  Material Deliveries end Truck Imports/Exports, the Truck Terminal land use peak hour splits are based on 'the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 2003.
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11.0 FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS

Fair share calculations were updated to determine the New One Paseo Project’s percentage
contribution towards significant cumulative impacts. Table 11-1 summarizes the calculations and
the fair share percentages for each significant cumulative impact. The fair share percentages from
the Originally Proposed Project are also shown in Table 11-1, for comparison purposes and are

included in Appendix L.

TABLE 11-1
FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS
Segment ADT / Entering Volumes New One Originally
Paseo Proposed
Existing Year 2030 With | Project Project Project
Project Percentage Percentage *
A B C D E=D/(C-B)?
El Camino Real
Via De la Valle to San Dieguito 15,579 31,724 404 2.5% 4.9%
Via De La Valle
San Andreas to El Camino Real 24,400 33,369 269 3.0% 5.8%
City of San Diego Calculation:
269* $5692.61 per ADT = $1,531,312
Fair Share percentage 9.7% 19.4%
$1,531,312 / $15,800,000
Del Mar Heights Road / 1-5 SB Loop On Ramp
AM 406 651 36 14.7%
PM 242 490 90 36.4%
Weighted Average 25.5% 34.8%
El Camino Real / SR 56 on Ramp
AM 3,075 4,538 38 2.6%
PM 3,493 5,759 62 2.7%
Weighted Average 2.7% 3.5%
Del Mar Heights / 1-5 NB On Ramp
AM 4,921 6,548 378 23.2%
PM 4,885 6,436 603 38.9%
Average 31.1% 100.0% °©

Footnotes:

a.  Source — Approved One Paseo Project Traffic Study

b.  Fair Share Formula =

Project Traffic

(2030 + Project Traffic) — Existing Traffic
¢.  The owner / permittee voluntarily agreed to a 100% mitigation even though the impact at this location was a long-term cumulative impact.
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12.0 CONCLUSIONS

This traffic study addendum concludes that the same locations that were significantly impacted by
the Originally Proposed Project and by the Approved Project in the EIR are also significantly
impacted with the New One Paseo Project, notwithstanding the reduction in Project traffic. Under no
circumstances were new significant impacts identified, nor did previously identified significant
impacts worsen as a result of the New One Paseo Project.

12.1 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The Project impact at the Del Mar Heights Road / 1-5 NB Ramps intersection would be cumulative
since a near-term impact is not calculated. There are two locations where alternative mitigation
could be implemented, the Del Mar Heights Road / I-5 northbound ramps intersection and the Del
Mar Heights / High Bluff Drive intersection.

Two mitigation options were evaluated for the WB right-turn movement at the 1-5 NB Ramps / Del
Mar Heights Road intersection. The single lane option is better from a queue perspective since the
WB through queue would at times extend past the length of the dual right-turn lanes. The dual right-
turn lane option results in slightly lower overall intersection delay at the Del Mar Heights Road / I-5
NB Ramps intersection.

At the Del Mar Heights Road / High Bluff Drive intersection, the reduced One Paseo project would
allow a revised mitigation package to:

a. Eliminate the second eastbound and westbound left-turn lanes (Mitigation Option 1), or
b. Eliminate the second eastbound and westbound left-turn lanes and the northbound right-turn lane
(Mitigation Option 3).

Both of these mitigation options (1 & 3) would fully mitigate the impacts of the New One Paseo
Project, as shown in Table 9-2. Since EB / WB dual lefts are no longer needed at the Del Mar
Heights Road / High Bluff Drive intersection, no widening of Del Mar Heights Road at this location
IS required.

The mitigation recommended at all other locations would remain unchanged other than the
calculated fair share percentages. The analysis also shows that one traffic signal on Del Mar Heights
Road along with a proposed right-in / right-out driveway would be sufficient to accommodate
project traffic, as opposed to the two signals evaluated for the Originally Proposed Project and the
Approved Project in the EIR.

The New One Paseo Project would generate 10,385 less ADT as compared to the Approved Project.
Since the New One Paseo Project would generate less traffic on both a daily and directional peak
hour basis, the results and conclusions of the Approved EIR traffic study remain applicable to the
New One Paseo Project and the mitigation measures identified in the Approved traffic study would
be equally effective in mitigating impacts due to the New One Paseo Project. Consequently, with
regard to traffic impacts, there are no Project changes that would necessitate a subsequent EIR
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162.
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12.2  Timing of Implementation of Mitigation Measures

As a consequence of the reduced size of the New One Paseo Project, and the elimination of the
distinct development phases, the timing of mitigation may differ from that in the Approved Project.
However, all mitigation will be implemented prior to the impact at issue.

Specifically, since the impacts to the NB On-Ramp and SB loop On-Ramp ramp meters are
cumulative and not direct impacts (as they were with the Original and Approved projects), the
mitigation is now not needed until prior to occupancy of the first office building. Also, since the
impact to the Del Mar Heights Road segment between the 1-5 NB and SB ramps does not occur with
only the project’s retail and residential components (Table 6-4), the mitigation of extending the dual
EB to NB left-turn pockets at the 1-5 NB ramps is not needed until prior to occupancy of the first
office building. Lastly, since the impact to the Del Mar Heights Road / I-5 NB ramps intersection is
cumulative, the provision of the improved WB right turn lane(s) is not needed until prior to
occupancy of the first office building.

The current expected order for the completion of the three components is retail, then residential and
then the office. This order is subject to change. For the mitigation conditioned upon the occupancy
of the first office building, those mitigations will need to be completed prior to the occupancy of the
office building, even if the office building is constructed first.
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INTERSECTION AND SEGMENT COUNT SHEETS AND
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FIGURE 3-1

Project Only Distribution Percentages

(Project Build-out)
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FIGURE 5-1
Existing Average Daily Traffic

002407 5-5 002407-Report_N.doc



One Paseo
Kilroy Realty

© Urban Systems Associates, Inc.

March 23, 2012

Page 10f4

w

El Camino Real

N A

Via de la Valle

RN

A

El Camino Real / Via de la Valle

El Camino Real

N 7

AN

San Dieguito Rd.

Nt

El Camino Real / San Dieguito Road

AN

El Camino Real / Derby Downs Road

El Camino Real

}.
's

Derby Downs Rd

N

4

44\

P.N
's

Half Mile Drive

5

44\

P.N
's

Quarter Mile Dr.

O

A\

Mango Dr.

&

R

e

Del Mar Heights Rd.

A
<

El Camino Real

N

El Camino Real / Half Mile Drive

El Camino Real

Z AN

N

El Camino Real / Quarter Mile Drive

431N

Del Mar Heights

Road / Mango Drive

7

D
D

Del Mar Heights Rd.

o«
£

1-5 SB Ra

\ LOOP

<

-«

Del Mar Heights Rd.

O

1-5 NB Ramps

trt r

Del Mar Heights Rd.

43

Portofino Dr.

4

Del Mar Heights Road / Portofino Drive

S
41 |

FREE

J

Del Mar Heights Road /1-5 SB Ramps

VAN

Del Mar Heights Road /1-5 NB Ramps

N\

*The red arrows in Intersection #1 are planned lane configurations in the Year 2030 scenarios. See discussion in Section 5.4 of the report.
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Existing AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic
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FIGURE 7-1

Cumulative Projects Average Daily Traffic Volumes
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FIGURE 12-1

Year 2030 Without Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes
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Ints #1,2, & 6-9 show peak hour volumes from the Year 2030 I-5/SR-56 Direct Connector (Model Run G) Traffic Volumes, see Appendix E.
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Ints #10,13,&14 show peak hour volumes from the Year 2030 I-5/SR-56 Direct Connector (Model Run G) Traffic Volumes, see Appendix E.

FIGURE 12-2

Year 2030 Without Project AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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TRBAN SYSTEMS ASSOCIATES, INC.

ANNING & TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, MARRETING & PROJECT SUPFORT
CONSULTANTS TO INCUSTRY AND (3OVERNMENT

E-MEMO

ATTN: E-Mail: ¥

FROM: Andrew P. Schlaefli, PE & Jacob Swim TOTAL PAGES (I"Z{:iz‘? 7+Attachments
DATE: January 22, 2015 jﬁfE 9:30:02 JOB NUMBER: 002407
] jon — r Ter
SUBJECT: Del Ma:t' Highlands Town Center Expansion — Near Term
Analysis

Confidential Communications
This transimittal is intended for the recipicnt named above. Unless otherwise expressly indicated, this entite communication is confidential and
privileged information.  [f you are not the intended recipient, do not disclose, copy, distribute or use this information. I you received this
transmission in error, please notify us immediately by telephone, at our expense and destroy the infonmation.

[. INTRODUCTION
In response to a specific request from the lawyer for the owner of Del Mar Highlands Town Center (DMHTC),

Urban Systems Associates, Inc. (USAI) has prepared a traffic analysis to determine if' any new significant traftic
impacts may occur as a result of the proposed accelerated expansion and development of DMHTC recently
announced by the property owner and the subject of a newly filed submittal with the City, in the Near Term
scenario. The approved tratfic analysis dated September 24, 2013 for the Revised Project, also referred to as
“The Reduced Main Street Alternative” in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) includes future (Year
2030) traffic growth from the DMHTC site based on planning projections by SANDAG. Although the FEIR
provides a long term (Year 2030) traffic analysis including the DMHTC site, the Near Term analysis does not
include the DMHTC Expansion as a cumulative project since there was no application submitted to the City at
the time the traffic study was prepared. As previously mentioned, the purpose of this analysis is to determine 1f
there are any new significant traffic impacts with the addition of the DMHTC Expansion in the Near Temm

scenario which were not previously identified in the FEIR.

In summary, this analysis determined the accelerated expansion of DMHTC does not result in any new
significant traffic impaets which were not previously identified in the FEIR. All impacts resulting from the
expansion can be mitigated as described by traffic mitigation measures or project features already described in
the FEIR.

1 002407-04 201 5-DMHATC Ememo

84351 Miralani Drive, Suite A » San Diego, CA 92126 « (838) 560-4911



ATTACHM NT1

Del Mar Highlands Town Center Expansion Project Trip Generation

Driveway Rates

| | ] | [ AM Peak Hour I PM Peak Hanr ]
LCommercial J l
TOTAL 7,000 210 126 | 84 700 350 | 350
Cumulative Rates
| [ | ] AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour |
ICommercial | Iwu,uUu ar E T .Y 4,yuul J‘.'fnl 4/ |0 I 4 I an oy |1U"/u| Hyu l 2 2 | 24D | 243 |
TOTAL 4,900 I | 147 l l 88 | 59 | | 490 | | 245 | 245 I
Notes:

* = Source: City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 2003
KSF = 1,000 Square Foot
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Project Only (DMHTC Expansion) AM/PM Peak Hour Traific
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APPENDIX B

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS
— EXISTING

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
New One Paseo






HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 224 1264 0 0 1411 886 373 0 763 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.86 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1458 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1458 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 238 1345 0 0 1501 943 397 0 812 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 447 0 32 32 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 238 1345 0 0 1501 496 357 398 390 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.2 71.0 54.6 54.6 371 371 37.1

Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 71.0 546 546 371 371 371

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.59 0.46 0.46 0.31 0.31 0.31

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 320 2094 2314 720 520 451 465

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 ¢0.38 030 031 021 027 0.26

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 074 064 065 069 069 088 084

Uniform Delay, d1 530 161 253 259 364 394 386

Progression Factor 100 1.00 050  2.65 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.0 15 0.8 31 3.8 179 124

Delay (s) 62.0 17.7 135 718 40.1 57.3 51.1

Level of Service E B B E D E D

Approach Delay (s) 243 36.0 50.0 0.0

Approach LOS C D D A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 35.7 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing AM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM
10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N A f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 108 1179 674 92 1789 59 195 10 13 79 57 303
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 44 49 4.4 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5061 3433 3242 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5061 3433 3242 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 120 1310 749 102 1988 66 217 11 14 88 63 337
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 298 0 2 0 0 12 0 0 0 24
Lane Group Flow (vph) 120 1310 451 102 2052 0 217 13 0 88 63 313
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.3 59.0 711 9.9 55.0 12.1 17.8 13.6 19.3 33.6
Effective Green, g (s) 143 590 711 99 550 12.1 17.8 13.6 193 336
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.49 0.59 0.08 0.46 0.10 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 211 2500 938 146 2320 346 481 201 300 443
v/s Ratio Prot 007 ¢c026 005 0.6 c0.41 €0.06  0.00 005 003 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.24 0.11
vic Ratio 057 052 048 070 0.88 063  0.03 044 021 071
Uniform Delay, d1 499 209 139 536 296 518 437 496 437 388
Progression Factor 107 077 064 102 091 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 15 0.6 0.1 9.8 48 2.6 0.0 0.6 0.1 4.2
Delay (s) 548 167 91 646 318 543 437 502 439 429
Level of Service D B A E C D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 16.2 333 53.2 443
Approach LOS B C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 28.0 HCM Level of Service Cc
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 20.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.2% ICU Level of Service ©
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing AM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 2




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd

Volume (vph) 1774 0 0 2175 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91

Frt 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 5085

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 1971 0 0 2417 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1971 0 0 2417 0 0

Turn Type Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8

Permitted Phases 2 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 106.6 105.6

Effective Green, g (s) 106.6 105.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.89 0.88

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 4517 4475

v/s Ratio Prot 0.39 0.48

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 0.44 054

Uniform Delay, d1 12 1.6

Progression Factor 1.08 1.80

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 16 33

Level of Service A A

Approach Delay (s) 1.6 33 0.0

Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM

18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
Al VO BN N T S A S g

Movement SEL SET SER_ NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 94 0 107 0 308 98 160 661 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 0.91 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4901 3433 5085

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4901 3433 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 104 0 119 0 342 109 178 734 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 94 0 43 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 104 25 0 408 0 178 734 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 85 85 131 61 232

Effective Green, g (s) 85 85 131 61 232

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.33 0.15 0.58

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 379 339 1617 527 2972

v/s Ratio Prot ¢0.06 0.08 €0.05 c0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02

vic Ratio 027 0.8 0.25 034 025

Uniform Delay, d1 13.0 12.5 9.7 15.0 4.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 04 0.1 0.1 04 0.0

Delay (s) 134 126 98 154 41

Level of Service B B A B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 13.0 9.8 6.3

Approach LOS A B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.2 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.26

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 39.7 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 235 1463 0 0 1017 796 615 10 749 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 15 12 12 13 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 52 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 *0.91 1.00 0.95 0.91 0.95

Frt 100 100 100 085 100 09 085

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1742 1681 1500 1554

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1742 1681 1500 1554

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 247 1540 0 0 1071 838 647 11 788 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 470 0 15 15 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 247 1540 0 0 10711 368 505 461 450 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Perm  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G () 8.6 66.5 527 527 416 416 416

Effective Green, g () 86 665 527 527 416 416 416

Actuated g/C Ratio 007 055 044 044 035 035 035

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 246 1961 2233 765 583 520 539

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 c0.44 021 030 031 029

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21

vic Ratio 100 079 048 048 087 089 083

Uniform Delay, d1 557 211 239 239 366 37.0 360

Progression Factor 100 1.00 047  3.83 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 58.4 3.2 02 05 128 165 107

Delay (s) 1141 244 115 921 494 535 468

Level of Service F © B F D D D

Approach Delay (s) 36.8 46.9 49.9 0.0

Approach LOS D D D A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 44.2 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 11.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing PM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM
10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations YN A f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 242 1984 251 15 1140 28 618 65 134 27 29 80
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 44 49 4.4 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5067 3433 3181 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5067 3433 3181 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 269 2204 279 17 1267 31 687 72 149 30 32 89
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 70 0 2 0 0 115 0 0 0 2
Lane Group Flow (vph) 269 2204 209 17 1296 0 687 106 0 30 32 87
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.2 67.5 82.1 1.6 423 14.6 214 3.8 16.6 438
Effective Green, g (s) 272 675 821 16 423 14.6 27.4 38 16.6  43.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.56 0.68 0.01 0.35 0.12 0.23 0.03 0.14 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 401 2860 1083 24 1786 418 726 56 258 578
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 043 002 001 026 €0.20  ¢c0.03 002 002 003
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.67 0.77 0.19 0.71 0.73 1.64 0.15 0.54 0.12 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 423 203 69 590 338 527 370 572 453 256
Progression Factor 1.03 115 103 116 129 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 25 15 0.0 542 25 300.2 0.0 49 0.1 0.0
Delay (s) 46.3 248 71 1223 46.1 352.9 37.0 62.1 454 25.6
Level of Service D C A F D F D E D C
Approach Delay (s) 251 471 276.0 37.1
Approach LOS C D F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 75.5 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 14.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd

Volume (vph) 2404 0 0 1478 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91

Frt 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 5085

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 2671 0 0 1642 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 2671 0 0 1642 0 0

Turn Type Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8

Permitted Phases 2 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 106.6 105.6

Effective Green, g (s) 106.6 105.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.89 0.88

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 4517 4475

v/s Ratio Prot €0.53 0.32

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 0.59 0.37

Uniform Delay, d1 16 13

Progression Factor 1.36 0.72

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.2

Delay (s) 26 11

Level of Service A A

Approach Delay (s) 26 11 0.0

Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 2.0 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 134

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM

18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
Al VO BN N T S A S g

Movement SEL  SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 188 0 248 0 631 163 286 378 30

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 0.91 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4929 3433 5030

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4929 3433 5030

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 209 0 276 0 701 181 318 420 33

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 202 0 34 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 209 74 0 848 0 318 449 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 155 155 18.7 119 346

Effective Green, g (s) 15.5 15.5 18.7 119 346

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.32 0.20 0.60

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 472 422 1586 703 2995

v/s Ratio Prot ¢0.12 0.17 c0.09  0.09

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05

vic Ratio 044 017 0.53 045 015

Uniform Delay, d1 17.7 16.4 16.1 20.2 5.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.0

Delay (s) 184 166 16.5 207 52

Level of Service B B B C A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 17.4 16.5 116

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.48

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 58.1 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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APPENDIX C

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS
— EXISTING + PROJECT

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
New One Paseo






HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 224 1392 0 0 1519 918 373 0 873 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.86 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1456 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1456 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 238 1481 0 0 1616 977 397 0 929 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 444 0 22 22 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 238 1481 0 0 1616 533 357 464 461 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.0 68.7 52.5 52.5 39.4 39.4 39.4

Effective Green, g (s) 11.0 687 525 525 394 394 394

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.57 0.44 0.44 0.33 0.33 0.33

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 315 2026 2225 693 552 478 494

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 c0.42 032 034 021 ¢c032 031

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 076 073 073 077 065 097 093

Uniform Delay, d1 532 189 278 286 344 397 390

Progression Factor 100 100 046 218 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.9 24 1.0 4.0 2.6 335 247

Delay (s) 63.1 21.2 13.9 66.4 37.0 73.2 63.7

Level of Service E C B E D E E

Approach Delay (s) 27.0 33.7 60.0 0.0

Approach LOS C C E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 37.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.7% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing + Proj AM Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N A f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 108 1417 674 96 1929 7 195 10 19 110 57 303
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 ! 100 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 3433 3191 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 . 100 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 3433 3191 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 090 090 090 090 090 09 090 090 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 120 1574 749 107 2143 86 217 11 21 122 63 337
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 297 0 3 0 0 18 0 0 0 25
Lane Group Flow (vph) 120 1574 452 107 2226 0 217 14 0 122 63 312
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 143 71.0 10.1 55.1 121 16.4 149 19.2 335
Effective Green, g (s) 14.3 71.0 101 551 12.1 16.4 14.9 192 335
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.59 0.08 0.46 0.10 0.14 0.12 0.16 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 44 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 H 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 211 249% 937 149 2322 346 436 220 298 442
v/s Ratio Prot 007 ¢031 005 0.06 c0.44 0.06  0.00 €0.07  0.03 ¢0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.24 0.11
vic Ratio 057 048 072 096 063  0.03 055 021 071
Uniform Delay, d1 49.9 140 536 314 518 449 494 438 388
Progression Factor 1.06 069 1.07 079 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12 01 113 10.2 2.6 0.0 17 0.1 4.2
Delay (s) 543 9.7 689 349 543 449 511 439 430
Level of Service D A E C D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 36,5 53.1 45,0
Approach LOS D D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 29.9 HCM Level of Service Cc
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing + Proj AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj AM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd
Volume (vph) 1449 142 206 1991 141 43
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 091 100 100 091 097 100
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 1770 5085 3433 1583
Flt Permitted 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 1770 5085 3433 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 1610 158 229 2212 157 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 52 0 0 0 43
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1610 106 229 2212 157 5
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 2 3
Actuated Green, G (s) 730 730 215 975 135 135
Effective Green, g (s) 730 730 215 975 135 135
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.18 0.81 0.11 0.11
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3093 963 317 4132 386 178
v/s Ratio Prot 0.32 c0.13 043 ¢0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.00
vic Ratio 052 011 072 054 041 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 135 99 464 37 495 474
Progression Factor 146 235 098 165 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.2 5.6 0.3 0.7 0.1
Delay (s) 201 234 511 65 502 475
Level of Service C C D A D D
Approach Delay (s) 204 107 496
Approach LOS C B D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.4 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing + Proj AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 85 13 13 94 21 107 107 292 98 160 640 36

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095  0.95 100 100 097 091 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 095 097 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1664 1789 1583 3433 4893 3433 5045

Flt Permitted 095  0.97 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1664 1789 1583 3433 4893 3433 5045

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 94 14 14 104 23 119 119 324 109 178 711 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 94 0 50 0 0 5 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 61 52 0 0 127 25 119 383 0 178 746 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.5 6.5 12.8 12.8 6.3 16.1 9.6 19.4

Effective Green, g (s) 6.5 6.5 12.8 12.8 6.3 16.1 9.6 194

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.21 0.21 0.10 0.26 0.16 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 179 177 375 332 355 1291 540 1604

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.3 €0.07 0.03 0.8 €0.05 ¢0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02

vic Ratio 034 029 034 008 034 030 033 047

Uniform Delay, d1 253 251 205 193 254 179 228 166

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 11 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.6 0.1 04 0.2

Delay (s) 26.4 26.1 21.0 19.4 26.0 18.1 232 16.9

Level of Service c C C B [ B C B

Approach Delay (s) 26.2 203 19.8 181

Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.4 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Existing + Proj AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj PM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/24/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 235 1608 0 0 1274 873 615 10 873 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 15 12 12 13 12 12 12

Total Lost time (s) 52 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 *0.91 1.00 0.95 0.91 0.95

Frt 100 100 100 08 100 088 085

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1742 1681 1480 1554

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1742 1681 1480 1554

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 247 1693 0 0 1341 919 647 11 919 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 505 0 10 10 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 247 1693 0 0 1341 414 550 512 495 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Perm  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G () 6.8 64.7 527 527 434 434 434

Effective Green, g () 68 647 527 527 434 434 434

Actuated g/C Ratio 006 054 044 044 036 036 036

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 195 1908 2233 765 608 535 562

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07  ¢0.48 0.26 033 035 032

v/s Ratio Perm 0.24

vic Ratio 127 089 060 054 090 096 0.88

Uniform Delay, d1 56.6 244 256 247 363 374 359

Progression Factor 100 1.00 043 371 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 154.1 6.6 0.1 02 169 282 150

Delay (s) 210.7 310 112 922 533 657 509

Level of Service F © B F D E D

Approach Delay (s) 53.9 442 56.6 0.0

Approach LOS D D E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 50.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.2% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing + Proj PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/24/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations YN A f 5 A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 242 2253 251 24 1474 71 618 65 141 62 29 80
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 44 49 4.4 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5050 3433 3175 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5050 3433 3175 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 269 2503 279 27 1638 79 687 72 157 69 32 89
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 64 0 4 0 0 79 0 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 269 2503 215 27 1713 0 687 150 0 69 32 88
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.2 66.0 80.8 29 421 14.8 265 49 16.6 438
Effective Green, g (s) 272 660 808 29 421 148 265 49 166 438
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.55 0.67 0.02 0.35 0.12 0.22 0.04 0.14 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 401 2797 1066 43 1772 423 701 72 258 578
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 049 002 002 c0.34 €0.20  ¢c0.05 004 002 003
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.02
vic Ratio 067 089 020 0.63 097 162 021 09 012 015
Uniform Delay, d1 423 239 74 580 383 526 382 574 453 256
Progression Factor 1.01 115 111 115 118 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 3.2 00 176 141 291.5 0.1 90.1 0.1 0.0
Delay (s) 449 30.8 8.2 84.4 59.3 344.1 383 147.6 454 25.7
Level of Service D C A F E F D F D C
Approach Delay (s) 30.0 59.7 267.7 733
Approach LOS C E F E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 71.0 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 20.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing + Proj PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj PM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing + Proj PM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/24/2015
- N ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd
Volume (vph) 2378 186 270 1315 362 110
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 091 100 100 091 097 100
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 1770 5085 3433 1583
Flt Permitted 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 1770 5085 3433 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 2642 207 300 1461 402 122
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 58 0 0 0 102
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2642 149 300 1461 402 20
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 2 3
Actuated Green, G (s) 71.0 710 171 911 199 199
Effective Green, g (s) 710 710 171 911 19.9 19.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.59 0.59 0.14 0.76 0.17 0.17
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3009 937 252 3860 569 263
v/s Ratio Prot €0.52 c0.17 029 c¢0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.01
vic Ratio 088 016 119 038 071 0.08
Uniform Delay, d1 20.8 110 515 49 473 423
Progression Factor 089 059 074 140 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 25 02 1168 0.3 4.0 0.1
Delay (s) 210 67 1551 71 513 424
Level of Service C A F A D D
Approach Delay (s) 19.9 323 492
Approach LOS B C D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 27.2 HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.2% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing + Proj PM
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18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/24/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 219 33 33 188 28 248 140 619 163 286 420 47

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095  0.95 100 100 097 091 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 095 097 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1663 1785 1583 3433 4926 3433 5009

Flt Permitted 095  0.97 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1663 1785 1583 3433 4926 3433 5009

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 243 37 37 209 31 276 156 688 181 318 467 52

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 214 0 39 0 0 10 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 160 148 0 0 240 62 156 830 0 318 509 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 13.6 13.6 18.7 18.7 9.8 217 138 25.7

Effective Green, g (s) 13.6 13.6 18.7 18.7 9.8 21.7 138 257

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.22 0.22 0.12 0.26 0.16 0.31

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 273 270 398 353 401 1276 565 1536

v/s Ratio Prot €0.10  0.09 ¢0.13 0.05 ¢0.17 €0.09  ¢0.10

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04

vic Ratio 059 055 060 017 039 065 056 033

Uniform Delay, d1 325 323 292 263 342 217 322 224

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 2.3 2.6 0.2 0.6 12 13 0.1

Delay (s) 357 345 318 265 349 289 335 225

Level of Service D C C c C C C c

Approach Delay (s) 351 29.0 29.8 26.7

Approach LOS D C Cc C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 29.3 HCM Level of Service Cc

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 83.8 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Existing + Proj PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 231 1313 0 0 1479 922 384 59 923 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.88 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1484 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1484 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 246 1397 0 0 1573 981 409 63 982 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 437 0 18 18 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 246 1397 0 0 1573 544 368 528 522 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.1 63.3 48.0 48.0 448 448 448

Effective Green, g (s) 10.1 63.3 480 480 448 448 448

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.53 0.40 0.40 0.37 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 289 1867 2034 633 628 554 561

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 ¢0.39 031 034 022 ¢c036 035

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 085 075 077 086 059 095 093

Uniform Delay, d1 542 221 313 329 302 366 361

Progression Factor 100 100 054 18 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 20.7 28 15 7.8 14 267 222

Delay (s) 749 249 184 688 316 633 583

Level of Service E C B E C E E

Approach Delay (s) 324 37.7 53.4 0.0

Approach LOS C D D A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 40.2 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.5% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N A f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 111 1421 694 96 1878 62 201 10 15 82 59 312
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 44 49 4.4 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5061 3433 3217 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5061 3433 3217 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 1579 771 107 2087 69 223 11 17 91 66 347
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 297 0 2 0 0 14 0 0 0 27
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 1579 474 107 2154 0 223 14 0 91 66 320
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.6 58.1 70.7 10.3 54.2 12.6 18.1 138 19.3 339
Effective Green, g (s) 146 581 70.7 103 542 12.6 18.1 138 193 339
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.48 0.59 0.09 0.45 0.10 0.15 0.12 0.16 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 215 2462 933 152 2286 360 485 204 300 447
v/s Ratio Prot 007 ¢c031 005 0.6 c0.43 €0.06  0.00 005 004 c0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.12
vic Ratio 057 064 051 070 094 062  0.03 045 022 072
Uniform Delay, d1 49.8 232 14.4 53.4 314 514 434 49.5 43.8 38.7
Progression Factor 106 086 063 1.09 090 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13 0.8 01 103 8.7 2.2 0.0 0.6 0.1 45
Delay (s) 539 207 91 684 370 536 435 501 439 433
Level of Service D C A E D D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 18.8 385 52.5 446
Approach LOS B D D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 30.8 HCM Level of Service Cc
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 20.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min)
¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd

Volume (vph) 1496 0 0 2019 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91

Frt 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 5085

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 1662 0 0 2243 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1662 0 0 2243 0 0

Turn Type Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8

Permitted Phases 2 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 106.6 105.6

Effective Green, g (s) 106.6 105.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.89 0.88

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 4517 4475

v/s Ratio Prot 0.33 0.44

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 0.37 0.50

Uniform Delay, d1 11 15

Progression Factor 0.87 1.64

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.3

Delay (s) 11 29

Level of Service A A

Approach Delay (s) 11 29 0.0

Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21 HCM Level of Service

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s)

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.2% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & % oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 119 0 131 0 325 134 197 815 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4862 3433 5085

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4862 3433 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 132 0 146 0 361 149 219 906 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 106 0 55 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 132 0 40 0 455 0 219 906 0

Turn Type Split custom custom Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 12.7 12.7 122 93 255

Effective Green, g (s) 12.7 12.7 12.2 93 255

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.20 0.55

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 487 435 1284 691 2807

v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 0.06 ¢0.18

v/s Ratio Perm €0.07 0.03

vic Ratio 0.27 0.09 0.35 032 032

Uniform Delay, d1 131 12.5 13.8 15.7 5.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1

Delay (s) 134 126 14.0 16.0 57

Level of Service B B B B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 13.0 14.0 1.7

Approach LOS A B B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.31

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 46.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 4




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term PM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 242 1546 0 0 1233 902 649 24 827 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1499 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1499 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 09 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095

Adj. Flow (vph) 255 1627 0 0 1298 949 683 25 871 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 9 9 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 255 1627 0 0 1298 449 546 519 496 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.8 62.7 46.7 46.7 454 454 454

Effective Green, g (s) 10.8 62.7 467 467 454 454 454

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.52 0.39 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 309 1849 1979 616 636 567 569

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 c0.46 026 028 032 035 033

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 083 088 066 073 086 092 087

Uniform Delay, d1 53.7 25.3 301 312 343 355 346

Progression Factor 100 100 087 294 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 16.2 6.4 0.2 0.7 111 195 138

Delay (s) 69.9 317 262 925 455 550 484

Level of Service E C C F D E D

Approach Delay (s) 36.9 54.2 49.6 0.0

Approach LOS D D D A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 472 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 11.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 104.0% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Near-Term PM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations YN A4 f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 249 2145 259 20 1409 31 637 67 143 30 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5069 3433 3177 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5069 3433 3177 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 2383 288 22 1566 34 708 74 159 33 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 69 0 2 0 0 123 0 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2383 219 22 1598 0 708 110 0 & 33 90
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.2 65.8 80.4 33 41.3 146 274 38 16.6 44.8
Effective Green, g (s) 28.2 65.8 80.4 33 413 14.6 27.4 38 16.6  44.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.55 0.67 0.03 0.34 0.12 0.23 0.03 0.14 0.37
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 416 2788 1061 49 1745 418 725 56 258 591
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c047 003 001 ¢c0.32 c0.21  ¢0.03 002 002 004
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.02
vic Ratio 067 085 021 045 092 169 015 059 013 015
Uniform Delay, d1 416 23.0 7.6 575 317 52.7 37.0 57.3 454 25.0
Progression Factor 1.01 107 085 110 143 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 24 0.0 2.3 8.8 3224 0.0 9.8 0.1 0.0
Delay (s) 442 21.0 6.5 65.8 62.9 375.1 37.0 67.1 454 25.0
Level of Service D C A E E F D E D C
Approach Delay (s) 26.6 62.9 291.4 382
Approach LOS C E F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 81.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 20.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Near-Term PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term PM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term PM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd

Volume (vph) 2254 0 0 1397 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91

Frt 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 5085

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 2504 0 0 1552 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 2504 0 0 1552 0 0

Turn Type Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8

Permitted Phases 2 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 106.6 105.6

Effective Green, g (s) 106.6 105.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.89 0.88

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 4517 4475

v/s Ratio Prot €0.49 031

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 0.55 0.35

Uniform Delay, d1 15 12

Progression Factor 157 0.33

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.2

Delay (s) 26 0.6

Level of Service A A

Approach Delay (s) 26 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 18 HCM Level of Service

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s)

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.9% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Near-Term PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & % oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 285 0 343 0 844 259 383 380 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4906 3433 5085

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4906 3433 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 317 0 381 0 938 288 426 422 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 278 0 40 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 317 0 103 0 1186 0 426 422 0

Turn Type Split Prot custom Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.7 20.7 28.2 158 480

Effective Green, g (s) 20.7 20.7 28.2 158 480

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.37 0.21 0.63

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 478 427 1804 707 3182

v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 c0.24 c0.12  0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06

vic Ratio 0.66 0.24 0.66 060 013

Uniform Delay, d1 24.9 219 20.2 27.6 5.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 35 0.3 0.9 15 0.0

Delay (s) 284 222 211 291 59

Level of Service C c C C A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 25.0 211 175

Approach LOS A C C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.0 HCM Level of Service Cc

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

9/24/2015 Near-Term PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 231 1441 0 0 1587 954 384 59 1033 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.88 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1479 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1479 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 246 1533 0 0 1688 1015 409 63 1099 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 439 0 12 12 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 246 1533 0 0 1688 576 368 598 581 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.8 62.7 417 417 454 454 454

Effective Green, g (s) 9.8 62.7 477 477 454 454 454

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.52 0.40 0.40 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 280 1849 2021 629 636 560 569

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 043 033 036 022 c040 0.39

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 088 083 084 092 058 1.07 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 54.5 24.1 326 342 29.7 373 3713

Progression Factor 100 1.00 0.50 172 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 25.2 45 18 9.9 13 572 430

Delay (s) 797 286 181 687 310 945 803

Level of Service E C B E C F F

Approach Delay (s) 35.7 371 742 0.0

Approach LOS D D E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 46.3 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.6% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N A f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 111 1659 694 100 2018 80 201 10 21 113 59 312
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 3433 3180 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 3433 3180 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 1843 771 111 2242 89 223 11 23 126 66 347
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 273 0 3 0 0 20 0 0 0 27
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 1843 498 111 2328 0 223 14 0 126 66 320
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 146 57.9 70.5 105 54.2 126 16.6 15.3 19.3 339
Effective Green, g (s) 146 579 705 105 542 12.6 16.6 15.3 193 339
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.48 0.59 0.09 0.45 0.10 0.14 0.13 0.16 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 215 2454 930 155 2284 360 440 226 300 447
v/s Ratio Prot 007 ¢c0.36 006 0.6 c0.46 0.06  0.00 c0.07  0.04 ¢0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.26 0.12
vic Ratio 057 075 053 072 1.02 062  0.03 056 022 072
Uniform Delay, d1 498 252 149 533 329 514 447 492 438 387
Progression Factor 104 091 063 106 092 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 1.0 01 107 225 2.2 0.0 17 0.1 45
Delay (s) 527 240 95 672 527 536 448 509 439 433
Level of Service D C A E D D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 21.2 53.4 52.5 451
Approach LOS C D D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 379 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 2




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near Term AM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd
Volume (vph) 1674 142 206 2070 141 43
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 091 100 100 091 097 100
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 1770 5085 3433 1583
Flt Permitted 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 1770 5085 3433 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 1860 158 229 2300 157 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 45 0 0 0 43
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1860 113 229 2300 157 5
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 2 3
Actuated Green, G (s) 730 730 215 975 135 135
Effective Green, g (s) 730 730 215 975 135 135
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.18 0.81 0.11 0.11
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3093 963 317 4132 386 178
v/s Ratio Prot €0.37 c0.13 045 ¢0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.00
vic Ratio 060 012 072 056 041 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 145 99 464 39 495 474
Progression Factor 155 215 100 200 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.2 5.9 04 0.7 0.1
Delay (s) 231 215 525 81 502 4715
Level of Service C C D A D D
Approach Delay (s) 23.0 121 496
Approach LOS C B D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.3 HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.8% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 85 17 13 119 24 131 107 325 134 197 872 36

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095  0.95 100 100 097 091 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 095 098 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1671 1789 1583 3433 4862 3433 5055

Flt Permitted 095 0.98 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1671 1789 1583 3433 4862 3433 5055

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 94 19 14 132 27 146 119 361 149 219 969 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 115 0 61 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 64 54 0 0 159 31 119 449 0 219 1006 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.8 6.8 145 145 6.4 20.1 11.0 247

Effective Green, g (s) 6.8 6.8 145 145 64 201 11.0 247

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.21 0.21 0.09 0.29 0.16 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 167 166 379 336 321 1429 552 1825

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.3 0.09 003  0.09 €0.06 ¢0.20

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02

vic Ratio 038 033 042 009 037 031 040 055

Uniform Delay, d1 288 287 233 217 291 188 257 174

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 15 11 0.8 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.5 04

Delay (s) 303 2938 241 218 298 189 262 178

Level of Service c C C c [ B C B

Approach Delay (s) 30.1 230 21.0 19.3

Approach LOS C C C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.8 HCM Level of Service Cc

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near Term AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/24/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 242 1691 0 0 1490 979 649 24 951 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.88 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1481 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1481 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 09 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095

Adj. Flow (vph) 255 1780 0 0 1568 1031 683 25 1001 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 485 0 6 6 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 255 1780 0 0 1568 546 594 558 545 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Perm Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.0 62.0 46.8 46.8 46.1 46.1 46.1

Effective Green, g (s) 100 620 468 468 461 461 461

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.52 0.39 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 286 1828 1983 617 646 569 578

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 ¢c0.50 031 035 ¢c0.38 0.36

v/s Ratio Perm 0.34

vic Ratio 089 097 079 089 092 098 094

Uniform Delay, d1 54.5 28.2 323 341 352 365 357

Progression Factor 100 1.00 0.65 1.95 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 273 15.7 0.3 19 18.2 326 240

Delay (s) 818 439 213 685 533 691 59.7

Level of Service F D C E D E E

Approach Delay (s) 48.6 40.0 60.6 0.0

Approach LOS D D E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 483 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 11.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 110.1% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/24/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations YN A f N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 249 2414 259 29 1743 4 637 67 150 65 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 44 49 4.4 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 3433 3171 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 3433 3171 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 217 2682 288 32 1937 82 708 74 167 72 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 62 0 4 0 0 136 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2682 226 32 2015 0 708 105 0 72 33 91
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 284 66.7 80.7 3.0 417 14.0 226 8.0 16.6 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 284  66.7 80.7 30 417 140 226 8.0 16.6  45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.56 0.67 0.02 0.35 0.12 0.19 0.07 0.14 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 419 2826 1065 44 1756 401 597 118 258 594
v/s Ratio Prot €0.16 ¢c053 002 002 c0.40 c0.21  ¢0.03 004 002 004
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 0.02
vic Ratio 066 095 021 073 115 177 018 061 013 015
Uniform Delay, d1 414 25.1 7.5 58.1 39.1 53.0 40.9 54.5 454 24.9
Progression Factor 100 106 090 1.03 1.39 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 16 5.1 00 365 730 354.6 0.1 6.4 0.1 0.0
Delay (s) 43.0 317 6.8 96.1 127.2 407.6 40.9 60.9 454 249
Level of Service D C A F F F D E D C
Approach Delay (s) 305 126.7 3145 416
Approach LOS C F F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 103.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time () 20.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/24/2015
- N ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 oY A4 W Fd
Volume (vph) 2487 186 270 1529 362 110
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 091 100 097 091 097 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3433 5085 3433 1583
Flt Permitted 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3433 5085 3433 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 2763 207 300 1699 402 122
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 54 0 0 0 102
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2763 153 300 1699 402 20
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 2 3
Actuated Green, G (s) 723 723 158 911 199 199
Effective Green, g (s) 723 723 158 911 19.9 19.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.60 0.13 0.76 0.17 0.17
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3064 954 452 3860 569 263
v/s Ratio Prot €0.54 c0.09 033 012
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.01
vic Ratio 09 016 066 044 071 0.08
Uniform Delay, d1 20.8 105  49.6 52 473 423
Progression Factor 087 044 087 022 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 0.2 31 0.3 4.0 0.1
Delay (s) 208 48 464 15 513 424
Level of Service C A D A D D
Approach Delay (s) 19.7 82 492
Approach LOS B A D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.3 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/24/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 219 44 B3 285 39 343 140 844 259 383 482 47

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 40 40 40 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095  0.95 100 100 097 091 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 095 098 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1670 1784 1583 3433 4906 3433 5018

Flt Permitted 095 0.98 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1670 1784 1583 3433 4906 3433 5018

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 243 49 37 317 43 381 156 938 288 426 536 52

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 223 0 45 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 165 155 0 0 360 158 156 1181 0 426 579 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 149 149 274 274 104 32.1 16.5 38.2

Effective Green, g (s) 14.9 14.9 214 2714 104 321 16,5  38.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.26 0.26 0.10 0.30 0.15 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 234 233 457 406 334 1473 530 1793

v/s Ratio Prot €0.10  0.09 0.20 0.05 c0.24 c0.12 012

v/s Ratio Perm 0.10

vic Ratio 071 067 079 039 047 080 080 032

Uniform Delay, d1 439 436 370 328 456 345 436 250

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 9.3 7.0 8.7 0.6 1.0 3.2 8.6 0.1

Delay (s) 532 507 458 335 467 317 523 251

Level of Service D D D c D D D c

Approach Delay (s) 51.9 394 387 36,5

Approach LOS D D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 39.5 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.9 Sum of lost time () 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.5% ICU Level of Service ©

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Near-Term + Proj Buildout PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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APPENDIX F

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS
— 2030 WITHOUT PROJECT

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
New One Paseo






HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2030 No Proj AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2030 No Proj AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 370 1580 0 0 1850 800 400 60 1110 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.87 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1478 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1478 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 394 1681 0 0 1968 851 426 64 1181 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 264 0 9 9 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 394 1681 0 0 1968 588 383 641 629 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.4 76.7 55.1 55.1 56.4 56.4 56.4

Effective Green, g (s) 164  76.7 551 551 564 564  56.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.53 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.39 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 388 1872 1932 602 654 575 585

v/s Ratio Prot 011 047 €039 037 023 043 042

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 102 0.90 102 098 059 112 1.08

Uniform Delay, d1 643 306 450 443 351 443 443

Progression Factor 100 1.00 074 045 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 49.7 7.3 195 209 13 734  59.3

Delay (s) 114.0 379 52.9 40.7 36.4 117.7 103.6

Level of Service F D D D D F F

Approach Delay (s) 52.4 49.2 93.7 0.0

Approach LOS D D F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 61.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.4% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 2030 No Proj AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
R NN B R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N A i N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 120 1539 840 210 1763 110 290 30 30 120 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5041 3433 3274 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5041 3433 3274 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1710 933 233 1959 122 322 33 B8 133 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 249 0 4 0 0 28 0 0 0 6
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1710 684 233 2077 0 322 38 0 133 78 438
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 221 64.3 81.2 22.7 65.3 16.9 20.8 175 214 435
Effective Green, g (s) 221 643 812 227 653 16.9 20.8 175 214 435
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.44 0.56 0.16 0.45 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 270 2255 886 277 2270 400 470 214 275 475
v/s Ratio Prot 008 034 009 013 c041 €0.09  0.01 008 004 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm 0.34 0.14
vic Ratio 049 076 077 084 091 081 0.8 062 028 092
Uniform Delay, d1 563 338 247 594 372 624 538 606 550 491
Progression Factor 101 086 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.7 11 193 7.2 10.6 0.0 4.0 02 230
Delay (s) 56.9 29.7 25.8 78.7 444 731 538 64.6 55.2 721
Level of Service E C C E D E D E E E
Approach Delay (s) 29.7 4719 69.8 68.6
Approach LOS C D E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 432 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time () 8.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 2030 No Proj AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2030 No Proj AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2030 No Proj AM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd

Volume (vph) 1689 0 0 2052 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91

Frt 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 5085

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 1877 0 0 2280 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1877 0 0 2280 0 0

Turn Type Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8

Permitted Phases 2 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 106.6 105.6

Effective Green, g (s) 106.6 105.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.89 0.88

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 4517 4475

v/s Ratio Prot 0.37 ¢0.45

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 0.42 051

Uniform Delay, d1 12 1.6

Progression Factor 1.00 214

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 15 37

Level of Service A A

Approach Delay (s) 15 37 0.0

Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 2.7 HCM Level of Service

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s)

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.8% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 2030 No Proj AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 114 0 130 0 383 101 165 962 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 0.91 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4926 3433 5085

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4926 3433 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 127 0 144 0 426 112 183 1069 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 106 0 41 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 127 38 0 497 0 183 1069 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 117 117 12.0 87 247

Effective Green, g (s) 11.7 11.7 12.0 87 247

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.27 0.20 0.56

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 466 417 1331 673 2829

v/s Ratio Prot €0.07 0.10 0.05 c0.21

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02

vic Ratio 027 0.9 0.37 027 038

Uniform Delay, d1 13.0 12.3 13.1 15.2 55

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1

Delay (s) 133 124 133 154 56

Level of Service B B B B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 12.8 133 7.0

Approach LOS A B B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 94 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 444 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 2030 No Proj AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 Without Proj PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 % s Fd

Volume (vph) 750 1633 0 0 1340 600 630 30 850 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 100 100 100 08 100 089 085

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1494 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1494 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 09 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095

Adj. Flow (vph) 789 1719 0 0 1411 632 663 32 895 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 273 0 11 11 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 789 1719 0 0 1411 359 550 519 499 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 344 817 421 421 514 514 514

Effective Green, g (s) 344 817 421 421 514 514 514

Actuated g/C Ratio 024 056 029 029 035 035 035

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 814 1994 1476 460 596 530 533

v/s Ratio Prot €023 049 €028 023 033 035 033

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 097 086 09 078 092 098 094

Uniform Delay, d1 54.8 26.9 505 472 449 463 452

Progression Factor 100 1.00 0.95 1.09 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 239 5.2 6.3 42 200 334 240

Delay (s) 787 321 545 556 649 796 692

Level of Service E C D E E E E

Approach Delay (s) 46.7 54.8 712 0.0

Approach LOS D D E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 55.8 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.7% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 Without Proj PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 Without Proj PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
O T T S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations N 444 Fd LK LS LS % [}

Volume (vph) 250 2220 300 20 1280 150 680 70 150 40 40 200

Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt

Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

44 6.0 44 44 5.6
100 091 100 100 091
100 100 08 100 098
095 100 100 095 1.00
1770 5085 1583 1770 5005
095 100 100 095 1.00
1770 5085 1583 1770 5005

1900 1900 1900

44 49
097 095
1.00  0.90
095  1.00

3433 3177
095  1.00
3433 3177

1900 1900 1900 1900
44 49 44

100 100 100

100 100 085

095 100 1.00

1770 1863 1583

095 100 1.00

1770 1863 1583

Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)

090 090 090 090 090
278 2467 333 22 1422

090 090 0.0
167 756 78

090 09 09 090
167 44 44 222

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 67 0 10 0 0 95 0 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 278 2467 266 22 1579 0 756 150 0 44 44 221
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 306 796 1042 29 523 246 362 66 182 488
Effective Green, g (s) 306 796 1042 29 523 246 362 66 182 488
Actuated g/C Ratio 021 055 072 002 036 017 025 005 013 034
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 374 2791 1138 35 1805 582 793 81 234 533
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c049 004 001 032 €022 0.5 002 002 c0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 0.05
vic Ratio 074 088 023 063 088 130 019 054 019 041
Uniform Delay, d1 535 287 69 705 433 602 428 677 568 371
Progression Factor 112 080 083 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 44 29 00 227 6.3 146.8 0.0 39 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 64.2 259 5.7 93.2 49.6 207.0 429 1.7 56.9 373
Level of Service E C A F D F D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 21.2 50.2 166.9 44.9
Approach LOS C D F D
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 57.6 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time () 19.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 Without Proj PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 Without Proj PM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 Without Proj PM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 44 [ N 444 WY Fd

Volume (vph) 2301 0 0 1588 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91

Frt 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 5085

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 2557 0 0 1764 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 2557 0 0 1764 0 0

Turn Type Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8

Permitted Phases 2 3

Actuated Green, G (s) 106.6 105.6

Effective Green, g (s) 106.6 105.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.89 0.88

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 4517 4475

v/s Ratio Prot €0.50 0.35

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 0.57 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 15 13

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.2

Delay (s) 20 15

Level of Service A A

Approach Delay (s) 20 15 0.0

Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 18 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 134

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 Without Proj PM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 3

18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 228 0 301 0 995 168 295 448 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 0.91 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.85 0.98 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4975 3433 5085

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4975 3433 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 253 0 334 0 1106 187 328 498 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 248 0 16 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 253 86 0 1277 0 328 498 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 185 185 28.6 131 457

Effective Green, g (s) 18.5 18.5 28.6 131 457

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.40 0.18 0.63

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 454 406 1971 623 3219

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 ¢0.26 c0.10  0.10

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05

vic Ratio 056 021 0.65 053 015

Uniform Delay, d1 233 211 17.7 26.7 54

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 15 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.0

Delay (s) 248 214 18.5 215 54

Level of Service C c B C A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 228 185 14.2

Approach LOS A C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 18.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 Without Proj PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s Fd

Volume (vph) 370 1708 0 0 1958 832 400 60 1220 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.87 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1475 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1475 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 394 1817 0 0 2083 885 426 64 1298 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 259 0 5 5 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 394 1817 0 0 2083 626 383 699 696 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Perm Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.8 4.7 54.7 54.7 58.4 58.4 58.4

Effective Green, g (s) 14.8 74.7 547 547 584 584 584

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.52 0.38 0.38 0.40 0.40 0.40

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 350 1823 1918 597 677 594 606

v/s Ratio Prot 011 051 €0.41 023 ¢c047 046

v/s Ratio Perm 0.40

v/c Ratio 113 1.00 1.09 1.05 0.57 118 115

Uniform Delay, d1 651 350 451 451 335 433 433

Progression Factor 100 1.00 062 050 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 86.6 20.3 433 380 11 96.4 851

Delay (s) 1517 55.3 71.2 60.6 346 1397 1284

Level of Service F E E E C F F

Approach Delay (s) 725 68.0 112.7 0.0

Approach LOS E E F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 80.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 115

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.5% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM
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10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
T T 2l S N BV
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N A i N A W A % 4 f
Volume (vph) 120 1777 840 214 1903 128 290 30 36 151 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 44 49 4.4 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5037 3433 3248 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5037 3433 3248 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1974 933 238 2114 142 322 33 40 168 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 248 0 4 0 0 34 0 0 0 34
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1974 685 238 2252 0 322 39 0 168 78 410
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 B 1 6 8 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.4 59.9 80.8 241 65.0 20.9 232 18.1 20.4 39.8
Effective Green, g (s) 194 599 808 241 650 209 232 181 204 398
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.41 0.56 0.17 0.45 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.14 0.27
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 237 2101 882 294 2258 495 520 221 262 435
v/s Ratio Prot 008 039 011 ¢c0.13 c0.45 0.09 c0.01 009 004 013
v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 0.13
vic Ratio 056 094 078 081 1.00 065  0.08 076 030 094
Uniform Delay, d1 588 408 251 582 399 586 518 614 559 515
Progression Factor 100 095 088 130 062 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 11 04 118 16.4 2.3 0.0 12.9 02 287
Delay (s) 591 399 225 874 411 609 518 743 561 801
Level of Service E D C F D E D E E F
Approach Delay (s) 354 45.6 59.2 76.0
Approach LOS D D E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 449 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time () 18.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 oY A4 W Fd
Volume (vph) 1831 178 206 2103 141 43
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 091 100 097 091 097 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3433 5085 3433 1583
Flt Permitted 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3433 5085 3433 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 2034 198 229 2337 157 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 62 0 0 0 35
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2034 136 229 23371 157 13
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm
Protected Phases 4 3 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 740 740 186 956 404 404
Effective Green, g (s) 740 740 186 956 404 404
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0.51 0.13 0.66 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2595 808 440 3353 957 441
v/s Ratio Prot €0.40 0.07 ¢c046 ¢c0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.01
vic Ratio 078 017 052 070 016 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 290 190 59.0 156 395 380
Progression Factor 036 003 143 0.08 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.5 04 0.1
Delay (s) 111 05 854 17 399 382
Level of Service B A F A D D
Approach Delay (s) 101 92 395
Approach LOS B A D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 10.8 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 85 13 13 114 21 130 107 383 101 165 1019 36

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095  0.95 100 100 097 091 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 095 097 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1664 1787 1583 3433 4926 3433 5059

Flt Permitted 095  0.97 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1664 1787 1583 3433 4926 3433 5059

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 94 14 14 127 23 144 119 426 112 183 1132 40

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 115 0 38 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 61 52 0 0 150 29 119 500 0 183 1170 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.7 6.7 145 145 6.4 234 10.4 214

Effective Green, g (s) 6.7 6.7 145 145 64 234 104 274

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.09 0.20 0.20 0.09 0.33 0.15 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 159 157 365 323 309 1623 503 1952

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.3 ¢0.08 003 010 €0.05 ¢0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02

vic Ratio 038 033 041 009 039 031 036  0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 302 301 245 229 304 178 213 174

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 15 12 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 04 0.5

Delay (s) 318 313 253 230 312 179 278 179

Level of Service c C C c [ B C B

Approach Delay (s) 315 242 203 19.2

Approach LOS C C C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.7 HCM Level of Service Cc

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 71.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 11/23/2015
R N N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w44 44 Fd % s

Volume (vph) 750 1768 0 0 1611 681 630 30 966 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097  0.95 091 100 095 091 095

Frt 100 100 100 08 100 088 085

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1479 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 1681 1479 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 09 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095

Adj. Flow (vph) 789 1861 0 0 1696 717 663 32 1017 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 258 0 9 9 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 789 1861 0 0 1696 459 590 554 550 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 310 833 471 471 498 498 498

Effective Green, g (s) 310 833 471 471 498 498 498

Actuated g/C Ratio 021 057 032 032 034 034 034

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 734 2033 1652 514 577 508 517

v/s Ratio Prot €023 053 €033 029 035 037 037

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 107 092 103 089 102 1.09 1.06

Uniform Delay, d1 570 277 490 466 476 476 476

Progression Factor 100 100 103 113 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 55.2 79 15.0 25 433 67.1 579

Delay (s) 1122 356 656 552 909 1147 1055

Level of Service F D E E F F F

Approach Delay (s) 58.4 62.5 103.5 0.0

Approach LOS E E F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 71.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 105.9% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 11/23/2015
T T 2l S N BV
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N 444 Fd LK LS LS % [}
Volume (vph) 250 2471 300 29 1632 195 680 70 156 72 40 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 1.00 091 097  0.95 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085 100 098 100 090 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5004 3433 3173 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5004 3433 3173 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 218 2746 333 32 1813 217 756 78 173 80 44 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 62 0 10 0 0 96 0 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 218 2746 271 32 2020 0 756 155 0 80 44 221
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 323 811 1027 44 536 216 294 104 182 505
Effective Green, g (s) 323 811 1027 44 536 216 29.4 10.4 182 505
Actuated g/C Ratio 022 056 071 003 037 015 0.0 007 013 035
Clearance Time (s) 44 6.0 44 44 5.6 44 49 44 49 44
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 394 2844 1121 54 1850 511 643 127 234 551
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c054 004 002 c0.40 €022 0.5 005 002 c0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 0.05
vic Ratio 071 097 024 059 1.09 148 024 063 019 040
Uniform Delay, d1 520 306 74 694 457 61.7 484 654 568 358
Progression Factor 109 082 095 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 25 6.5 00 111 508 226.1 0.1 6.9 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 590 318 71 805 965 2878 485 723 569 360
Level of Service E C A F F F D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 316 96.2 228.2 47.0
Approach LOS C F F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 81.3 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time () 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

11: Del Mar Heights Road & Third Ave. 11/23/2015
- N ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 oY A4 W Fd
Volume (vph) 2522 177 257 1724 375 114
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 091 100 097 091 097 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3433 5085 3433 1583
Flt Permitted 100 100 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3433 5085 3433 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 095 095 095 095 095
Adj. Flow (vph) 2655 186 271 1815 395 120
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 43 0 0 0 93
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2655 143 271 1815 395 27
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm
Protected Phases 4 3 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 646 646 164 840 270 27.0
Effective Green, g (s) 64.6 646 164 840 270 270
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.54 0.54 0.14 0.70 0.22 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2737 852 469 3560 772 356
v/s Ratio Prot €0.52 c0.08 036 c0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.02
vic Ratio 097 017 058 051 051 0.08
Uniform Delay, d1 26.8 141 486 84 407 367
Progression Factor 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 111 0.1 17 0.1 24 04
Delay (s) 379 141 503 85 431 371
Level of Service D B D A D D
Approach Delay (s) 36.3 139 417
Approach LOS D B D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 28.3 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

18: Del Mar Highlands Town Ctr. & El Camino Real 11/23/2015
R NN B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % & i oo 44 LA IS

Volume (vph) 227 34 34 228 27 301 133 995 168 295 549 44

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 095  0.95 100 100 097 091 097 091

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 095 097 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1663 1783 1583 3433 4975 3433 5029

Flt Permitted 095  0.97 09 100 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1663 1783 1583 3433 4975 3433 5029

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 090 090 090 09 09 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 252 38 38 253 30 334 148 1106 187 328 610 49

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 229 0 18 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 166 153 0 0 283 105 148 1275 0 328 652 0

Turn Type Split Split Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 14.4 14.4 22.6 22.6 10.0 316 14.8 36.4

Effective Green, g (s) 144 144 226 226 100 316 148 364

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.23 0.23 0.10 0.32 0.15 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 244 241 405 360 345 1582 511 1842

v/s Ratio Prot €0.10  0.09 ¢0.16 0.04 ¢c0.26 c0.10 013

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07

vic Ratio 068  0.63 070 029 043 081 064 035

Uniform Delay, d1 403 400 353 318 420 311 398 229

Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 7.6 5.3 5.2 0.5 0.9 31 2.8 0.1

Delay (s) 479 454 405 322 429 342 42.6 231

Level of Service D D D c D C D c

Approach Delay (s) 46.6 36.0 351 295

Approach LOS D D D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.8 HCM Level of Service Cc

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 99.4 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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APPENDIX H

QUEUING ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
New One Paseo






Queues

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps

Approved Miti LT AM
12/1/2015

O S S N N
Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 394 1817 2083 885 426 687 675
vic Ratio 113 097 105 08 032 114 114
Control Delay 1435 481 662 125 317 1227 1226
Queue Delay 0.0 33 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 1435 513 662 152 317 1227 1226
Queue Length 50th (ft) ~221 850 ~769 71 143 ~793 ~778
Queue Length 95th (ft) #328 #1044  #858 m270 187 #1054 #1037
Internal Link Dist (ft) 584 1026 911
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 845
Base Capacity (vph) 350 1872 1988 1047 1335 601 591
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 39 0 83 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 113 099 105 092 032 114 114

Intersection Summary

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approved Miti LT AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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Queues

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps

Approved Miti PM
12/1/2015

O S S N N
Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 247 1723 1551 1009 578 547 533
vic Ratio 088 093 077 091 091 09 093
Control Delay 854 372 345 202 554 665 587
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 854 372 345 202 554 665 587
Queue Length 50th (ft) 99 630 376 180 442 443 404
Queue Length 95th (ft) #174 #3816 436  #588  #675  #702  #638
Internal Link Dist (ft) 584 1026 911
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 280 1849 2021 1109 636 567 576
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 088 093 077 091 091 09 093

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approved Miti PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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Queues

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps

Miti Opt 1 LT AM
12/2/2015

O S S N N
Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 394 1817 2083 885 426 687 675
vic Ratio 113 097 105 058 032 114 114
Control Delay 1435 481 639 41 317 1227 1226
Queue Delay 0.0 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 1435 513 639 41 317 1227 1226
Queue Length 50th (ft) ~221 850 ~769 23 143 ~793 ~778
Queue Length 95th (ft) #328 #1044  #858  mb7 187 #1054 #1037
Internal Link Dist (ft) 584 1026 911
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 360
Base Capacity (vph) 350 1872 1988 1533 1335 601 591
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 39 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 113 099 105 058 032 114 114

Intersection Summary

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 LT AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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Queues

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps

Miti Opt 1 LT PM
12/2/2015

O S S N N
Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 789 1861 1696 717 663 530 519
vic Ratio 101 088 1.00 055 060 106 1.05
Control Delay 89.7 315 594 133 439 1017 9838
Queue Delay 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 89.7 338 594 133 439 1017 9838
Queue Length 50th (ft) ~393 756  ~588 80 271 ~566  ~549
Queue Length 95th (ft) #531 880 m496 ml119 337  #811  #791
Internal Link Dist (ft) 584 1026 911
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 300
Base Capacity (vph) 781 2106 1687 1297 1108 501 496
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 143 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 101 095 1.01 055 060 106 1.05

Intersection Summary

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 LT PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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Queues Approved Miti LT AM

13: Del Mar Heights Road & ElI Camino Real 11/30/2015
O T T 2N U V. S

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT  NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 280 1189 590 304 2055 292 179 112 189 1096
v/c Ratio 0.86 0.56 0.67 0.81 0.94 0.90 0.13 0.22 0.84 1.06dr
Control Delay 100.5 254 9.6 78.5 47.7 94.4 40.0 7.7 96.0 575
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 16.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 100.5 254 9.7 78.5 63.8 94.4 40.0 7.7 96.0 575
Queue Length 50th (ft) 144 125 47 154 671 143 46 0 92 323
Queue Length 95th (ft) #226 226 105 184  #800  #227 68 48  #159 381
Internal Link Dist (ft) 549 574 799 805
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 275 300 250 300

Base Capacity (vph) 327 2114 876 404 2176 327 1438 528 227 1282
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 18 0 181 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.86 0.56 0.69 0.75 1.03 0.89 0.12 0.21 0.83 0.85

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approved Miti LT AM Synchro 7 - Report
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Queues

Approved Miti LT PM

13: Del Mar Heights Road & ElI Camino Real 11/30/2015
O T T 2N U V. S

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT  NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 580 1952 609 177 1430 587 863 350 211 598
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.91 0.55 0.59 0.99 0.82 0.59 0.53 0.67 0.64
Control Delay 74.9 58.7 7.0 719 71.0 64.7 46.1 8.8 73.9 40.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 74.9 58.7 7.2 719 71.0 64.7 46.1 8.8 73.9 40.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 280 650 97 84 448 275 258 31 101 130
Queue Length 95th (ft) m350  #940 m73 123 #831 324 254 103 141 153
Internal Link Dist (ft) 549 574 814 805
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 275 300 250 300

Base Capacity (vph) 741 2136 1273 298 1441 1141 1757 730 881 1263
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 164 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.78 0.91 0.55 0.59 0.99 0.51 0.49 0.48 0.24 0.47

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approved Miti LT PM

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 1



APPENDIX |

MITIGATION ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-10-1999
New One Paseo






HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Approved Miti AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations M4 N M bk 4 i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 111 1659 694 100 2018 80 201 10 21 113 59 312
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 097 091 100 097 091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5056 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5056 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 1843 771 111 2242 89 223 11 23 126 66 347
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 276 0 3 0 0 0 23 0 0 25
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 1843 495 111 2328 0 223 11 0 126 66 322
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot NA Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 146 613 717 81 552 104 137 00 172 205 351
Effective Green, g () 146 613 717 81 552 104 137 00 172 205 351
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 051 060 007 046 009 011 000 014 017 0.29
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 418 2598 946 232 2326 432 213 0 254 318 463
v/s Ratio Prot 004 036 005 003 c0.46 004 0.01 c0.07 0.04 ¢0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.27 0.12
vic Ratio 029 071 052 048 1.00 052 005 000 050 021 0.69
Uniform Delay, d1 480 225 141 539 324 524 474 600 474 428 377
Progression Factor 102 095 050 104 0.6 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.7 0.1 05 177 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 3.6
Delay (s) 491 221 72 565 454 528 474 600 480 429 413
Level of Service D C A E D D D E D D D
Approach Delay (s) 19.1 45.9 53.2 43.1
Approach LOS B D D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 33.7 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approved Miti AM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Approved Miti PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 4 7 "N Mb bk 4 i"r N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 249 2414 259 29 1743 74 637 67 150 65 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 097 091 100 097 091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5054 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5054 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 2682 288 32 1937 82 708 74 167 72 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 59 0 3 0 0 0 118 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2682 229 32 2016 0 708 74 49 72 33 90
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 153 725 859 28 604 134 220 220 80 166 319
Effective Green, g () 153 725 859 28 604 134 220 220 80 166 3.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 058 069 002 048 011 018 018 006 013 0.26
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 420 2949 1088 77 2442 535 328 279 113 247 404
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 ¢053 002 001 040 c0.14 c0.04 004 0.02 0.03
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 0.03 0.03
vic Ratio 066 091 021 042 083 132 023 018 064 013 0.22
Uniform Delay, d1 524 233 71 603 278 558 442 438 571 479 368
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.9 5.4 0.0 13 3.3 158.2 0.1 0.1 8.4 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 552 287 72 616 311 2140 443 439 654 479 369
Level of Service E C A E C F D D E D D
Approach Delay (s) 29.1 31.6 170.8 49.2
Approach LOS C C F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 514 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 125.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approved Miti PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Miti Opt 1 AM
10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I s ol N b bk 4 i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 111 1659 694 100 2018 80 201 10 21 113 59 312
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 1.00 091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 1843 771 111 2242 89 223 11 23 126 66 347
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 256 0 3 0 0 0 20 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 1843 515 111 2328 0 223 11 3 126 66 346
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 153 627 689 118 596 62 154 154 104 196 349
Effective Green, g () 153 627 689 118 596 62 154 154 104 196 349
Actuated g/C Ratio 013 052 057 010 050 005 013 013 009 016 0.29
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 226 2657 909 174 2511 258 239 203 153 304 460
v/s Ratio Prot 007 ¢0.36 003 006 c0.46 004 0.1 c0.07 0.04 ¢0.10
v/s Ratio Perm 0.30 0.00 0.12
vic Ratio 054 069 057 064 093 086 005 001 08 022 075
Uniform Delay, d1 491 215 161 520 282 565 459 457 539 435 386
Progression Factor 106 105 110 112 112 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.8 0.3 4.9 6.6 23.9 0.0 00 276 0.1 6.1
Delay (s) 530 233 179 631 383 80.4 459 457 815 437 447
Level of Service D C B E D F D D F D D
Approach Delay (s) 23.1 394 75.8 53.2
Approach LOS C D E D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 34.7 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 AM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Miti Opt 1 PM
10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b B e s i"r N b bk 4 i"r N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 249 2414 259 29 1743 74 637 67 150 65 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 1.00 091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 2682 288 32 1937 82 708 74 167 72 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 55 0 3 0 0 0 96 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2682 233 32 2016 0 708 74 71 72 33 91
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.7 853 1029 44 604 176 258 258 98 18.0 477
Effective Green, g () 29.7 853 1029 44 604 176 258 258 98 180 477
Actuated g/C Ratio 020 059 071 003 042 012 018 018 007 012 033
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 363 2991 1123 54 2105 606 331 282 120 231 521
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 ¢c053 003 0.02 c0.40 c0.14  0.04 004 0.02 004
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 c0.04 0.02
vic Ratio 076 090 021 059 0.6 117 022 025 060 014 0.17
Uniform Delay, d1 543  26.0 72 694 411 637 510 513 657 566 346
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 4.7 00 111 119 92.6 0.1 0.2 5.3 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 626  30.8 72 805 530 1563 512 515 710 567 347
Level of Service E C A F D F D D E E C
Approach Delay (s) 314 534 129.7 51.7
Approach LOS C D F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 535 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 204
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Option 2 AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I s N M ik 4 i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 111 1659 694 100 2018 80 201 10 21 113 59 312
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 097 0091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5056 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5056 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 1843 771 111 2242 89 223 11 23 126 66 347
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 273 0 3 0 0 0 23 0 0 26
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 1843 498 111 2328 0 223 11 0 126 66 321
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot NA Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 143 597 723 77 535 126 147 00 182 203 346
Effective Green, g () 143 597 723 77 535 126 147 00 182 203 346
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 050 060 006 045 010 012 000 015 017 0.29
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 211 2530 954 220 2254 360 228 0 268 315 456
v/s Ratio Prot 007 036 005 003 c0.46 c0.06  0.01 0.07 0.04 ¢0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.26 0.12
vic Ratio 058 073 052 050 1.03 062 005 000 047 021 0.70
Uniform Delay, d1 500 238 138 543 332 514 465 600 465 429 381
Progression Factor 102 094 055 105 0.86 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14 1.0 0.1 06 269 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 4.0
Delay (s) 523 233 77 576 554 536 465 600 47.0 431 422
Level of Service D C A E E D D E D D D
Approach Delay (s) 20.2 55.5 53.9 43.4
Approach LOS C E D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 38.1 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Option 2 AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Option 2 PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b B e s 7 "N Mb ki 4 i"r N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 249 2414 259 29 1743 74 637 67 150 65 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 097 0091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5054 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5054 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 2682 288 32 1937 82 708 74 167 72 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 55 0 3 0 0 0 101 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2682 233 32 2016 0 708 74 66 72 33 91
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 307 799 995 28 524 196 291 291 85 18.0 487
Effective Green, g () 307 799 995 28 524 196 291 291 85 180 487
Actuated g/C Ratio 022 057 071 002 037 014 021 021 006 013 035
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 388 2902 1125 69 1892 481 387 329 107 240 551
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 ¢c053 003 001 c0.40 c0.21  0.04 004 0.02 004
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 c0.04 0.02
vic Ratio 071 092 021 046 1.07 147 019 020 067 014 017
Uniform Delay, d1 506 273 69 679 438 60.2 457 458 644 541 316
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.1 6.4 0.0 18 407 2235 0.1 01 123 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 55.7 337 6.9 69.6 845 283.7 458 460 767 542 316
Level of Service E C A E F F D D E D C
Approach Delay (s) 33.2 84.2 223.3 52.0
Approach LOS C F F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 78.0 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 204
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Option 2 PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Option 3 AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b I e » ol N b b - N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 108 1624 674 97 1964 78 195 10 21 111 57 303
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 100 091 094 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085 100 099 100 090 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 4990 1674 1770 1863 1583
FIt Permitted 095 100 100 09 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 4990 1674 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 120 1804 749 108 2182 87 217 11 23 123 63 337
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 230 0 2 0 0 20 0 0 0 7
Lane Group Flow (vph) 120 1804 519 108 2267 0 217 14 0 123 63 330
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 173 792 900 112 735 108 174 125 191 364
Effective Green, g (s) 173 792 900 112 735 108 174 125 191 364
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 057 064 008 052 008 012 009 014 026
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 219 2877 1018 142 2654 385 208 158 254 412
v/s Ratio Prot 007 035 004 006 c045 004 001 c0.07  0.03 ¢c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm 0.29 0.11
vlc Ratio 055 063 051 076 085 056  0.07 078 025 0.80
Uniform Delay, d1 577 205 133 631 286 623 541 624 540 484
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 15 1.0 01 191 3.8 11 0.0 19.4 02 102
Delay (s) 592 215 134 822 324 635  54.2 818 542 586
Level of Service E C B F C E D F D E
Approach Delay (s) 20.9 34.6 62.2 63.5
Approach LOS C C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 32.1 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Option 3 AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Option 3 PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b B e s i"r N b b - N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 249 2414 259 29 1743 74 637 67 150 65 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 100 091 094 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085 100 099 100 090 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 4990 1669 1770 1863 1583
FIt Permitted 095 100 100 09 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 4990 1669 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 2682 288 32 1937 82 708 74 167 72 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 56 0 3 0 0 65 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2682 232 32 2016 0 708 176 0 72 33 91
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.7 837 1019 44 588 182 274 98 190 487
Effective Green, g (s) 29.7 837 1019 44 588 182 274 98 190 487
Actuated g/C Ratio 020 058 070 003 041 013 019 007 013 034
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 363 2935 1112 54 2049 626 315 120 244 532
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 ¢c053 0.03 0.02 c0.40 c0.14 c0.11 004 002 004
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 0.02
vlc Ratio 076 091 021 059 098 113 056 060 014 0.7
Uniform Delay, d1 543 274 75 694 426 634 533 65.7 557 339
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 5.7 00 111 164 77.8 12 53 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 626 331 75 805 591 1412 545 710 558 340
Level of Service E C A F E F D E E C
Approach Delay (s) 333 59.4 119.2 51.3
Approach LOS C E F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 54.8 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 204
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Option 3 PM

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Option 4 AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I s ol N b ik 4 i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 111 1659 694 100 2018 80 201 10 21 113 59 312
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 1.00 091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5056 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 1843 771 111 2242 89 223 11 23 126 66 347
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 290 0 3 0 0 0 23 0 0 26
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 1843 481 111 2328 0 223 11 0 126 66 321
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot NA Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 143 567 693 107 535 126 147 00 182 203 346
Effective Green, g () 143 567 693 107 535 126 147 00 182 203 346
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 047 058 009 045 010 012 000 015 017 0.29
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 211 2403 914 158 2254 360 228 0 268 315 456
v/s Ratio Prot 007 ¢0.36 006 006 c0.46 c0.06  0.01 0.07 0.04 ¢0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.12
vic Ratio 058 077 053 070 1.03 062 005 000 047 021 0.70
Uniform Delay, d1 500 262 154 531 332 514 465 600 465 429 381
Progression Factor 102 093 056 110 0.6 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14 13 0.1 9.7 269 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 4.0
Delay (s) 523 257 88 682 554 536 465 600 47.0 431 422
Level of Service D C A E E D D E D D D
Approach Delay (s) 221 55.9 53.9 43.4
Approach LOS C E D D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 39.2 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Option 4 AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Option 4 PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b B e s i"r N b ki 4 i"r N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 249 2414 259 29 1743 74 637 67 150 65 30 82
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 1.00 091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5054 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 277 2682 288 32 1937 82 708 74 167 72 33 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 57 0 3 0 0 0 101 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 277 2682 231 32 2016 0 708 74 66 72 33 91
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 307 784 98.0 43 524 196 291 291 85 18.0 487
Effective Green, g () 307 784 98.0 43 524 196 291 291 85 180 487
Actuated g/C Ratio 022 056 070 003 0.37 014 021 021 006 013 035
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 388 2848 1108 54 1892 481 387 329 107 240 551
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 ¢c053 003 0.02 c0.40 c0.21  0.04 004 0.02 004
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 c0.04 0.02
vic Ratio 071 094 021 059 1.07 147 019 020 067 014 017
Uniform Delay, d1 506 287 74 670 438 60.2 457 458 644 541 316
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.1 7.9 00 111 407 2235 0.1 01 123 0.1 0.1
Delay (s) 557 36,5 74 781 845 283.7 458 459 767 542 316
Level of Service E D A E F F D D E D C
Approach Delay (s) 35.6 84.4 223.3 52.0
Approach LOS D F F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 79.3 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 204
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.6% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Option 4 PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LL I 44 ol L Ts ul

Volume (vph) 370 1708 0 0 1958 832 400 60 1220 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 091 100 097 095 095

Frt 100 1.00 100 085 1.00 086 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 3433 1529 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 3433 1529 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094

Adj. Flow (vph) 394 1817 0 0 2083 885 426 64 1298 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 428 0 6 6 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 394 1817 0 0 2083 457 426 681 669 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Perm  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 148  76.7 56.7 56.7 564 564 56.4

Effective Green, g () 148 767 56.7 567 564 564  56.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 053 039 039 039 039 039

Clearance Time () 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 350 1872 1988 619 1335 595 585

v/s Ratio Prot 0.11 c051 c0.41 012 c045 044

v/s Ratio Perm 0.29

vic Ratio 113 0.97 105 074 032 114 114

Uniform Delay, d1 65.1 331 441 378 309 443 443

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 86.6 149 28.9 4.0 01 836 835

Delay (s) 1517  48.0 633 398 310 1279 1278

Level of Service F D E D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 66.5 56.3 104.8 0.0

Approach LOS E E F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 72.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 111

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.5% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations M4 7 N M bk U i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 120 1777 840 214 1903 128 290 30 36 151 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 097 091 100 097 091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5037 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5037 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1974 933 238 2114 142 322 33 40 168 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 223 0 5 0 0 0 35 0 0 6
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1974 710 238 2251 0 322 33 5 168 78 438
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 210 762 906 131 687 144 174 174 186 216 426
Effective Green, g () 210 762 906 131 687 144 174 174 186 216 426
Actuated g/C Ratio 014 053 062 009 047 010 012 012 013 015 0.29
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 497 2672 989 310 2386 496 224 190 227 278 465
v/s Ratio Prot 004 039 007 007 c045 0.06 0.02 c0.09 0.04 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm 0.38 0.00 0.14
vic Ratio 027 074 072 077 094 065 015 003 074 028 094
Uniform Delay, d1 552 267 185 645 363 629 572 563 609 548 500
Progression Factor 101 088 114 128 041 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.2 0.2 8.1 7.8 2.2 0.1 00 108 02 275
Delay (s) 557 237 213 907 227 651 573 563 716 550 775
Level of Service E C C F C E E E E E E
Approach Delay (s) 24.4 29.2 63.5 735
Approach LOS C C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 33.7 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LL I 44 ol L Ts ul

Volume (vph) 750 1778 0 0 1597 677 630 30 974 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 091 100 097 095 095

Frt 100 1.00 100 085 1.00 086 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 1583 3433 1520 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 1583 3433 1520 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 095 09 09 09 095 09 095 095 095 095 095

Adj. Flow (vph) 789 1872 0 0 1681 713 663 32 1025 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 409 0 8 8 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 789 1872 0 0 1681 304 663 526 515 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 260 679 36.7 367 402 402 402

Effective Green, g () 260 679 36.7 367 402 402 402

Actuated g/C Ratio 022 057 031 031 034 034 034

Clearance Time () 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 744 2002 1555 484 1150 509 504

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 053 c0.33 019 019 c035 0.34

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 106 0.94 108 063 058 103 1.02

Uniform Delay, d1 470 240 416 358 329 399 399

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 50.2 9.7 48.2 6.1 0.7 488 457

Delay (s) 972 337 898 419 336 887 856

Level of Service F C F D C F F

Approach Delay (s) 52.6 75.5 66.5 0.0

Approach LOS D E E A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 64.2 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Approv Miti Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations " 4 ol b T e o - bk 4 i N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 250 2489 300 29 1614 193 680 70 157 75 40 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 097 091 100 097 091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 098 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5004 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5004 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 2766 333 32 1793 214 756 78 174 83 44 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 60 0 8 0 0 0 95 0 0 2
Lane Group Flow (vph) 278 2766 273 32 1999 0 756 78 79 83 44 220
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 150 865 1043 28 747 178 253 253 107 182 332
Effective Green, g () 150 865 1043 28 747 178 253 253 107 182 332
Actuated g/C Ratio 010 060 072 002 052 012 017 017 007 013 0.23
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 355 3033 1139 66 2578 613 325 276 131 234 362
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 ¢c054 003 001 040 c0.15 0.04 005 0.02 ¢0.06
v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.05 0.08
vic Ratio 078 091 024 048 0.78 123 024 029 063 019 061
Uniform Delay, d1 634 259 69 704 284 636 516 520 652 568 501
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 10.0 5.4 0.0 2.0 2.4 118.7 0.1 0.2 7.2 0.1 2.0
Delay (s) 734 313 69 724 307 1823 517 522 724 569 521
Level of Service E C A E C F D D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 324 314 149.7 57.5
Approach LOS C C F E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 50.8 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LL I 44 MW Ts ul

Volume (vph) 370 1708 0 0 1958 832 400 60 1220 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 091 088 097 095 095

Frt 100 1.00 100 085 1.00 086 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 2787 3433 1529 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 2787 3433 1529 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094 094

Adj. Flow (vph) 394 1817 0 0 2083 885 426 64 1298 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 375 0 6 6 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 394 1817 0 0 2083 510 426 681 669 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Perm  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 148  76.7 56.7 56.7 564 564 56.4

Effective Green, g () 148 767 56.7 567 564 564  56.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 053 039 039 039 039 039

Clearance Time () 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 350 1872 1988 1090 1335 595 585

v/s Ratio Prot 0.11 c051 c0.41 012 c045 044

v/s Ratio Perm 0.18

vic Ratio 113 0.97 105 047 032 114 114

Uniform Delay, d1 65.1 331 441 329 309 443 443

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.79 0.77 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 86.6 149 28.7 0.7 01 836 835

Delay (s) 1517  48.0 635 262 310 1279 1278

Level of Service F D E C C F F

Approach Delay (s) 66.5 52.3 104.8 0.0

Approach LOS E D F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 70.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 111

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 107.5% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I 7 N M bk U i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 120 1777 840 214 1903 128 290 30 36 151 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 097 0091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5037 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5037 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1974 933 238 2114 142 322 33 40 168 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 216 0 5 0 0 0 35 0 0 4
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1974 717 238 2251 0 322 33 5 168 78 440
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 220 765 907 129 678 142 173 173 186 217 437
Effective Green, g () 220 765 907 129 678 142 173 173 186 217 437
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 053 063 009 047 010 012 012 013 015 0.30
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 269 2683 990 305 2355 489 222 189 227 279 477
v/s Ratio Prot 008 039 007 007 c045 0.06 0.02 c0.09 0.04 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm 0.38 0.00 0.14
vic Ratio 049 074 072 078 0.6 066 015 003 074 028 0.92
Uniform Delay, d1 56.4 264 186 647 372 63.1 572 564 609 547 490
Progression Factor 102 088 114 128 042 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.2 0.2 9.3 9.2 2.4 0.1 00 108 02 231
Delay (s) 576 235 214 923 247 655 574 564 716 549 721
Level of Service E C C F C E E E E D E
Approach Delay (s) 24.4 311 63.9 70.0
Approach LOS C C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 34.0 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

9: Del Mar Heights Road & I-5 NB Ramps 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LL I 44 MW Ts ul

Volume (vph) 750 1778 0 0 1597 677 630 30 974 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (S) 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Lane Util. Factor 097 0.95 091 088 097 095 095

Frt 100 1.00 100 085 1.00 086 0.85

Flt Protected 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 3539 5085 2787 3433 1520 1504

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 100 100 095 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 3539 5085 2787 3433 1520 1504

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 095 09 09 09 095 09 095 095 095 095 095

Adj. Flow (vph) 789 1872 0 0 1681 713 663 32 1025 0 0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 361 0 10 10 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 789 1872 0 0 1681 352 663 524 513 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot  Split Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 6 6 8 8 8

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 343 893 498 498 488 488 488

Effective Green, g () 343 893 498 498 488 488 488

Actuated g/C Ratio 023 0.60 033 033 033 033 033

Clearance Time () 5.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.6 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 785 2107 1688 925 1117 495 489

v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 053 c0.33 013 019 c034 034

v/s Ratio Perm

vic Ratio 101  0.89 100 038 059 106 1.05

Uniform Delay, d1 579 261 500 383 423 506 506

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 334 6.1 20.9 1.2 09 568 541

Delay (s) 91.2 321 709 395 432 1074 1047

Level of Service F C E D D F F

Approach Delay (s) 49.7 61.6 81.8 0.0

Approach LOS D E F A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 62.0 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations e s ol b T e o - bk 4 i N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 250 2489 300 29 1614 193 680 70 157 75 40 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 097 0091 094 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 098 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5004 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5004 4990 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 2766 333 32 1793 214 756 78 174 83 44 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 60 0 9 0 0 0 111 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 278 2766 273 32 1998 0 756 78 63 83 44 222
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 291 846 1043 28 587 197 268 268 111 182 473
Effective Green, g () 291 846 1043 28 587 197 268 268 111 182 473
Actuated g/C Ratio 020 058 072 002 040 014 018 018 008 013 033
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 355 2967 1139 66 2026 678 344 293 135 234 516
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c054 003 001 c0.40 c0.15 0.04 005 0.02 ¢0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.04 0.05
vic Ratio 078 093 024 048 0.99 112 023 022 061 019 043
Uniform Delay, d1 55.0  27.6 69 704 427 626 503 502 649 568 383
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 10.0 6.8 0.0 20 170 70.6 0.1 0.1 5.7 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 649 344 69 724 597 1333 504 503 706 569 385
Level of Service E C A E E F D D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 34.2 59.9 112.5 48.5
Approach LOS C E F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 54.3 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 1 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 2 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I 7 N M ik U i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 120 1777 840 214 1903 128 290 30 36 151 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 097 0091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5037 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5037 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1974 933 238 2114 142 322 33 40 168 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 214 0 5 0 0 0 35 0 0 4
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1974 719 238 2251 0 322 33 5 168 78 440
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 222 749 912 127 658 163 185 185 192 214 436
Effective Green, g () 222 749 912 127 658 163 185 185 192 214 436
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 052 063 009 045 011 013 013 013 015 0.30
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 271 2627 996 301 2286 386 238 202 234 275 476
v/s Ratio Prot 008 039 008 007 c045 c0.09  0.02 009 0.04 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm 0.37 0.00 0.14
vic Ratio 049 075 072 079 098 083 014 003 072 028 092
Uniform Delay, d1 56.2 277 183 648 391 630 562 554 603 550 491
Progression Factor 102 088 115 130 044 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.2 02 102 137 13.7 0.1 0.0 8.4 02 234
Delay (s) 573 246 213 947 308 768 563 554 687 552 725
Level of Service E C C F C E E E E E E
Approach Delay (s) 25.0 36.9 72.9 69.6
Approach LOS C D E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 37.0 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 2 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 2 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations e s ol b T e o - ik 4 i N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 250 2489 300 29 1614 193 680 70 157 75 40 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 097 0091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 098 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5004 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5004 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 2766 333 32 1793 214 756 78 174 83 44 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 60 0 10 0 0 0 97 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 278 2766 273 32 1997 0 756 78 77 83 44 221
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 323 827 1043 28 53.6 216 291 291 107 182 505
Effective Green, g () 323 827 1043 28 536 216 291 291 107 182 505
Actuated g/C Ratio 022 057 072 002 037 015 020 020 007 013 035
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 394 2900 1139 66 1850 511 374 318 131 234 551
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c054 004 001 c0.40 c0.22 0.04 005 0.02 ¢0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.05 0.05
vic Ratio 071 095 024 048 1.08 148 021 024 063 019 040
Uniform Delay, d1 520 293 69 704 457 617 483 487 652 568 358
Progression Factor 107 084 1.03 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 5.6 0.0 20 46.0 226.1 0.1 0.1 7.2 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 583 303 72 724 917 287.8 484 488 724 569  36.0
Level of Service E C A E F F D D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 30.3 914 228.0 47.3
Approach LOS C F F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 79.0 HCM Level of Service E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.05
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 2 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I 7 N M b - N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 120 1777 840 214 1903 128 290 30 36 151 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 097 091 094 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 085 100 099 100 092 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5037 4990 1710 1770 1863 1583
FIt Permitted 095 100 100 09 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5037 4990 1710 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1974 933 238 2114 142 322 33 40 168 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 214 0 5 0 0 35 0 0 0 4
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1974 719 238 2251 0 322 38 0 168 78 440
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 215 772 914 129 690 142 187 165 21.0 425
Effective Green, g (s) 215 772 914 129 690 142 187 165 21.0 425
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 053 063 009 048 010 013 011 014 029
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 262 2707 998 305 2397 489 221 201 270 464
v/s Ratio Prot 008 039 007 007 c045 0.06 0.2 c0.09 0.04 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm 0.38 0.14
vlc Ratio 051 073 072 078 094 0.66  0.17 084 029 09
Uniform Delay, d1 569 259 182 647 360 63.1  56.3 629 553 502
Progression Factor 1.02 0.88 1.14 1.29 0.42 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.2 0.2 9.3 7.4 2.4 0.1 23.9 02 284
Delay (s) 58.1 230 210 925 224 655  56.4 86.8 556 786
Level of Service E C C F C E E F E E
Approach Delay (s) 23.9 29.1 63.8 78.0
Approach LOS C C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 339 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 2 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 3 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations e s ol b T e o - b - N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 250 2489 300 29 1614 193 680 70 157 75 40 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 097 091 094 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0098 100 090 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5004 4990 1670 1770 1863 1583
FIt Permitted 095 100 100 09 100 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 5004 4990 1670 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 2766 333 32 1793 214 756 78 174 83 44 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 61 0 10 0 0 63 0 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 278 2766 272 32 1997 0 756 189 0 83 44 221
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 299 835 1034 28 56.8 199 280 11.0 191  49.0
Effective Green, g (s) 299 835 1034 28 56.8 199 280 11.0 191 490
Actuated g/C Ratio 021 058 071 002 039 014 019 008 013 034
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 365 2928 1129 66 1960 685 322 134 245 535
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c054 0.03 0.01 c0.40 c0.15 c0.11 005 002 0.9
v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.05
vlc Ratio 076 094 024 048 1.02 110 059 062 018 041
Uniform Delay, d1 542 286 72 704 441 625 532 650 560 369
Progression Factor 1.08 0.84 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.7 4.9 0.0 20 252 66.3 1.8 5.9 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 633 290 7.6 724 693 1289  55.0 708 561 371
Level of Service E C A E E F E E E D
Approach Delay (s) 29.7 69.4 110.4 475
Approach LOS C E F D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 54.6 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 204
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.6% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Miti Opt 4 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM

10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive 1/12/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I i N b ik U i"r N 4 ol
Volume (vph) 120 1777 840 214 1903 128 290 30 36 151 70 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 1.00 1.00 091 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 0.99 100 100 08 1.00 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5037 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5037 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 133 1974 933 238 2114 142 322 33 40 168 78 444
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 256 0 5 0 0 0 35 0 0 3
Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 1974 677 238 2251 0 322 33 5 168 78 441
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot Perm Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 222 637 793 246 665 156 177 177 193 214 436
Effective Green, g () 222 637 793 246 665 156 177 177 193 214 436
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 044 055 017 046 011 012 012 013 015 0.30
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 271 2234 866 300 2310 369 227 193 236 275 476
v/s Ratio Prot 008 039 008 013 c045 c0.09  0.02 009 0.04 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm 0.34 0.00 0.14
vic Ratio 049 088 078 079 097 087 015 003 071 028 093
Uniform Delay, d1 56.2 373 260 578 384 637 569 561 602 550 491
Progression Factor 099 089 1.00 141 044 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.5 04 104 118 19.2 0.1 0.0 8.2 02 236
Delay (s) 556 338 265 915 286 829 570 561 683 552 727
Level of Service E C C F C F E E E E E
Approach Delay (s) 325 34.6 78.0 69.7
Approach LOS C C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 39.9 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 4 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout AM Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
10: Del Mar Heights Road & High Bluff Drive

Miti Opt 3 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM
1/12/2016

A >y v

A N B R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations e s i N b ik 4 i N 0 ol
Volume (vph) 250 2489 300 29 1614 193 680 70 157 75 40 200
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.4
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 100 100 091 097 100 100 100 100 100
Frt 100 100 08 100 0098 100 100 08 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 100 100 09 100 095 100 100 09 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5004 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
FIt Permitted 095 100 100 09 100 095 100 100 09 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 1770 5004 3433 1863 1583 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 2766 333 32 1793 214 756 78 174 83 44 222
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 62 0 10 0 0 0 174 0 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 278 2766 271 32 1997 0 756 78 0 83 44 221
Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Prot NA Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 3 1 6 3 8 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 299 835 1027 44 584 192 264 00 110 182 481
Effective Green, g (s) 299 835 1027 44 584 192 264 00 110 182 481
Actuated g/C Ratio 021 058 071 003 040 013 018 000 008 013 033
Clearance Time () 4.4 6.0 4.4 4.4 5.6 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 365 2928 1121 54 2015 455 339 0 134 234 525
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c054 0.03 0.02 c0.40 c0.22 0.04 005 0.02 c0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 0.05
vlc Ratio 076 094 024 059 099 166 023 000 062 019 042
Uniform Delay, d1 542 286 74 694 430 629 506 725 650 568 376
Progression Factor 108 084 106 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.7 4.9 00 111 181 307.3 0.1 0.0 5.9 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 634 288 79 805 611 3702 508 725 708 569 378
Level of Service E C A F E F D E E E D
Approach Delay (s) 29.6 61.4 294.1 48.1
Approach LOS C E F D
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 79.5 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 145.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

One Paseo 9/24/2015 Miti Opt 3 Year 2030 + Proj Buildout PM

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



APPENDIX J

CONCEPTUAL IMPROVEMENT PLANS
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APPENDIX K

PHASE | CONSTRUCTION TRIP GENERATION TABLE, APPENDIX O,
ORIGINAL TRAFFIC STUDY
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ATTACEHMENT 6

One Paseo T'rip Gensration Table
Construoction Traffic

PHASE 1
Auto Lquivalent AM Peal Hour PM Pealc Hour
Turpose Number | Bgoivalency|  Autos Trip | ADT [ %* ] 4 [io[JOut] In [ Out| %*] # [in]: Out] In | Out
Bmployees 300 Aulos W/A 300 2 lAuto] 600 | 4% | 24 )9 : 1| 22 1 1 4%y 24 | 2 8 5 19
Material Deliverics 25 Trucks 2.5 62.5 2 JAwe] 125 ) 9% ) It |4 6 5 T 8% | 10 | 5 5 5 5
Truck lmports/Bxports | 210 Trucks 25 525 2 JAulo} LO50| 9% | 95 {4 : 3 38§ 57 |8%) 84 | 5 5 42 42
TOTAL 1,775 130 6d | 66 118 52 66

Notes:

Passenger-Car equivalents for Trucls is 2.5 per Exhibit 21-8 in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000

Typical Waork Hours 7AM to 3:30PM.

For Employee Peak Hour in/Out Ratios, a 4% AM and PM peak is assumed based on the AM pzak counts beginning at 7:30AM and the majority of

employee shifts ending at 3:30PM, which is prior to the P peak counts beginning at 5:00PM.

Far Material Deliveries and Truck Imports/Exports, the Truck Terminal land use peak hour splits were used based on the Clty of San Diego Trip

Generation Manual, May 2003.
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FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS FROM THE APPROVED REPORT
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ONE PASEO

Fair Share Confribution Calculations

16-May-11
El Camino Real / SR-56 Eastbound on-ramp:
Project Only _ 134
Year 2030+P - Existing 10,331 - 6,588

Via de [a Valle (San Andres Drive to El Camine Real-West):

Proiect Only . 539
Year 2030+P - Exisfing 33539 - 24,400

Fair Share Cost:  $15,800,000 x 5.8% = $918,400

Naote: The Clly of San Diego calculated the fair share as: 538 ADT x $5,692.61 per ADT = $3,088,317

Therefore, the fair share percentage shows 19.4%

sa0eeatr oo

15,800,000

-5 Southbound {Loop) on-ramp { Del Mar Heights Road:

AM (Demand- Project Only 45
veh/hr) Year 2030+P - Existing = sB0-408
-PM (Demand- Proiect Oniy 151
vehihr) Year 2030+P - Existing = B51-gap 7
Weighted Average 45 + 151

(AM&PM)  ~  pa-3p8

|

=

=

0.035=3.5%

0.058 = 5.8%

0477 =17.7%

0.488 = 48.8%

0.348 = 34.8%




606 South Olive Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90014

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS Office: 213.488.4911
Fax: 213.488.4983
www.walkerparking.com

February 24, 2016

Renee Mezo

City of San Diego Development Services
122 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101-4155

RE: New One Paseo — San Diego, California
Shared Parking Analysis
Walker Project No. 37-8525.00

Dear Ms. Mezo,

Walker Parking Consultants (“Walker”) is pleased to submit a Shared Parking Analysis for the New
One Paseo Project (“Project”) in the Carmel Valley Community Planning Area of the City of San
Diego. This analysis updates an earlier analysis completed for the One Paseo development
(referred to as the Originally Proposed Project). This analysis evaluates a development proposal
which has been reduced in scale from the Originally Proposed Project. The reduced scale
development is referred to as the New One Paseo Project.  The purpose of this report is to
document the projected typical peak parking demand of the New One Paseo Project. The
report has been prepared to closely align with the format and style used for the Originally
Proposed Project, and is organized as follows:

l.  Project Understanding and Purpose of Analysis

Il.  Report Highlights

. Urban Land Institute (ULI) Shared Parking Analysis
IV.  Evaluation of City of San Diego Parking Regulations
V. Conclusions and Recommendations

The summary of the highlights of this report are on page 5. Various items are also included
within the Attachments after the body of the report including several pages from Shared
Parking, 2n9 Edition, 2005, the landmark study and model on which much of the data in this
report is based.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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I. PROJECT UNDERSTANDING AND PURPOSE OF ANALYSIS

The New One Paseo Project consists of a mixed-use plan which will ultimately contain
approximately 375,871 square feet (“SF”) of office, retail, and restaurant (“commercial uses”) as
well as 608 residential units. The mix of land uses planned for the site lends itself to the use of
shared parking.

Both the City and Applicant wish to determine the appropriate number of parking spaces that
should be built for the New One Paseo Project. The objective is to properly serve future residents,
tenants and customers. In order to meet this objective, a Shared Parking Model has been
prepared which projects parking demand based on a number of factors (proposed program
data, site conditions, market demand, current information from the Urban Land Institute,
focused studies and the Parking Regulations of the City's Land Development Code). Walker
developed the Shared Parking Model in conjunction with the Urban Land Institute’s most recent
research on parking demand, as coordinated by the Urban Land Institute and published in
Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, 2005. A conservative adjustment included in the preparation of this
model was to dedicate or reserve residents’ parking rather than share it with other uses,
although doing so is permitted within the ULI Model and City of San Diego LDC.

Finally, within this report, the number of spaces for the Project to comply with the shared parking
section of the City's Land Development Code (LDC) Section 142.0545 has been calculated.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Project will be constructed at the southwest corner of the intersection of Del Mar Heights
Road and El Camino Real in the Carmel Valley area of San Diego, CA (indicated in Figure 1).
Walker has performed a Shared Parking Analysis for the proposed development in order to
accurately assess the future parking demand for the site, which incorporates retail, residential,
and office uses. The development summary is provided in Figure 2.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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Figure 1: Proposed Project Location
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Source: Image: Google Earth Professional, 2015
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Figure 2: Proposed Project Site Plan and Development Summary
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Land Use (D SUEC Number of Units
Footage

Retail 47,711 -
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 27.315 -
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 20,845 -
Residential 800,000 608
Office 280,000 -

Total 1,175,871 608

Source: Kilroy Realty Corporation, 2015
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Il. HIGHLIGHTS OF THE SHARED PARKING REPORT

The highlights of this analysis are presented in Table H1, which shows the peak demand for
parking spaces. The peak demand occurs on a weekday afternoon. Table H2 summarizes the
peak demand on weekends, which is significantly lower than the weekday peak. Our key
findings include the following:

The typical peak parking demand projection for the New One Paseo Project is 2,587+
spaces and would occur on a weekday in December. Given the planned supply of
2,747* spaces, a surplus at peak of 160+ parking spaces is projected within the parking
system.! The New One Paseo Project is providing approximately 5% more parking spaces
than the projected typical peak parking demand.

Parking demand in the evenings and on weekends will be dramatically lower than that
projected for the middle of the business day, with a projected peak of 2,066+ spaces on
weekday evenings, and 1,821+ spaces on weekend evenings. The result is a projected
parking space surplus during periods of peak weekend parking demand that is more than
600 spaces.

The typical weekday peak demand for the entire Project will likely occur infrequently,
during one month of the year, and for approximately one hour during busy days. The
peak demand for the next busiest month is projected to be 2,518+ spaces, 69+ spaces
lower than the December peak and occurring in May.

Using the City of San Diego’s Shared Parking Code regulations would result in the need
for 2,850 spaces for weekdays. It should be noted that, given the code’s reliance on a
previous version of the ULI shared parking publication and an incomplete methodology,
Walker does not recommend that this number of spaces be constructed. After a careful
review, Walker attributes the code regulations being higher than the ULl projections to
several factors including some higher base ratios than those used in the ULI Model as well
as the lack of a seasonal adjustment within the City's calculations, which can play an
important role in shared parking demand calculations. As a result, in the Code
calculation, the peak demand for each land use for each month stacks upon one
another rather than sharing parking in a complementary manner. A comparison of the
factors used in the City's code (LDC) and the ULl Shared Parking Model are shown in
Attachment B to the report.

1 The total parking supply of 2,747 spaces does not include an additional 8 parking spaces along the
internal private drives in Area A which the Applicant has shown will be available.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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Table H1: Summary of Peak Parking Demand and Requirements for All Scenarios — Weekday
i Planned .

Number of Parking Spaces Per: Demand Supply? Difference
Walker/ULI Shared Parking Model 2,587 2,747 160
City of San Diego Shared Parking Requirement' 2,850 2,747 (103)

1 Per Article 2, Section142.0545 of the City of San Diego Land Development Code.
2 Does not include 8 parking spaces in Area A along the private drive.

The overall peaks in expected parking demand are driven by the high demand for office
(employee) parking. This results in a significant parking surplus on weekends, when most office
employees are typically not present. We show the peak demand numbers for weekends in the
following table.

Table H2: Summary of Peak Parking Demand and Requirements for All Scenarios — Weekend

Pl d
Number of Parking Spaces Per: Demand Gmeg Difference
Supply
Walker/ULl Shared Parking Model 1,891 2,747 856
City of San Diego Shared Parking Requirement' 2,042 2,747 705

1 Per Article 2, Section 142.0545 of the City of San Diego Land Development Code.
2 Does not include 8 spaces in Area A along the private drive.

Each of the projections assumes shared parking among the different land uses on the site, a
shared pool of office parking, but no sharing of residential resident/guest parking with the rest
of the site. The implementation of a parking management plan is recommended in order to
efficiently distribute parking demand throughout the site.

For the purpose of meeting parking demand during the peak periods of the year without
oversupplying parking spaces, it is recommended that the Applicant build to the projections of
the ULl Model. Walker recognizes that the City's shared parking requirement projects a need
for a higher number of spaces than the ULI Model projects for parking demand. However, based
on ULl and Walker research, and the resulting model, the New One Paseo Project will not
experience a need for more than the 2,587t spaces for other than highly unusual and
unforeseen occasions.2 In addition, with regard to the parking demand projections contained
within this document, the following should be noted:

e The assumptions used in our model are conservative. Very little patronage of the

2This is one reason that an effective supply factor is built in fo the recommended number of spaces. The
effective supply factor, a cushion of additional spaces, is provided in part to accommodate unexpected
increases in parking demand although under these conditions the parking system may not operate at a
level of service comparable to a busy or peak period. Per parking industry standards, a parking system
should not be "sized" for unusual or unforeseen events as the result would be parking spaces that remain
vacant for all but a few hours each year.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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businesses on site by the office employees and residents is assumed when in fact such
patronage is likely to occur and result in fewer customers of these businesses requiring
parking spaces. Assuming almost 1,000 people working and living on the site during peak
parking conditions, compared with the overall parking demand and patronage of
businesses, we have conservatively assumed in this analysis that approximately 5% of the
patronage of the retail and non-fast food restaurant uses will be accounted for by other
employees and residents of other on-site land.

e Virtually no commuting to the site other than by single occupancy vehicle was assumed.

e Spikes in the demand for retail parking, such as “Black Friday” or the days before
Christmas are likely to occur when office parking demand is low and parking spaces
typically used by office employees will be available to accommodate the parking
demand generated by retail/food uses.

e Parking management policies and technology for such a large parking supply will likely
reduce the number of spaces needed as such measures lead parkers more quickly to
available spaces and therefore tend to result in a need for fewer spaces.

e Although it is a shared parking system, parking supply within the site is well distributed
according to where the demand for parking on the site will be generated. During the
overall peak for the site (midday on a weekday), roughly all of the parking demand for
each area can be accommodated within that area. When the demand for parking on
Area B increases in the evenings and on weekends, more than 80% of the parking
demand generated on these areas can be accommodated within the individual areas.
Because the employee component of parking demand for retail or restaurant space
typically represents roughly 20% of that demand, parking can be managed such that the
employees will park in Area C. The location of each Area of the project is shown on
Figure 2 on page 4.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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lll. URBAN LAND INSTITUTE SHARED PARKING ANALYSIS

The principles supporting this analysis stem from the concept of shared parking, an accepted
practice widely used in mixed use developments and commercial districts. The Urban Land
Institute first published Shared Parking in 1983, upon which the LDC Shared Parking is based. This
publication explains the concept of shared parking and describes the use of a model to
forecast peak parking conditions for mixed-use developments, and/or urban settings. Walker
confributed to that original publication along with a number of firms, organizations and
individuals in the parking field. Walker then led the team that researched and wrote Shared
Parking, 2n@ Edition, published in 2005. The City's Land Development Code section on shared
parking is based on a previous version of the ULI shared parking publication.

ULI SHARED PARKING METHODOLOGY

Shared parking is possible where parking spaces can be used to serve two or more individual
land uses without conflict or encroachment. One of the fundamental principles of downtown
planning from the earliest days of the automobile has always been to share parking resources
rather than to have each use or building have its own parking. The resurgence of many cenftral
cities resulting from the addition of vibrant office, residential, retail, and entertainment
developments continues to rely heavily on shared parking for economic viability. In addition,
mixed-use projects in many different settings have benefited from shared parking.

The key goal of a shared parking analysis is to find the balance between providing adequate
parking to support a development from a commercial and operational standpoint, while
minimizing the negative aspects of excessive land area or resources devoted to parking. In
general, a shared parking analysis considers the types, quantities and user groups of land uses
for a development, as well as site- and market-specific characteristics. The ultimate goal of a
shared parking analysis is to find the peak period, or design day condition; according to ULI's
Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, "A design day or design hour is one that recurs frequently enough
to justify providing spaces for that level of parking activity.”

Shared parking offers numerous benefits to a community at large, not the least of which is the
environmental benefit of significantly reducing the amount of parking provided to serve
commercial development.

Attachment A includes 13 case studies of shared parking in similarly sized mixed-use projects
and the results of a study that validated the success of shared parking policies.

Walker's Shared Parking Model is based on the Urban Land Institute and International Council
of Shopping Center's Shared Parking?® publication. Walker led a team of consultants in writing
the updated Shared Parking Second Edition, which was published in November of 2005, and
features the most up-to-date parking demand model. The model is designed to project the

3 Shared Parking (Second Edition), 2005, The Urban Land Institute, Washington, D.C.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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parking needs of a mixed-use development from 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight on a typical
weekday and a Saturday for every month of the year.

Attachment C contains select pages from shared parking, 2@ edition.

ULI SHARED PARKING ANALYSIS EVALUATION — PROPOSED NEW ONE PASEO PROJECT

Within this section of the report Walker will apply the methodology outlined above to project
the peak parking demand for the proposed Project. The parking demand projections are based
on ratios, factors and adjustments found in the ULl shared parking model, developed in
conjunction with Walker, which were then adjusted to take into account site-specific conditions.

BASE PARKING RATIOS

Base parking ratios are used to determine the parking requirements for a development site as if
each component were a free-standing entity. Table 1 shows the base parking demand ratios
used for this shared parking analysis.

Table 1: Base Parking Demand Ratios

Weekday Weekend
Customer/|Employee/| Customer/|Employee/

Land Use Guest Resident Guest Resident Unit Source
Retail 2.90 0.70 3.20 0.80 /ksf GLA 1
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 15.25 2.75 17.00 3.00 /ksf GLA 2
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 12.75 2.25 12.00 2.00 /ksf GLA 2
Residential

Studio Efficiency (>400 sqgft) Included 1.50 Included 1.50 /UH!T 3

1 bedroom . . 1.50 . . 1.50 /unit 3

2 bedroom in Resident 55— in Resident —=55—1/0n 3

>3 bedroom Tofal 2.5 Tofal 225 |/onit 3
Office 0.23 2.90 0.02 0.29 /ksf GFA 2

Source References:
1. Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers, Second Edition. Washington DC: ULI-The Urban Land Institute, 1999.
2. Parking Generation, Fourth Edition. Washington DC: Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2010.

3. San Diego Municipal Code

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015

The source of the base parking ratios for most land uses come directly from the Shared Parking,
2nd Edition and Parking Generation, 4™ Edition publications. The sources for those ratios not
specifically identified in the publication are described below.

One Paseo Memo_RevisedProgram_20160224
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Residential Parking

The Applicant is planning on providing the exact amount of residential parking required by City
code. All required resident and residential guest parking will be reserved for the exclusive use
of residents and their guests. The parking demand ratios for residents are based on parking
requirements in the City of San Diego Municipal Code, Table 142.05C. Since the residential
parking is reserved, for the purpose of the shared parking analysis, the residential parking supply
is assumed to be ‘occupied’ 24/7.

ADJUSTMENTS FOR SITE SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS

The shared parking model utilizes base demand ratios that are largely consistent with the Urban
Land Institute provided ratios; it should be noted that the ULl Model and Shared Parking
publication call for adjustments to the model by the user to take into account site specific
conditions where necessary. These ratios are adjusted by three factors to account for shared
parking in order to take account of the specific characteristics of the project under study; driving
and non-captive ratios and presence factors, which are discussed in the following sections.

DRIVE RATIO (MODE SPLIT)

The drive ratio represents a reduction in anficipated spaces to account for mass fransit use,
carpooling, drop offs, walking from locations outside of the development site, etc. The Project
site is outside the San Diego Transit Overlay Zones, and a review of available transit shows no
partficular concentration of fransit service in the area, so no changes have been made to the
base drive ratios in this analysis.

A review of the mode share data for people working in the census tracts in and around Carmel
Valley area suggested a single occupancy vehicle share among commuters of 90%. However,
as noted previously for the purposes of the model a 100% drive-alone mode split is conservatively
assumed, and therefore there is no reduction for mode split.

NON-CAPTIVE RATIO

In the shared parking analysis, the term “captive market” reflects the adjustment of parking
needs and vehicular trip generation rates due to the interaction among uses in an area.
Traditionally, the non-captive adjustment is used to fine-tune the parking needs of restaurants
and retail patronized by employees of adjacent office buildings, or other persons, generally
long-term parkers, already counted as being parked for the day.

Because the model projects the demand for parking that is generated, the inverse of a captive
factor or non-captive ratio is used. This adjustment accounts for the percentage of parkers who
are not already counted as being parked. Typically, a primary land use (retail, office or
residential) comprises the longest parking durations of the vehicles that park at a given
development. Because captive market effects typically reduce the parking needs, the factor
employed to adjust the parking ratio is actually the percentage of customers who are not
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considered captive, or the non-captive ratio. For example, if 10% of the patrons of a food court
are expected to be employees or customers of other land-uses, the non-captive ratio is 20%.

Based on Shared Parking research and observations, on-site employees will frequent the
restaurants due to relative proximity and concomitant convenience. This stafistic is
incorporated into the ULlI Shared Parking Model. Specifically, it is assumed that approximately
50% of the patronage to the quick service restaurants will be from patrons of other areas within
the development, or employees of retail and office space patronizing these restaurants.4

The New One Paseo Project has significant office and residential components.  Assuming
approximately 1,000 people working and living on the site during peak parking conditions,®
compared with the overall parking demand and pafronage of businesses, we have
conservatively assumed in this analysis that approximately 5% of the patronage of the retail and
non-fast food restaurant uses will be accounted for by other employees and residents of other
on-site land. The captive adjustments were based on the methodology outlined and
recommended in Shared Parking (both 1st and 2nd editions) for evaluating the relative demand
generation of land uses on the site that generate captive markets and those that benefit from
captive markets. Captive adjustments of 5% of retail and restaurant demand is extremely
conservative based on the large number of people who will work and live on the site. Table 2
details the weekday and weekend non-captive factors used in the parking demand analysis.

Table 2: Non-captive Ratios

Weekday Weekend
Land Use Daytime Evening| Daytime Evening
Retail 95% 100% 100% 100%
Employee 100% 100% 100% 100%
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 95% 95% 95% 95%
Employee 100% 100% 100% 100%
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 50% 75% 50% 75%
Employee 100% 100% 100% 100%
Residential 100% 100% 100% 100%
Office 100% 100% 100% 100%
Employee 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015

4 Based on the research and observations of the project team, ULI's Shared Parking uses 50% as the default non-
captive ratio for fast food uses in mixed-use centers regardless of the size of the mixed-use center. Experience and
common sense would suggest an even lower non-captive ratio for larger centers due a larger number of people
working, living and visiting, who would only access these restaurants on foot.

5The model projects 813 office employee vehicles and 33 retail employee vehicles on the site during the peak period
of parking demand, and if we assume that in the 608 residential units 0.25 residents per unit (on a weekday) will be
home, we can assume 998 people who live or work on the site on weekdays during the day. This figure does not
include restaurant employees who often eat on-site.
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Very little patronage of the businesses on site by the office employees and residents is assumed
when in fact such patronage is likely to occur and result in fewer customers of these businesses
requiring parking spaces. For example, the Walker/ULI Model projects that during the peak hour
there will be 813 office employee vehicles and 33 non-restaurant retail employee vehicles
parked on site, but only five percent of the site’s retail location’s patrons will be employees or
residents that are already on site. Similar “non-captive” ratios are used in the model (See
discussion in Attachment C: Select Pages from Shared Parking, 2nd Edition).

PRESENCE FACTORS

Presence factors are expressed as a percentage of potential demand modified for fime of day
and time of year. Considering that parking demand for each land use may peak at different
times generally means that fewer parking spaces are needed for the combination of land uses
in a project than would be required if each land use were considered separately.

TIME OF DAY ADJUSTMENT

The parking demand for any given land use varies throughout the day. Restaurants, for example,
typically show peaks around the lunch hour and a larger peak during the evening. The
ULlI/Walker Shared Parking Model accounts for this variation in demand through adjustment of
presence factors in the overall parking demand. These hourly adjustments are based on hourly
parking accumulation data with the same source as the base parking ratios. A peak hour
parking demand is observed, and a ratio results, but hourly counts were also performed which
are presented as a percentage of that peak period and show how the land use generates
parking throughout the day.

The model evaluates parking demand for each land use from 6:00 AM to 12:00 midnight on
weekdays and weekends for every month of the year. An additional analysis of the last week of
December is included and considered as the “thirteenth month.” Special analysis is required
during this unique period due to different parking demand patterns typical of the first three
weeks of December (See tables in Attachment C: Select Pages from Shared Parking, 2nd
Edition).

TIME OF YEAR ADJUSTMENT

Seasonality usually has varied effects on the parking generation at mixed-use sites because land
uses and quantity mixes vary from one development to the next. Both restaurant and retail
parking demand exhibif strong seasonal peaks, so many mixed-use developments with a strong
retail component peak based on the combination of these two uses. Unless there is specific
market data to support changes, the default planning ratios supplied in the ULI/Walker Shared
Parking Model are typically used. An example of time of year adjustments includes the
increased business of health clubs in January or greater movie attendance in the “thirteenth
month,” in the last week of December. (See tables in Attachment C: Select Pages from Shared
Parking, 2nd Edition).
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No adjustment was made to the time of day and year presence factors as supplied in the ULI
Model.

EFFECTIVE SUPPLY

Itis an accepted principle in the parking industry that a parking facility or system cannot operate
efficiently when it is completely filled to capacity. Some empty spaces should be available at
all times to provide for more efficient circulation, and to ensure that motorists do not spend
excessive time looking for the one or two remaining spaces in a large facility or area. It is also
recognized that if a parking system is planned to meet demand exactly, there will inevitably be
parking shortages due to misparked vehicles, repairs or other obstructions, and minor
construction. Therefore, in evaluating the ability of a parking supply to meet demand, and in
planning the size of future parking facilities, we use the “effective” supply rather than the full

supply.

The effective supply is the supply that is realistically usable by patrons or employees, usually 5-
10% smaller than the actual “full” supply depending on the space type and for whom those
spaces are designed to serve. For example in facilities dominated by employees, the effective
supply factor is lower as drivers are familiar with the facility by virtue of parking in it most or all
weekdays, whereas a facility at a retail center would have a higher effective supply factor due
to a higher proportion of drivers who may not be familiar with the facility. Our shared parking
model projections are for the number of spaces that are necessary to accommodate demand
and the effective supply cushion is included within the projections.

The ULI/Walker Shared Parking Model projections are for the number of spaces that are
necessary to accommodate demand; the effective supply cushion is built in (See discussion in
Attachment C: Select Pages from Shared Parking, 2nd Edition). The effective supply cushion
varies by land use and user group.

ULI MODEL PARKING DEMAND PROJECTIONS

Utilizing the program data and pairing base parking ratios, the peak demand for the Project is
calculated assuming that each land use is separate and in a somewhat remote location. Next
the peak demand projection is adjusted using non-captive demand and presence factors
which include seasonality and time of day. For the New One Paseo project, adjustment for
mode splitis conservatively not assumed. These data are entered into the shared parking model
to project weekday and weekend peak parking demand.

PROJECTED PARKING DEMAND - WEEKDAY PEAK

At build-out, the ULl Model projects a peak parking demand of 2,587+ spaces on a weekday in
December around 2:00 p.m. The largest single source of parking demand is the reserved
resident/guest parking which is calculated at 1,057 parking spaces. The second largest source
of parking is office employees and office visitors, who generate a demand for 877+, spaces
during the period of peak demand. We calculate this demand using the model’s projected
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ratio of 3.13 spaces per 1,000 SF GFA.¢ We break out the demand calculation in detail in the
following table.

Table 3: Projected Peak Weekday Parking Demand

Weekday SiEme . . . . . Demand
| Base Rate Alone Month Adj| Pk Hr Adj| Non Cap'hve Drive Rf::ho December
Land Use Quantity Use December| 2:00 PM Daytime Daytime 2:00 PM
Retail 47,711 2.90 138 100% 100% 95% 100% 131
Employee 0.70 33 100% 100% 100% 100% 33
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 27,315 15.25 417 100% 65% 95% 100% 257
Employee 2.75 75 100% 90% 100% 100% 68
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 20,845 12.75 266 100% 90% 50% 100% 119
Employee 2.25 47 100% 95% 100% 100% 45
Residential
Studio/Efficiency 76 1.50 114 100% 100% 100% 100% 114
1 bedroom 273 1.50 410 100% 100% 100% 100% 410
2 bedroom 200 2.00 400 100% 100% 100% 100% 400
>3 bedroom 59 2.25 133 100% 100% 100% 100% 133
Office 280,000 0.23 64 100% 100% 100% 100% 64
Employee 2.90 813 100% 100% 100% 100% 813
Subtotal Customer/Guest 885 571
Subtotal Employee 968 959
Subtotal Reserved Resident 1,057 1,057
Total Required 2,910 2,587

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015

Because the planned supply for the site at build out is 2,747 spaces, the Walker/ULI shared
parking analysis projects a surplus of £160 spaces during the peak period of parking demand.

Peak demand for the next busiest month is roughly 69 spaces less than the December peak.
Figure 3 shows projected peak parking demand by month, compared to the proposed parking

supply.

¢ This ratio is based on ULI/Walker research that has determined that large blocks of office space use parking
significantly more efficiently than smaller ones, resulting in lower base ratfios. Further, higher end office of the type
envisioned for the New One Paseo Campus also tends to generate a lower demand for parking than other types of
office space, a fact that we did not quantify in our model but would fend to result in lower parking demand for office
employees at the site. We assume that the office space will not include high density creative office or call center
uses.
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Figure 3: Projected Peak Weekday Parking Demand by Month
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015

With regard to parking demand patterns and peak demand, it is worth noting how often the
peak demand for parking is projected to occur. As the peak demand will occur infrequently, it
should be noted that this surplus will be higher for more than 20% of days throughout the year.
The peak hour demand of 2,587+ spaces is projected to occur on a December weekday at 2:00
PM, the peak observed for that month and the year. An examination of the peak demand for
each of the other 12 months of the year” shows that the projected peak for those months does
not exceed 2,518 spaces (in May).

As noted in the discussion of effective supply, the demand projection is for the number of spaces
needed on the site and includes a small cushion to allow for drivers to find spaces with relative
ease and thus facilitate circulation within the system. Parking guidance system technology
(PGS) and other parking management measures that assist patrons in finding spaces would
facilitate this process further.

7 The latter part of December constitutes a “thirteenth” month for Shared Parking, as parking behavior at this fime
reflects substantially different parking patterns for uses than during the earlier part of the month.
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Table 4: Projected Accumulation on Peak Day by Hour - Weekday
Land Use 7:00 AM| 8:00 AM] 9:00 AM] 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM] 12:00 PM] 1:00 PM] 2:00 PM
Retail 12 33 64 100 129 151 164 164
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 15 38 56 127 226 365 365 325
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 22 40 59 108 160 179 179 164
Residential Guest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Residential Reserved 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057
Office 245 623 810 877 842 742 761 877
Total 1,351 1,791 2,046 2,269 2,414 2,494 2,526 2,587
Land Use 3:00 PM] 4:00 PM| 5:00 PM] 6:00 PM] 7:00 PM| 8:00 PM] 9:00 PM| 10:00 PM
Retail 164 158 142 141 135 120 94 54
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 214 254 372 451 471 471 471 451
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 112 101 112 211 201 127 79 54
Residential Guest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Residential Reserved 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057 1,057
Office 842 742 413 206 82 58 24 8
Total 2,389 2,312 2,096 2,066 1,946 1,833 1,725 1,624
Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015
Figure 4: Projected Accumulation on Peak Day by Hour - Weekday
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PROJECTED PARKING DEMAND — WEEKEND PEAK

With the demand for office parking drastically reduced on the weekends, even with an increase
in parking demand for uses such as retail and fine dining, we project a peak demand for parking
at the proposed project site of 1,891+ spaces. This is 700+ spaces less than the weekday peak.
The parking demand by use during the weekend peak is shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Projected Peak Weekend Parking Demand

Weekend SiEme . . " . . Demand
| Base Rate Alone Month Adj| Pk Hr Adj| Non Capi'lve Drive Rc.?ho December
Land Use Quantity Use December| 6:00 PM Evening Evening 6:00 PM
Retail 47,711 3.20 153 100% 80% 100% 100% 122
Employee 0.80 38 100% 85% 100% 100% 32
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 27,315 17.00 464 100% 90% 95% 100% 397
Employee 3.00 82 100% 100% 100% 100% 82
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 20,845 12.00 250 100% 85% 75% 100% 159
Employee 2.00 42 100% 90% 100% 100% 38
Residential
Studio/Efficiency 76 1.50 114 100% 100% 100% 100% 114
1 bedroom 273 1.50 410 100% 100% 100% 100% 410
2 bedroom 200 2.00 400 100% 100% 100% 100% 400
>3 bedroom 59 2.25 133 100% 100% 100% 100% 133
Office 280,000 0.02 6 100% 5% 100% 100% 0
Employee 0.29 81 100% 5% 100% 100% 4
Subtotal Customer/Guest 873 678
Subtotal Employee 243 156
Subtotal Reserved Resident 1,057 1,057
Total Required 2,173 1,891

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015
SITE BUILD-OUT AREA-BY-AREA PROJECTED PARKING DEMAND

The parking demand number for the entire site may not communicate where localized parking
shortfalls and subsequent delays could occur. Delays in the parking system could create
challenges as visitors, employees and customers are led to circulate through the facility in
search of parking. New technology which informs drivers of the location of available spaces
has reduced this problem considerably.

In order to understand the extent to which congestion may occur we have prepared analyses
of shared parking demand by project area. This is done in order to understand the extent to
which individual areas may rely on adjacent areas to meet the demand for parking they
generate.

Figure 5 shows the proposed project site plan, split intfo three areas, along with a table showing
the amount of land use in each area.
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Figure 5: Project Area-by-Area Breakdown
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Land Use Project Total Area A Area B Area C

Retail 47,711 TSF - | 44,301 TSF 3,410 TSF
Restaurant: Fine/Casual Dining 27,315 TSF - | 22,185 TSF 5,130 TSF
Restaurant: Fast Casual/Fast Food 20,845 TSF - | 15935TSF 4,910 TSF
Residential 608 DU 608 - -
Office 280,000 TSF - - | 280,000 TSF
Parking Spaces Provided' 2,747 1,057 570 1,120

1: Does not include 8 parking spaces in Area A along the private drive.
Nofte: TSF = thousand square feet, DU = dwelling unit

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015

The provided residential parking will be for residents and their guests only, and will not be shared
with the office and restaurant/retail portions of the project. The office and retail parking will be
shared with the exception of certain reserved spaces for office tenants, such as the proposed
tandem parking spaces.

Table 6 shows projected peak parking demand on an area-by-area basis.
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Table 6: Projected Peak Parking Demand — Area-by-Area

Overall Peak Area Systemwide
2:00 PM Planned Surplus Planned Surplus Surplus
A®A | pec wkdy | supply | (peficit) | | A®° Peak Hour Demand| ¢ oy | (Deficit) | (Deficit)
A 1,057 1,057 0 A |24/7 Reserved 1,057 1,057 0 NA
B 542 570 28 B |Dec Wknd 7:00 PM 684 570 (114) 857
C 988 1,120 132 C [Dec Wkdy 2:00 PM 988 1,120 132 160
Total 2,587 2,747 160

Note: Planned supply does not include 8 parking spaces in Area A along the private drive.

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015

The table above shows the actual area-by-area surplus or deficit at the various times that the
individual areas will peak. Our analysis demonstrates that during the overall peak, each area
will have adequate parking within the area. The deficits that are expected to be experienced
by Area B on some busy weekday and weekend evenings occur at times in which the large
pool of parking in Area C has more than 800 spaces available, as office parking demand is
projected to be negligible on weekday and weekend evenings. Once a strategy, as is
discussed in the parking management section of this report, is put in place to park the
employees of Area B away from customer spaces serving the retail/restaurant businesses, as is
typically done in large commercial and mixed-use centers, Area B will have ample parking for
its weekday evening and weekend customers. The fact that parking space deficits are small
demonstrates that most of the shared parking actually occurs within and not between areas,
which franslates into spaces that are easier to find, increased efficiency and shorter walking
distances.

IV. CITY OF SAN DIEGO PARKING REGULATIONS

The parking regulations for the City of San Diego are found within the Land Development Code
Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 5. This section contains specifications related to minimum and
maximum parking supply requirements, ability to share parking between different uses, and an
allocation of special parking spaces (Carpool, Motorcycle, and Bicycle). In the following
section of the report Walker presents how these regulations are calculated given the program
data for the Project.

The methodology and tables contained in Section 142.0545 of the LDC are based on ratios and
“variations in the number of parking spaces needed (parking demand) over the course of the
day for the proposed uses.” In fact, the base ratios and time of day (presence) factors are
based on the ULl publication Shared Parking, 1st Edition, 1983. While much of the methodology
is the same, Shared 1st Edition is foday regarded in the fields of planning and parking as
incomplete and out of date. ULl, Walker and firms throughout the parking industry continually
update the base ratios and presence factors o incorporate the latest research and access to
a greater number of data points.
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This growing and improved information has at times resulted in changes to base ratios and time
of day factors since the 1983 edition. The foreword from Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, 2005 has
been included in Attachment C which specifically summarizes the necessity for the update. The
use of more updated ULl information to a great extent accounts for the differences between
the LDC and this study’s calculation of projected parking space demand. It should be noted
that the 2005 edition is a project collaboration between ULl and the International Council of
Shopping Centers (ICSC) which helped create and endorses the findings of the latest edition.

KEY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LDC SHARED PARKING AND ULI SHARED PARKING MODEL

The shared parking section of the LDC is based on the original ULI Shared Parking 1st Edition,
published in 1983. However differences exist between the LDC's shared parking requirements
and a shared parking analysis performed using ULI's Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, 2005. These
differences result in the variation in parking demand projections recommended in this report
from those calculated using the LDC methodology and factors.

A 1995 report by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) Technical Council Committee,
Shared Parking Planning Guidelines, concluded that the ULI Shared Parking methodology from
the first edition in 1983 was the best approach, but the default values and recommendations
needed to be updated. This was the goal of the 2nd Edition; the update was led by Walker
Parking Consultants staff. Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, 2005 is the most up-to-date and accurate
source for land-use based parking demand ratios and the most accurate and complete
method of determining parking demand generated under shared-use conditions. Part of this
completeness depends on the nuances incorporated into the ULl modeling process, which are
not included in the Shared Parking Section of the LDC. These nuances are crucial for parking
projection accuracy. They include the following factors, which are demonstrated in greater
detail in the table contained in Attachment B:

e Adjustments for “non-captive” ratios within mixed-use developments: The model takes
into account the fact that some customers in a mixed-use development are employees
in that development (such as office workers or store clerks) who are already parked and
therefore do not need parking, an important component in shared parking principles.
The size of the non-captive ratio is related to the number of employees on the site and
how they would interact with other land uses in the development; therefore these ratios
cannot be included automatically and must be determined on a project-by-project
basis. The LDC shared parking requirements do not account for non-captive ratios.

¢ Monthly factors: Peak parking demand may vary considerably over the course of the
year for many land uses. Office workers are more likely to be on vacation during some
days in December or during the summer, movie theatres tend to be busier during these
months, and health clubs experience peak demand in January. The LDC does not
account for monthly adjustments that should be made to accurately project parking
demand.

¢ Sliding scales: Extensive observations and research by the ULl Shared Parking Model tfeam
found that parking demand per square foot of office space varies considerably
depending on the amount of office space that exists. This results in large offices
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generating more than 15% less demand for parking per square foot than small offices.
The LDC shared parking requirements do not account for this sliding scale, which is
important when projecting parking demand for office space (especially large office
space). Walker studies have shown a number of large office complexes in Southern
California that are hundreds of parking spaces “overparked,” including some which
actively seek to lease the available space to other uses.

As noted above, the base parking ratios in Shared Parking, 2nd Edition (model and publication)
have beenresearched to an unprecedented degree. While not all of the LDC's shared parking
base ratios are higher than those in Shared Parking, 2nd Edition, a significant number of the
ratios are higher, which is enough to result in City requirements for parking that significantly
exceed actual demand. Our findings with regard to Shared Parking are based on the ULI
research and methodology, and explained in greater detail throughout this report.

MAXIMUM WALKING DISTANCE

The City of San Diego’s Land Development Code (LDC) Section 142.0545 allows for shared
parking between at least two land uses provided that the parking to be shared is available
within 600 feet of the land that is to use the supply of parking.

In response to City staff's specific inquiry regarding the location of the parking supply in relation
to the uses within each area, we confirm that this requirement will be met. Figure é contains a
site plan which demonstrates that the parking supply that is to be shared among the various
areas are generally within 600 feet of parking demand generators. Approximately one-half of
the retail/restaurant component of the project is located within 600-feet of the office parking
structure.
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Figure 6: 600-Foot Walking Distance Requirement
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015
LDC SHARED PARKING RATIOS

The LDC primarily presents shared parking ratios in Table 142-05H and refers to Section 142.0525
for Multiple Dwelling Unit Residential Uses (including both resident and resident guest parking).

RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS
In section 142.0525 the LDC allows for up to 25% of residential spaces to be shared (except at
least 1 space shall be assigned to each dwelling unit for the resident). The modeling of the

LDC requirement in this analysis reflects that the residential spaces, both resident and visitor, will
be reserved.

Parking requirements within the LDC for residential land uses are based on the bedroom count
for each dwelling unit, therefore the Applicant provided the following unit breakdown.
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Table 7: LDC Residential Parking Requirements

Tes &l Numper of LDC Re;idenf LDC Eorking
Units Ratio Requirement
Studio >400 sqgft 76 1.50/unit 114
1 Bedroom 273 1.50/unit 410
2 Bedroom 200 2.00/unit 400
3 Bedroom 59 2.25/unit 133
608 1,057

Source: Walker Parking Consultants; 2015
LDC PARKING REGULATIONS FOR NON- RESIDENTIAL USES

In addition to base ratios and time of day factors differing slightly from the updated publication,
the LDC Shared Parking Model lacks seasonal, non-captive and drive share adjustments.
Although the peak periods for these land uses would likely not occur at the same time, their
overlap in the LDC model accentuates the peak period that the LDC model projects.
Attachment B of this report contains a table which compares the factors used in the City of San
Diego’s LDC and the ULI/Walker Model.

LDC SHARED PARKING REQUIREMENT - FULL BUILD-OUT
Based on the City's shared parking formula, at build-out a total of 2,850 spaces would be

necessary assuming no sharing of residential resident/guest parking spaces with the rest of the
development.

Table 8: Project LDC Shared Parking Requirement - Weekday

. Code Reqg't . Unadjusted | Pk Hr Adj | Demand

el BEe QUL per LDC unit Demand | 12:00 PM | 12:00 PM
Retail 47,711 5.00(/KSF GFA 239 100% 239
Restaurant 48,160 15.00(/KSF GFA 722 100% 722

Residential

Studio 76 1.50[/unit 114 100% 114
1-bedroom 273 1.50{/unit 410 100% 410
2-bedroom 200 2.00[/unit 400 100% 400
3-bedroom 59 2.25(/unit 133 100% 133
Office 280,000 3.30|/KSF GFA 924 90% 832
Total Parking Spaces 2,942 2,850

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LDC, 2015

Table 9 shows the hourly accumulation totals by land use based on LDC hourly adjustments for
weekdays.
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Table 9: LDC Shared Parking Hourly Accumulations - Weekday

Land Use 7AM | 8AM | 9AM | TOAM | TTAM | 12PM | TPM | 2PM
Retail 24 72 120 167 191 239 227 203
Restaurant 397 578 469 181 469 722 578 397
Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Studio 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114
1-bedroom 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410
2-bedroom 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
3-bedroom 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Office 139 508 832 924 924 832 785 832

1,617 22151 2,478] 2,329 2,641 2,850 2,647 2,489

Land Use 3PM | 4PM | 5PM | éPM | 7PM | 8PM | 9PM | 10PM
Retail 191 179 191 191 179 143 108 72
Restaurant 253 217 325 469 397 397 325 253
Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Studio 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114
1-bedroom 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410
2-bedroom 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
3-bedroom 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Office 832 785 508 231 139 46 46 46

2,333 2,238 2,081 1,948 1,772| 1,643] 1,536] 1,428

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LDC, 2015

The LDC provides separate shared parking regulations for both weekdays and weekend days.
For reference, the weekend parking requirement is shown in Table 10. Since office space is a
significant component of the land use mix of the Project, there is a higher projected parking
requirement on weekdays when compared to weekends.
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Table 10: Project LDC Shared Parking Requirement - Weekend

. Code Req't . Unadjusted | Pk Hr Adj | Demand

LondUse  JQuantity| = | e Uit | bemand | 7:00 Pm | 7:00 PM
Retail 47,711 5.00|/KSF GFA 239 60% 143
Restaurant 48,160 15.00|/KSF GFA 722 100% 722

Residential

Studio 76 1.50]/unit 114 100% 114
1-bedroom 273 1.50]/unit 410 100% 410
2-bedroom 200 2.00{/unit 400 100% 400
3-bedroom 59 2.25(/unit 133 100% 133
Guest Parking 160 75% 120
Office 0 0.50|/KSF GFA 0 25% 0
Total Parking Spaces 2,178 2,042

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LDC, 2015
CITY OF SAN DIEGO REGULATIONS FOR PARKING FOR OTHER VEHICLES

In addition to requirements for single occupied vehicles, the City Code addresses parking
spaces for other types of vehicles, which include carpool vehicles, motorcycles and bicycles.

MOTORCYCLE, BICYCLE, AND CARPOOL SPACES

Table 11 shows the number of spaces required per the LDC Section 142.0525 for users of
motorcycles and bicycles. The total required to be set aside for these users are as follows:

e Motorcycle spaces: 61 in the residential area, and 37 in the retail/restaurant areas.
According to the LDC, these spaces are in addition to the required automobile spaces.
Per the LDC, motorcycle spaces shall be at least 3 feet wide and 8 feet long.

e Bicycle spaces: 274 in the residential area, and 188 in the retail/restaurant areas. Of the
188 bicycle parking spaces in the retail/restaurant areas, 94 short-term and 94 long-term
spaces are required.

Table 11: Required Bicycle and Motorcycle Spaces

Residential Quantity Motorcycle Spaces Total Bicycle Spaces
(Dwelling Units) Requirement Required Requirement Total Required
Studio > 400 sgft 76 0.1 spaces per dwelling unit 8 0.4 spaces per dwelling unit 30
1 bedroom 273 0.1 spaces per dwelling unit 27 0.4 spaces per dwelling unit 109
2 bedroom 200 0.1 spaces per dwelling unit 20 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit 100
3 bedroom 59 0.1 spaces per dwelling unit 6 0.6 spaces per dwelling unit 35
Total 61 Total 274
Commercial Quanitity Motorcycle Spaces Total Bicycle Spaces - Short-Term Bicycle Spaces - Long-Term
(Square Feet) Requirement Required Requirement Total Required  Requirement  Total Required
Retail/Restaurant 95,871 2% of autoreq't 19 5% of autoreqg't 48 5% of autoreq't 48
Office 280,000 2% of autoreq't 18 5% of autoreq't 46 5% of autoreq't 46
Total 37 Total 94 Total 94

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LDC, 2015
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Carpool/Zero Emissions Vehicle spaces: According to the LDC, carpool/zero emissions
vehicle space requirements apply only to nonresidential land uses. The code states that
if there are more than 201 automobile spaces provided on the premises, then at least 8%
of the total automobile spaces should be designated for carpool and zero emissions
vehicles. The project plans to provide 570 automobile spaces in Area B and 1120
automobile spaces in Area C. Therefore 46 parking spaces in Area B should be
designated for carpool/zero emissions vehicles, and 90 parking spaces in Area C should
be designated for carpool/zero emissions vehicles.

In some cases the number of spaces indicated as “Provided” may be lower than the code
requirement, which is a result of our overall recommendation that the total number of spaces
necessary for the development is less than what the LDC requires (which will be shown in
subsequent sections). The following caveats and recommendations should be noted:

To the extent that the code requirements for motorcycle, bicycle and carpool spaces
are for stand-alone uses, they do not take info account the possible efficiencies to be
gained from sharing spaces. This suggests that the actual demand for these spaces could
be lower than the code requirement as well. A number of the code requirements,
partficularly for motorcycle spaces, are a function of the code requirement for
automobiles; the ULl model peak parking demand projection for automobile spaces is
roughly 10% lower than the calculated code requirement which would then tfranslate to
a motorcycle requirement that is roughly 10% lower than the calculated code
requirement as well.

Table 12: Required Versus Recommended Bicycle and Motorcycle Spaces

Motorcycle Spaces Bicycle Spaces
LDC Recommended LDC Recommended
Land Use Requirement Supply Requirement Supply
Residential 61 61 274 274
Retail/Restaurant 19 17 96 86
Office 18 17 92 84

Motorcycles and the spaces used to park them represent a far more efficient use of
space than Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOV) spaces. However, because one can park
a motorcycle or bicycle in an SOV space but not vice versa, these spaces cannot be
“shared” and, if their usage is not maximized, can result in inefficiencies. These spaces
should be provided in locations that otherwise could not be used (such as corners of the
parking facilities).

The provision of parking spaces for carpoolers, bicycle commuters and motorcyclists
should result in a slight reduction in demand for automobile spaces. At a minimum, the
reduction would be on an, at least, one-to-one basis for motorcycle, carpool and non-
residential bicycle spaces. These items are part of a Transportation Demand
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Management (“TDM”) Plan used to reduce the parking demand for Single-Occupant
Vehicles.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The planned parking supply for the New One Paseo Project is 2,747 parking spaces in three
parking structures and eight spaces on the internal private drive in Area A. For the purpose of
accommodating parking demand during peak periods without overbuilding spaces that are
likely to sit vacant most or all the year, 2,587 parking spaces are recommended based on the
projections of the ULl Model. Table 13 summarizes the proposed parking supply by area.

Table 13: Proposed Parking Supply by Area

Automobile Parking Spaces
Motorcycle Sht?ri-Term Lorjg-Term
Parking Area Regular ADA Carzsol/ z Total Bicycle Bicycle
Area A (Residential) 1,037 20 - 1,057 61 274
Area B - (Restaurant/Retail) 512 12 46 570 19 48 48
Area C (Office)’ 1,008 22 90 1,120 18 46 46
Total 2,557 54 136 2,747 98 368 94

1 =Includes up to 100 tandem spaces dedictaed to office employee parking

Note: Planned supply does not include 8 parking spaces in Area A along the private drive.

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LDC, 2015

In addition, the following points should be noted with regard to the parking demand projections
that have come from the ULI Shared Parking Model:

e The assumptions used in our model are conservative. Very little patronage of the
businesses on site by the office employees and residents is assumed when in fact such
patronage is likely to occur and result in fewer customers of these businesses requiring
parking spaces. No commuting to the site other than by single occupancy vehicles was
assumed. All parking for employees and visitors is assumed to be free, consistent with the
developer’s current plans.

¢ Spikes in the demand for retail parking, such as “Black Friday” or the days around the
Christmas holidays are likely to occur when office parking demand is low and spaces that
typically serve office will be available to accommodate parking for other uses.

e Parking management policies for the New One Paseo Project’s large parking supply will
increase the efficiency of the system and reduce the number of spaces needed as such
measures lead parkers more quickly to available spaces.

e Given that the square footage by land uses and residential bedroom count may be
revised before the project is constructed, a set of parking ratios by land use has been
developed to enable City staff to adjust the number of required shared parking spaces
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as necessary during the building permit process based on the results of the Walker/ULI
shared parking analysis. These parking ratios are detailed below:

o Residential — the project plans to provide the City's LDC required number of
parking spaces for residential land uses. If the number of units, or mix of bedrooms
changes, the LDC required number of spaces will be recalculated and provided.

o Office — Based on the results of the Walker/ULI shared parking analysis, during the
peak period of parking demand, the office land use generates a parking demand
of 3.13 spaces per thousand square feet.

o Retail - Based on the results of the Walker/ULI shared paring analysis, during the
peak period of parking demand, the retail land use generates a parking demand
of 3.44 spaces per thousand square feet.

o Restaurant — Based on the results of the Walker/ULI shared paring analysis, during
the peak period of parking demand, the restaurant land use generates a parking
demand of 10.15 spaces per thousand square feet.

If square footages by land use are revised before the project is constructed, the ratios above
could be used to adjust the planned parking supply as necessary. If large changes in
retail/restaurant land uses occur, or if the amount of office space planned decreases, the
shared parking analysis should be updated to ensure that the conclusions still hold.

The requirements needed to satisfy the City's shared parking code result in a higher number of
spaces than that which ULlI/ Model projects is necessary. However, based on our research and
updated model we do not project that the New One Paseo Project will experience a need for
more than the 2,587+ spaces for other than atypical and infrequent circumstances.

It is likely the higher projected number based on the City LDC calculation of 2,850 parking
spaces willresult in an overbuilding of parking spaces that will not result in better service to drivers
visiting the site.

DEVELOP A PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN

Given the size of the parking supply to be provided, the accommodation of parking demand
and development of a positive customer service experience for tenants and visitors can best
be accomplished by establishing effective parking management policies. A parking
management operation will be established on site, prior to the issuance of occupancy permits
for the office/retail/restaurant section of the project. The responsibility of the parking
management operation will be to manage the parking system, enforce management policies,
and interact with the public in order to ensure that drivers find parking spaces and have a
positive customer experience within the parking system. The parking management operations
and implementation of the overall TDM plan will be the responsibility of the Community
Association. Parking operations may be managed by a parking operator retained by the
Community Association.
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TANDEM PARKING

Of the total 2,754 parking spaces proposed for the New One Paseo project, the applicant
proposes to provide a maximum of 100 tandem spaces (50 two-deep parking spaces meeting
LDC design standards), dedicated to office employee parking only. LDC section 142.0555(b)
states, "Tandem parking for commercial uses may be approved through a Neighborhood
Development Permit provided the tandem parking is limited to the following purposes: (1)
Assigned employee parking spaces; (2) Valet parking associated with restaurant use; and (3)
Bed and breakfast establishments.” Therefore, the use of fandem parking is permitted by the
LDC, but if a Neighborhood Development Permit is not approved both spaces would not count
toward meeting the minimum parking requirement; instead the two-deep tandem space would
only count as one space and not two. Based on our analysis, this sfill provides a parking surplus;
the model produces a peak parking demand of 2,587 versus a planned supply of 2,754. The
analysis shows a 167-space surplus, but if up to a maximum of 50 of these spaces cannot count
per the LDC, then a 117-space surplus still results.

The use of tandem parking spaces is a common practice that we recommend as an efficient
method for maximizing office employee parking. Tandem parking can be administered utilizing
an attendant-assist valet system of management whereby employees who park in any of the
50 *front” spaces hand their keys upon parking to an attendant who is present. The attendant,
a staff member of the parking operation, holds the keys in case a vehicle in one of the “back”
spaces needs to exit. Another management system that is available for employee parking
applications is the use of a simple “buddy system,” whereby the same two employee drivers
consistently share a pair of tandem spaces and are therefore able to efficiently communicate
with one another on those occasions where the “front” space vehicle needs to be moved. The
fandem spaces should be located in convenient locations near the elevators, making them an
attractive employee parking option, as opposed to spaces located on the opposite end of the
garage.

WALKING DISTANCES

Every trip involving driving and parking begins and ends with a pedestrian trip. Typically the
more popular the destination, the greater the walk that is required. Walker has done extensive
research on walking distances and how far parkers can reasonably be expected to walk. The
questionis largely one of level of service. Customers and visitors require a higher level of service
and usually should be required to walk less. Employees and other long-term parkers (with the
exception of residents) can be provided with a lower level of service and be expected to walk
greater distances. A summary of our general findings regarding walking distances is shown in
the table below.
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Table 14: Walking Distance Level of Service

LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D
(feet) (feet) (feet) (feeft)
Maximum Walking Distance
Within Parking Facilities
Surface Lot 350 700 1,050 1,400
Structure 300 600 900 1,200
From Parking to Destination
Climate Conftrolled 1,000 2,400 3,900 5,200
Outdoors, covered 500 1,000 1,500 2,000
Outdoors, uncovered 400 800 1,300 1,600

Source: Parking Strycture . 3rd Edition, 2001

As shown earlier in our report, the parking supply within the site is well distributed according to
where the demand for parking on the site will be generated. During the overall peak for the site
(midday on a weekday), roughly all of the parkihg demand for each area can be
accommodated within that area. When the demand for parking in Area B increases in the
evenings and on weekends, more than 80% of the parking demand generated on these areas
can be accommodated within the individual areas. Because the employee component of
parking demand for retail or restaurant space typically represents roughly 20% of that demand,

parking can be managed such that the employees will park in Area C.

We look forward to discussing our findings and recommendations with you at your earliest

convenience.

Sincerely,

WALKER PARKING CONSULTANTS

Steffen Turoff, AICP
Department Head
Walker Parking Consultants
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Jeff Weckstein

Parking Consultant
Walker Parking Consultants



ATTACHMENT A:
VALIDATION OF SHARED PARKING MODEL FOR PROJECTS SIMILAR TO THE ONE PASEO

The committee updating Shared Parking conducted a series of 13 case studies to verify
that the shared parking model is reasonably accurate. These studies were conducted
at a variety of shopping centers in California, Arizona, Ohio, Florida, and Virginia. The
centers studied varied in size from 48,566 sf to 1,274,700 sf.

Eight of the thirteen case studies were on shopping centers in southern California. The
size of these centers, their respective mix of land uses and the ratio of estimated
demand/observed occupancy is shown in the following table. In most cases, the
shared parking model estimated the parking demand within a few percent or in the
case of the Long Beach Town Centre, over projected the number of spaces necessary.
In two cases, the shared parking model under-projected the parking demand,
however, in the case of The Block at Orange, the under projection did not occur during
a peak month, and the committee believes that “the monthly variation at this center
was significantly lower than normal . . . the ‘valleys’ in the monthly variation of parking
demand seem less deep than those commonly seen.”

Shared Parking Southern California Case Studies

Estimated Demand/ Observed Occupancy
Size Enter- W eekday W eekend
Case Name (ksf) Retail Dining tainment Office  Other Day Evening Day Evening

1 Puente Hills Mall 1,190 87% 5% 7% - - - - 1.11 1.09
2 Fashion Island 1,174 88% 10% 2% - - - - 0.96 1.06
4 Long Beach Towne Center 832 7% 9% 15% - - - - 1.44 1.23
5) Covina Town Sguare 381 61% 10% 29% - - - - - 1.06
6 Burbank Empire 614 92% 7% - 1% - - - 1.04 -
7 Westfield Promenade 546 81% 8% 10% - - - - - 1.04
9 Irvine Spectrum, 2002 797 7% 13% 35% 45% - 1.19 1.30 1.15 0.96

Irvine Spectrum, 2003 1,274 24% 11% 20% 45% - 1.19 1.46 0.92 0.82
12  Block at Orange® 1,175 40% 20% 20% 32% 3% 0.93 0.82 0.87 0.64

SDCC 1,764

1. Other is Health Club
2. Other includes Hotel (9%), Residential (32%) and Health Club (2%)

Source: Shared Parking, ULI, 2005.

Several of the case studies for centers that were near reasonable transit options were
prepared with a uniform mode adjustment of 90%-95%, for all visitors and employees.
The Block at Orange, for example, was initially prepared assuming a mode adjustment
of 90%.

In planning for the parking demand at any facility, the parking demand ratios are
obtained (where available) from data provided by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Parking Generation (3rd edition, 2004.). Parking Generation provides the
Average Peak Period Parking Demand, the 85th Percentile Parking Demand, and the
33rd Percentile Parking Demand. As with traffic, traffic engineers and parking



consultants generally consider the 85th percentile demand to represent the target that
will best serve communities and developers. As these parking ratios are based on
statistical data, there will be some facilities that outperform others, resulting in higher
parking demand. The committee responsible for the update to Shared Parking didn’t
consider the variations in parking demand to invalidate the parking model, but rather
“are more indicative of the strength of tenants in a particular marketplace...”



Attachment B Table: Comparison of Factors — ULI/Walker Model and
LDC Code

Sample Peak Demand Ratios - Weekday
Land Use Walker/ULI Model LDC - Shared Parking |% LDC > ULI
Office (280 ksf) 3.13  |/ksf 3.3 /ksf 5%
Retail 3.60  [/ksf 3.6 /ksf 0
Fine/Casual Dining 18.00 |/ksf 15 /ksf -17%
Fast Casual/Fast Food 15.00 |/ksf 15 /ksf 0
Residential including guest 1.67 |/dublended 1.74 |/du blended 4%
Sample Time Factors - 2:00 PM Weekday
Land Use Walker/ULI Model LDC - Shared Parking |% LDC > ULI
Office 100% 90% -10%
Retail 100% 85% -15%
Fine/Casual Dining 65% 55% -10%
Fast Casual/Fast Food 90% 55% -35%
Sample Monthly Factors - December
Land Use Walker/ULI Model LDC - Shared Parking |% LDC > ULI
Office 100% 100% 0%
Retall 100% 100% 0%
Fine/Casual Dining 100% 100% 0%
Fast Casual/Fast Food 100% 100% 0%
Sample Non Captive Factors
Land Use Walker/ULI Model LDC - Shared Parking [% LDC > ULI
Retail 95% 100% 5%
Fine/Casual Dining 95% 100% 5%
Fast Casual/Fast Food 50% 100% 50%

Sources by land use:

Office: Data collected by Walker and other Shared Parking team members

consisting of parking professionals nationwide.
Retail: Parking Requirements fo Shopping Center, Second Edition. Washington DC:
ULI-The Urban Land Institute, 1999.
Restaurant: Parking Generation, Fourth Edition. Washington DC: Institute of

Transportation Engineers, 2010




Foreword

ince the first ‘ediicn of this book was published in

1283, the concept of shared parking has become

wedl established as an important element of mixed-

use devalopments, probably beyond the wildest
dreams of its authors, That pionaering study demanstrated
that when developments with complementary parkng pat-
ferns ware able o use the same parking, less wes required,
At the time, there was nol gven 3 ganevally scoepted source
of documented parking needs for individual land uses, so
such dita woene developed as pert of the anginal study. Cer
lhe subsequent two decades, shared parking has become a
routine part of the design and approval of mized-uze devel-
opments, Packing needs have changed as a result of the evo-
lution in mixked-use developrmems and changes i trans-
portation, raquiring a nees look al the shared parking parsm-
eters adwocated in Y983 With this publication, we ame
pleased both to validate the ordginal sludy and to provide
current dala for @ more complex mix of different potential
land uses.

It is a tribuke to the ground-breaking nature and tharmough-
nass of the onginal shered parking study that it has taken so
Iy o wpdate it and UL could nol have dome il slone
Growing cancerns frorm within and outssde the UL commu-
ity made this peopect 4 priovity far the Policy and Practice
Comruttee. The publeation ol the thid edition of Parking

ATTACHMENT C SELECT PAGES FROM SHARED PARKING, 2ND EDITION, 2005

Garsration by the Institute of Transporiation Enginears pro-
vided a rich source of currenl parking data for single land
wses [hat served 85 a faundatoon lor an updated shared park-
ing study. The intecnational Council of Shopping Centers
partnerad with us to maka the study a reality. A natignal
study team of experts was establishied and a lead consuliant
selected to direct and menage the work,

This new pudlication provides up-lo-date parking param-
eters that will be useiul now and well in the future for many
users, Including local governments, developers, shopgng
cenier owners, and lendars, These new guideings should belp
those wsers lo integrate parking and developrnent in the
miost responsible way

Robert T. Dunphy
Profect Drector
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m Summary of Recommended Base Parking Ratios {Spaces per Unit Land Use)
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Recommended Monthly Adjustment Factors for CustomesVisitor Parking
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m Recommended Monthly Adjustment Factors for Employee Parking
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planied parkirg, pramity ta transportation, and =0 ond and
furctioral design (user endiness). Even though mulbpls
uses may be located 3t a single developrment site. if there i a
sea of asphall for surface parking swrroundng each wse, i
may be difficult to get those bound for a retail diningAantar-
tainment complex to park at 2 nearby offica building and walk
to the destination. It may be nacessary o use management
strategies such a5 valet parking o bo ran a shultle bo more dis-
tant parking areas when it & reguired fo meet demand.
Chapter & ncludes further explosation of these issues.

Step 2: Select Parking Ratios

The mekhodology requires the selection for each significant
land uza of 2 parking ralio, which is the number of spaces
that wiould be meedad if the land use were kocated by itself in
&t arep with ittle o no lransit and weak padesirian connac-
tinns with glher usas (the so-called cornfield developrmenty
Thés book recommands parking ratios lor a vanety of land
usas often found in shared parking situations. VWhere uses
not discussed here are Included in a shared parking sifuation,
appropriate parking ratios must be developed,

Mofe that this second editen includes meove land uses
Than the lirst edibon and leatunis mone steatification of land
uses within broad categories Indroidual changes will be fur-
ther disoussed in the saction on the development of factors
for each land use; the changes and additions are alsa sum-
marzed in Table 2-1.

This book's recommended parking ralios aim Lo represent
the peak accurmdation of vehicies at the peak hour on a
design day for that land use, as those terms hawve been
delwwed in chapter 1. Unless otherwise noted in the discus-
sion of a particular land use, the 85th percendde of abserved
peak-hour accumulabons (ignoving seasonality) was ern-
ploved in determining the parking ratics. The firs! edition of
Shoved Paridng emgloved the S0th percentile of the paak-
hour gocupanches obsarved. kna 1990 articke, an bl bute of

22 Shared Parking

Transportation Engneers (ITE) commilled recormmeanded
use of the B5th parcantile as an appropriate design standard,
Weant and Levingan® and Smily' ganesally recommended
tha BStLh percentia, as did the Parking Consultants Council*
The third edition of Parking Generstion presents 33nd and
B5th percentile values a5 well as the averags values for sach
land wse, to frame the vanabion in parking ratios and o
datermining appropriate parking ratios from the dala sat.

Thie issue of the sspropriate design dew/hoir for parking has
become more of a controversy in recenl years 4 srarl geowth
principles have bacame maee widely accepled. Some planners
argue (hat parking suppbes should be besed on the averags of
the pesk-hour occupancies observed i order (o avoid under-
usmed spaces. Oitvers beleve thal “more is betler™ and thel com-
munities should e protected from the: negative impacts of
parking shortagas with an efiective supply factor over and
by expecked accumulations on mest ifnct all days.

As noted previousty, designeng 3 parking system o that
every space is occupied at a regularly. ocouring peak hour
will result in a2 conclusion by owmers and users, if not the
commumity at large, that the parking is Inadequale. Some
hawe argued thel recommended parking ratics: should be
based oo the BSth percentile observation phes an addisonal
efiective supply tactor of 5-10 percent. Those disegresing
point out that in many cases a sysiem may then have
enough spaces 1o accommiadate the 100th percentile accu-
mulation, albeil meficiently due to increased search time
for availabie spaces.

After conssderabla debate, the study team ior this second
adition of Shaved Porking adopted thie B5th parcentile of peak-
Tonet obsersations in developing recommended parking
ratios. Howaver, it should be nofed that relativesy lew land
uses i Rorking Generation have a large enough sample siae
that ke 25t parcentile value as publshad wee deemed reh-
able enough to be used directhy, withoil further considera-
tion, In the majority of land tsas, the judgment of the Shived



Farking t¢am was rsured t6 findlize the ratins, individual
consadergtions lor mach land use are discussed in chapter 4.

The Shared Farking team believes that using the 85th per-
cenfile wiil provide an adequate supply cushion in most loce-
‘tions But a parking supply based on this rabe will be inade-
quate for @ certain number of locations that perfiorm abowve
the average For example. some new commercial develop-
ments have a “honevmoan™ period of high activity after ooen-
ing. only to settleinto a mone typical pattern aiter locals have
had a-chanoe to patronize the site. Conversely, there mey b
@ penod of lime 25 long as theae years dunng which patron-
age gradualty clmbs to & stabilized level Competitive factons
in & local marketplece may sko affect whether o niot 2 par-
ticular destination will parform abowe the &5th parcentile of
all the comparable destinations nalomeide. The first enfry
inta & marketplace that satisfies unmet consurmer demand
will oftan parfoem bettar than average. IF emceptional per-
fommance by one venue & sustained, competiors will uswally
enter the marketplace and performance may subsegueently
becoma rore ypecal or avarage.

When a proposed new concept does not quite I estab-
lishied land use categories and perhaps is beng beta lested
at a particular devalopment, adjustrment from parking ratios
fior the most closely relatad land use may be required White
thie ewriers of such venues may be loathe to reveal thair busi-
ness plan, & special perking ratio can be developed by com-
biring likedy peak-hour densdy of patrons and employess
with assumphinng for modad split and persans per car

Custamizing parking rates for a partscular Tenant, how-
avnr, parbicubarhy whes il lowers the ralm, is usually nob advig-
abis fram & longer-term perspeciive. One of the truisms of
alfssal By business ealaring Lo consumer damand = that
what 15 lashionaba today can be forgotten tomorrow,

Saparate parking ratios should be emploved for weskends
and weekdays, and thus they are prowded hare for the land
uwsas included in this report. Weskdays are typically defined

a3s the peniod of Monday throogh Friday, and weekends are
typically delingd as Saturday end Sunday, Howeser, many
enlertanimient wenues are as busy on Friday nights as on
Saturday nights, whils few land uses ganerate parking nesds
on Sundays similar 1o that on Selurdays. Among the land
uses that consistently do have peak actwvity on Sundays ae
places of woeship and professional lootball stadiums The
parking for aither of those uses usually overwhplms the
demand from any other use at the pask hours, and thus
shared parking = not generally & cntical mave for Sunday
congitions and There i little published data on Sunday park-
ing neads, Therelore no recommendations are made for
Sunday parking dermand in e boak. For the purposes of this
report, “weskday” is dafingd to be the period from midnight
Monday moming to 5 pom Friday allemoon. "Wesakend™
inchuches Friday evening and ol day Saturday,

The adjustmenl of parking needs Tor combnatons of wmes
is pasier o undersiand and mone refiably predicted if the park-
ing ratios are broken intoe the components of visitoptusiomer
and emploves/fesidant demand. Other analysts have termed
thes long-tenm and short-term demand. Technicaly speaking.
hoever, same custormars (such as hotel guests) park as long
of langer than ernployess, and part-time employess olten
rualify &% short-terrm parkess (by most definitons, thosa who
shay less than three ar four heurs). Theselore, this repoe's rec-
ommanded parking ratios are Broken inlo visitegtustomear
and employes/fresidant components.

The modal splits o private avio lor ceslomers and
erngiopens ang Lkily to be somewhal dilferent in areas whisns
thine is good public rarapadation. Employess of beranis n
an affice compie: am mone kkely 10 use public ranspart aton
o I carposl than wistors 1o thase same tenants. There are
aiso some differences in the time-of-day adjustments,
depending on whether the user = an employee/lenant. The
employees, performers, and stalf &t a performing arts center
will arrwa several hours before 3 scheduled performance, and

Shared Parking Principles 2%



i one does nat have relisble data ke a similacly sited proj-
ecl. ong musl Mg some assemptions. Lat vs consider a
hypothetical large office building = Schawemburg, llinois,
which has reasonably good bus transit service. Many com-
muters, howieves, will have to bransfer between buses in
dawnbown Schaurmburg fo reach this locafion. While the
census data indicate that 95.2 percent of ernployess warking
in thig esmmunity comemebe by prvate ulo, that percantage
raflects thase who take bus and comrmuter rail servica 1o
ermployrnent downiown. The locsl gevernmant is requiring
the developer to institute transportaton dermand manage-
rrieril maamures m this particulas sctivity centes, but no dats
on modal split or ridesharing are et avalable. Thus, the
modal spft to private auto at the projact site will be jower
than dor commeters to areas wathaout such programes, but
higher than for commuters to the ragional central business
district senned by transit |t would then be reasonable o
adagrmie thal ths lecation will be & the medd e of the range of
percentage wiing franat A peojection al 95 percent of the
eenptoyaes & (he office bullding commuting by private auto
wisld appear o be & reasonsble atarting point equivalent
o the percentage cuereally commuling to dewntown
Schaumburg by private aula It is sampwhial mone diffecult
to adjust the workers-per-car ratia, bul i 10 percent of 1hs
95 percent commuting by private auto will arrive as passan-
gers due 1o the ridesharing programs, that leaves BS percent
among all employees s drivers. Because tha parking ratos
assume a nearty 100 percent modal split to private auto and
very little ridesharing, or mearly 100 pescent drivership, the
overall reducton in parking needs due Lo modal split and
persons per car would then be achieved by multiplying the
employes parking ratso by 0.85. The equivalent persons per
sule of this assumption is 955 85% or 112, somewhsl
higher 1han the icealily's average rate of 106 persans per
sute for all commuters, which seems raasonable for & proj-
ect thal will hawe & cooedinated rideskaring program. Foe the

visitar component, 3 much iower adjustmend for transit
usage would be expected perhaps 095 (a2 5 parcant reduc-
tion of parking meeds as compared wilh a more bypical
“cornheld” cite}

Urdarstanding the types of emplopess generally associ-
ated with a langd e @ also important 0 adjusling such
ratios. For exarnple, hotel and retall employees are more
Higly o wse transit. 16 carpool, or o be picked up and
dropped off than office employees at the =ame focation,
Hiwiever, the parking ratios already refloct the typical modal
splits for a particular lype of use, even Lhough the satling s
paurned lo be g suburban localson with little or no transil,
Aciusiments should be rmada anly whan the suto occupancy
for thal uee would be unusually aflected,

Step 6: Apply Noncaptive Adjustments
Both jormal studies and general experiencs have proven that
soma reduction of clstomer parking nieads ocours in 3
mised-usa project due to patronags of multiple land wuses.
Thie term "captive market” has bapn borrowed from markat
researchers io describe peopbe who are already prezant in
the immediate wicinity and are Eealy patrons of 2 sacond usa.
For example, 3 parking demand analysis may considar that
errphoyasd in & complex or district may alrsady hawve parked
at anathir lnd wse and thus will ne! generate any packing
demand when they palronize & cofies store ar shop far & few
mirnubes while on a beeak If an office is lazated on 2 “com-
fimld™ site. st employees will nol leave Ihe property during
breaks, and therefore the office parking ratio at lunchiime
and other breaks already refiects the use of that parking
spate by that empioyee.

Determining appropriate noncaphive faclors & the slep
that requines the graslest probessional judgrment and experi-
enca, | is impartant o understand (he difference between
gsenuentisl and simultaneous: trips when estimating the
efiects of captive market influences an the parking supply.
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The development community uses the term “captive” for
patrons who are already nesrby and may be mone easily
attracled to a land e The Lrafhe enginger Sivlarly 1ses
“captive” for patrons who are already presant for another
purpase and thus do nat ganarate another vehicle trip to the
site. The parking planner must therefore detarmine for gach
tima perlod whethar the captive patrons ere already counted
as parked for another land use and thus do not generaie Lhe
need for additional parking spaces at that particular hour. The
fallowing examples further explain these issues.

W When a tralfic engineer estimates thet 30 percent of 2
cinerma's patrons ane also going to eat a1 the reslavants in
a retail/entertainment center, # is cleary legitimate to
redisce the number of inbound and outbound trips to the
prajest to refiect the tact thal new Irips lo the restaurants
will not be made via automobibe {but rather are already
accounted for in the trip genesation estimates for the cin-
eme). However, if # family goes to @ movie and then goes to
dinner (e, a sequential tripd, the overall parking demand for
ihe project is not reduced either during the mevie or while
fhey dine. Tha car is-parked m the project’s parking suppby
for 30-¥20 minutes for the movie and for 60 minutes or
mire for dinner

W With this same trip combmation, if the parents have a
{gistraly dinner while the children go to & movie; this simul-
tanaous frp b0 hwo- destinatons wilthon the center would
indesed rasult in reductions @ both g genesation and park-
ing demand In this case, the car would be counted 2 parked
at the restaurand, and a reduction in the parking demand
would be applied to the cinermna.

B The empioyes who Stays t ding and altend a movie after
wirk wiolild not bis captive from a parking perspective. That
ernployes may be more ikaly to patronize the on-site restai-
rant and cmema than to stop &l & restaurand o comarma
somewhers elze an the wey hame (thus reducing actomo-
bile trips b and fram the project); however, the time-of-day
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fachers i this book sssirma that an emploves leaves aiter tha
end of normal working hourd. Thus, & parking saace i
needed to serve an employes's visit to tha restaurant and the
cineplax in the evaning. During the daytime, an employes
patronizing & restaurant may be conslderad captive, as 50
percent of employees are essumad to stay on site durdng 1he
Iureh hows in the lime-of-day iactors lar emplovee packing 8l
eliice buildings.

The kary then s 1o evalinte whal percentags of the users
@t one land use are @imady counted as being parked for
anothar land use &t that particular hoor.

Market studies doowermanting visits to multiple destina-
tions within an axisting project cin be helphl in determining
the noncaptive adustments for parking needs at 2 project.
Mormally, such marke! studies are mol dessgned fo distin-
puish betwean sequential and simwlaneous visits, The
responder is usualfy asked simply to name all the venues vis=
ited on a particular tip fo the center. To quantify sequential
trips, the guestioner must ask where sach person anmving in
a wehicke is-or was al specific times, which is ssgnificanthy
mare time-consurming for both questioner and respondent.

‘When the study team calibrated the shared parking
miodel to-actual conditions at one suctessiul retailfenteriain-
mant complex, detailed market studies and ourstomer inter-
views were avallzble identifying the percentage of patrons
[hat wesited multinle venues in e comple:. Whan these per-
centages were entered dirsctly inte the shared parking model
3 estimates of the captive market, the model serssusky
undesestimated the parking demand revealed by achual
aecupanty eounts. Tha intarview percentages thus had tobe
reduced by 50 parcent when used as noncaptive estimates,
{o pat the madel to comeclly predict parking demand at the
center, Thes complication ifusirated the affects of sequential
wersus simuttanecus trips and the need for caution in esti-
rnating high levels of caplve markal even when sunay data
pee avadlable,



Because caplive market effects typically reduce the park-
ing needs, fie Tactor employed 1o adjust the parking ratio =
actually the parcentage of customers wha are not considened
captive, or the noncaptive ratio. For exampée, if 100 percent of
tha patrans for a food court are expectad 1o be emplowess of
other [and uses, the noncapiive ratic is 90 percenl.

In addition to evalsation of simultansos versus seguan-
tial visits o destinations, the magnitude of noncaptive
adjustrments is affected sgnificantly by the combinations of
fard wrsas and more specifically the relative quantities. For
example, the noncaptive adjustments for 3 10,000-cquare-
oot rastawant ina 40,000-square-fool strip shopping cen-
ter will be distingthy diffeant frem the adjustments for the
sarme size regtaurant in a mixed-use project with significant
. office space of hoted rooms. Even then, one must canefully
avaluate the potentisl for patraasge of one use by another,
With o TLD00-souard-lool restautant in & complex with
100,000 scuare foet of office space and 30.000-Square feel
ol rat#l one would expect there to be no more than 350
employess at the office (estimated from 375 employee park-
ing spaces per 1,000 square fagt with 108 persons per car}
&nd 25 employees at the retail stores (estimated fom the
weakday pasking ratia of 070 smployse spaces par 1000
squane feet of retall). Any visitor to ether [and use wha eals
luneh will be prosent in & sit-down sestauant for nearly an
hour and thershre should be considered to be parked at the
restaurant sl the noon hour The restaurant would have
* plhoit 250 seats (st an estimated 25 seats per thousand
squarg feet), I & moncaptive adjustment of 30 pescent s
sssurted, & is ellectively stating that 75 of the 375 ergloy-
ek, o Sbiil 20 peregnl, rom he: compliéx eat al the restau-
sant every dey of lhe wesk A 90 parcent noncaptive ratio at
bk regtaurant (25 or 10 percant of the 250 seats filked by
_ empliyses from the compl: at lunchtime) wolld be much
rden reasonable for ths combimation. IF, instead, the restau-
ranl is 3 1,000-square-toot deli with seating for less than 50

people and provides casryoul service s well, 75 parcent or
e of the patrons could be employess of the compess: (1
the deli is Socated in a WM 000-square-ioot suburban office
building without amy retail, virtually 300 percent of the
patrons may be captive office employees

Thas, using ranges of noncaptive factors for each lasd use
would be misleading in fact, they would be meanegless,
since tha ranges could be axtremely broad: zaro to 100 per-
cent of the patrons of a restaurant may be nencaptive on
daytime weekdays, a5 demonslrated above. Therelore, sug-
mested ranges of noncaptve factors e nob tabulated in this
bock Ingiead, the analyst must evelsale the reasonablensss
of the eaptive marked estimates for sach deveiopment by
tompanng pofental patronage from other ses with- the
expected patronags at peak hours.

There is sometimes confusion regarding whather a patron
Is captive or simply uses the mode of walkeng. Thesa disting-
tigng are far easier to understand in seli-contained deveing-
ments, a5 those who walk frem other wses within the project
wauld be considerad capive, winla those who walked fram
usas autside the project would be considered bo atfact the
rmiade adjustment. The isswe is considerably more murky na
downkown area; soeme visitors to  land use may walk from
ofiices, residences. and othar fand uses and thus could e
cansidered either as captive patrons or &8 customers who
wiaiked to the complex. The important thing is not to double
count such patrons both &= captive and 35 noncaplive cus-
fomers wha do not drve and park.

The aeed to carelully apply such laclors to the speedic
paak hours beag rmodeled necessanly makes shared packing
aralyias 8 exnplex undgrtaking, oflen ragusrng that rmulbiple
hours be indwsdually evaluated to determing the overall peak
accumulation of demand. It s for this reason that the
methodalogy for shared parking analysis recommanded in
this adition has besan slightty modified to clearly indicate thal
rexicaptive adjustments should be made after time-of-day
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Addendum to Sight Visibility Report

Introduction

This Addendum addresses a revised development proposal for the One Paseo project, which was
approved in February 2015. This project is referred to as the “Approved Project”. The City
Council subsequently rescinded some of the project approvals at the request of Kilroy to provide
an opportunity to address local community concerns. The redesigned project is referred to as
“New One Paseo Project”. The focus of this Addendum is to determine whether the analysis and
conclusions contained in the original report (Appendix E of the Final Environmental Impact
Report [FEIR]) for the One Paseo Project remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Background

The original report evaluated a development proposal consisting of 1,857,444 gross square feet
(gsf) including residential, retail, office and hotel uses. For purposes of this Addendum, this
development proposal is referred to the “Originally Proposed Project”. Subsequent to the
preparation of the original report, Kilroy redesigned the project to reduce the development to
1,454,069 gsf. The major changes included elimination of the hotel, reduction in square footage
of residential, retail and office uses, and the addition of a green space. An analysis of this
redesigned project was included in the EIR as the “Reduced Main Street Alternative” (also
referred to as the “Approved Project”). An Addendum, dated December 17, 2012, to the original
Report was prepared to address the Approved Project; that Addendum is included in the Final
EIR (FEIR) as Appendix E.1.

Subsequent to the approval of the Approved Project, Kilroy has redesigned the development

proposal to further reduce the total size of the project to 1,175,871 gsf. More information on the
New One Paseo Project is included in the project description section of this Addendum.
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Project Description

The New One Paseo Project retains the residential, retail and office uses, but eliminates the green
space that was included in the Approved Project. The total number of residential units would
remain 608. However, the square footage of retail and office uses would be reduced from both
the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project. Table 1 and Figure 1 illustrate the
land uses included in the New One Paseo Project.

Table 1. Land Uses
Gross Square Number of
Land Use Footage Units
Office (Multi-tenant) 280,000 --
Retail 95,871 -
Residential 800,000 608
Total 1,175,871 608

A comparison of the land uses included in the New One Paseo Project with the Approved Project
and the Originally Proposed Project is included in Table 2. With respect to the Originally
Proposed Project, the New One Paseo Project would result in a 50 percent reduction in the
amount of office space, and a 64 percent reduction in the amount of retail space. The number of
residential units would remain unchanged. The hotel would be eliminated. The overall square
footage would decrease by 37 percent from 1,857,440 to 1,175,871 gsf.

When compared with the Approved Project, the New One Paseo Project would reduce the office
space by 44 percent. The retail component would be reduced by 61 percent. The green space
would be eliminated. Overall the total square footage of the development would be reduced by
19 percent from 1,454,069 to 1,175,871 gsf. The number of residential units would remain
unchanged.

Analysis

A review of the New One Paseo project shows there are four driveways along the west side of El
Camino Real. An analysis of sight distance at three driveways influenced by their locations
along the inside of a 1,000 foot radius centerline curve on El Camino Real was completed for the
Originally Proposed Project, based on the 85™ percentile speed and methodology described in the
Sight Visibility Report in Appendix E of the FEIR, it was concluded that adequate sight distance
for motorists would exist at all three driveways with the dedication of sight visibility easements.
A review of the New One Paseo Project indicates that the driveway located at Station 121+72.52
on El Camino Real, as shown on the attached Exhibit B, would be at the same location as with
the Originally Proposed Project and thus, would have adequate sight distance with the previously
proposed sight visibility easement. With the New One Paseo Project, the driveways located at
Station 125+40 and at Station 117+22.40 have been relocated to Station 124+51.50 and Station
116+73.24, respectively. The new position of the driveway at Station 124+51.50 is 88.5 feet
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further south along the inside of the 1,000-foot centerline curve than the location identified in the
Originally Proposed Project. This change in the location requires the adjustment of the sight
visibility easement, as shown on the attached Exhibit A, and would not affect the conclusion of
the eatlier analysis that sufficient sight distance would exist at this driveway. The new position
of the driveway at Station 116+73.24 shows the sight line is now contained entirely within the
public right of way, as shown on the attached Exhibit C, and no sight visibility easement is now
required for this driveway. The southernmost driveway located at Station 114+11.58 is on the
outside of a 1,800 foot radius centerline curve, and was concluded by inspection that no further
analysis was required. The sight line is contained entirely within the proposed right of way, as
shown on the attached Exhibit D, and confirms that no sight visibility easement is required for
this driveway.

Conclusion

As discussed above, we conclude that the New One Paseo Project would not result in any new
impacts related to sight distance issues at the proposed project driveways to El Camino Real,
with the minor adjustment made to the sight visibility easements for the revised driveway
locations. Nor, would the New One Paseo Project result in an increase severity in the sight
distance impacts identified in our original report.

Respectfully submitted,
LEPPERT ENGINEERING CORPORATION,

MA? - 9@»&

Anthony M. Dieli, P.E.
RCE 31615
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HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.
7578 El Cajon Boulevard

La Mesa, CA 91942

619.462.1515 tel

619.462.0552 fax

www_helixepi.com Environmental Planning

December 2, 2015 KIL-03

Martha Blake

Development Services Department
City of San Diego

1223 First Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Addendum #2 to the Acoustical Analysis included in the Final Environmental
Impact Report for the One Paseo Project

Dear Ms. Blake:

This Addendum has been prepared to discuss how the changes included in the New One Paseo
Project relate to the results and conclusions made in the Acoustical Report prepared for the
Originally Proposed Project, dated March 2012, and the subsequent Addendum dated February
2013 prepared for Reduced Main Street Alternative included as Appendices F and F.1,
respectively, in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). . In addition, this Addendum
evaluates the noise mitigation measures included in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) to confirm their applicability to the current development proposal.

INTRODUCTION

In February 2015, the City Council approved a development proposal that reflected the Reduced
Main Street Alternative included in the FEIR. The City Council subsequently rescinded some of
the project approvals at the request of Kilroy to provide an opportunity to address local
community concerns. Kilroy has revised the development proposal to reduce the scale of the
project. The redesigned project is referred to as the “New One Paseo Project”. The focus of this
Addendum is to confirm that the analysis and conclusions contained in the original report
(Appendix G of the FEIR) for the One Paseo Project remain applicable to the New One Paseo
Project.
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BACKGROUND

The original report evaluated a development proposal consisting of 1,857,444 gross square feet
(gsf) including residential, retail, office and hotel uses. For purposes of this Addendum, this
development proposal is referred to as the “Originally Proposed Project”. Subsequent to the
preparation of the Draft EIR (DEIR), Kilroy redesigned the project to reduce the development to
1,454,069 gsf. The major changes included elimination of the hotel, reduction in square footage
of residential, retail and office uses, and the addition of a green space. An analysis of this
redesigned project was included in the EIR as the “Reduced Main Street Alternative”, which was
ultimately approved by the City; this project is referred to as the “Approved Project”. An
Addendum, dated May 5, 2014, to the original Air Quality/GHG report was prepared to address
the Reduced Main Street Alternative; that Addendum is included in the Final EIR (FEIR) as
Appendix G.1.

Subsequent to the approval of the Approved Project, Kilroy has redesigned the development
proposal to further reduce the total size of the project to 1,175,871 gsf. More information on the
New One Paseo Project is included in the project description section which follows.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The New One Paseo Project retains the residential, retail and office uses, but eliminates the
cinema and green space that was included in the Approved Project. The total number of
residential units would remain 608. However, the square footage of retail and office uses would
be reduced from both the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project. Table 1 and
Figure 1 illustrate the land uses included in the New One Paseo Project.

Table 1
NEW ONE PASEO LAND USES

Land Use Gross Square Numper of
Footage Units
Office (Multi-tenant) 280,000 -
Retail 95,871 -
Residential 800,000 608
TOTAL 1,175,871 608

A comparison of the land uses included in the New One Paseo Project with the Approved Project
and the Original Project is included in Table 2. With respect to the Originally Proposed Project,
the New One Paseo Project would result in a 50 percent reduction in the amount of office space,
and a 64 percent reduction in the amount of retail space. The number of residential units would
remain unchanged. The hotel would be eliminated. The overall square footage would decrease
by 37 percent from 1,857,440 to 1,175,871 gsf.

When compared with the Approved Project, the New One Paseo Project would reduce the office
space by 43 percent. The retail component would be reduced by 61 percent. The green space
would be eliminated. Overall the total square footage of the development would be reduced by
19 percent from 1,454,069 to 1,175,871 gsf. The number of residential units would be
unchanged.

HELIX
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Table 2
LAND USE COMPARISON OF THE NEW ONE PASEO PROJECT WITH THE
ORIGINALLY PROPOSED PROJECT AND REVISED PROJECT
(Gross Square Feet)
Commercial Retail Commercial Office = L Mult_l—FarT_uIy
(Square Feet) (Square Feet) 3 S Residential Total
o 3 (Dwelling Units)
Project | e | ¥ E ] 5 g | g, | B 3
£ o S 2 2 o c = ® o
& 5 5 £ g g | 8 > g g
o & = T 5 5
Originally 220,000 50,000 535,600 21,840 0 100,000 0 608 930,000 1,857,440
Proposed Project
Approved Project 198,500 48,000 471,000 21,840 0 0 47,916 608 714,729 1,454,069
New One Paseo 95,871 0 0 0 280,000 0 0 608 800,000 1,175,871
Project
Net Change from | -124,129 -50,000 | -535,600 | -21,840 | +280,000 | -100,000 0 0 -130,000 -681,569
Originally
Proposed Project
Net Change from -102,629 -48,000 -471,000 | -21,840 | +280,000 0 -47,916 0 +85,271 -278,198
Approved Project

! Corporate office category includes multi-tenant as well as corporate office uses.
2 Professional office category was applied to multi-tenant office associated with Main Street.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS
Project Noise
FEIR

The acoustical analysis in the FEIR concluded that the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would result in potentially significant impacts on land uses within the proposed
development, including noise sensitive receptors associated with the proposed hotel, office and
residential uses. The specific noise-generators included refrigeration and freezer condensers
(associated with markets and restaurants), trash compactors, forklifts, delivery trucks,
amplification systems (nighttime entertainment), restaurant kitchen fans, heating, ventilation and
air conditioning equipment, and parking lot traffic. Impacts on adjacent land uses were
determined not to be significant.

The FEIR identified mitigation measures that would reduce significant impacts on noise sensitive
receptors to less than significant. Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 requires a noise analysis prior to
issuance of building permits to assure that stationary noise sources would be equipped with noise
attenuation measures to keep noise to within the property line limits established by the Noise
Control Ordinance. Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 requires a noise analysis prior to issuance of
building permits to assess off-site noise sources to assure that noise attenuation measures are
undertaken to achieve acceptable noise levels. Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 requires a noise analysis
prior to issuance of building permits to assess on-site noise sources to assure that noise
attenuation measures are undertaken to achieve acceptable noise levels.

New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would have similar stationary noise sources as the Originally
Proposed Project and the Approved Project. Similar to the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects, implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-1 through 5.4-3 would reduce potential
impacts for the New One Paseo Project to less than significant levels. Thus, the conclusion of
the FEIR that stationary noise source impacts would be less than significant with mitigations
incorporated would also apply to the New One Paseo Project.

Traffic Noise
FEIR

The FEIR concluded that future traffic noise along Del Mar Heights Road and EI Camino Real
would cause exterior noise levels on the project site along these roadways to exceed 65 dBA.
Noise levels over 65 dBA are considered incompatible with outdoor common areas associated
with multi-family residential uses. In addition exterior noise levels over 65 dBA result in interior
noise levels in excess of the 45 dBA standard established by the City’s General Plan without
additional attenuation. With respect to the Approved Project, the analysis concluded that the
green space associated with the Approved Project would also experience unacceptable traffic

HELIX
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noise levels. As a result, traffic noise impacts were found to be significant for both the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects.

The FEIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 would reduce traffic noise
impacts associated with both the Originally Propose and the Approved Projects to less than
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 12.9-1 would reduce the traffic noise impacts
on the green space proposed in the Approved Project to less than significant levels.

New One Paseo Project

Although the New One Paseo Project would contribute less traffic to Del Mar Heights Road and
El Camino Real, traffic noise from these roadways would still have a potentially significant
impact on adjacent residential and office uses within the Project. However, with the elimination
of the green space, impacts on recreational areas would be avoided. As such, due to the project
design changes in the New One Paseo Project removing the green space, Mitigation Measure
12.9-1 would no longer be necessary, and should be removed from the adopted MMRP. Thus,
the conclusion of the FEIR that traffic noise impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated would also apply to the New One Paseo Project.

Construction Noise
FEIR

The FEIR concluded that construction noise generated during Phase 3 of the Originally Proposed
and Approved Projects would significantly impact on-site residential uses constructed in
previous phases. Off-site uses were determined not to be impacted.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-4, included in the FEIR, requires noise attenuation for construction in
Phase 3 including modifications to construction equipment and/or construction of temporary
barriers. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the FEIR concluded that the impacts
of Phase 3 construction noise associated with both the Originally Proposed Project and the
Approved Project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

New One Paseo Project

As the potential exists for grading to occur adjacent to occupied residential units within the
project area, construction noise could adversely impact noise sensitive uses on-site. As with the
Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4.4, as
appropriate, would reduce the impact to less than significant.

HELIX
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CONCLUSION

Overall, the New One Paseo project would result in reduction of the square footage and ADT in
comparison with the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project, and change in
project design to remove the green space proposed in the Approved Project. As such, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-1, 5.4-2, 5.4-3 and 5.4-4 that were proposed in the
FEIR, the New One Paseo project will not create new significant environmental effects from
noise, or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified impacts; and therefore,
the previous analysis and conclusions remain valid. Additionally, due to removal of the green
space from project design elements, Mitigation Measure 12.9-1, which mitigated unacceptable
noise levels in the green space, is no longer necessary for the New One Paseo Project and should
be removed from the adopted MMRP.

CERTIFICATION

This addendum is based on the related project information received and represents a true and
factual analysis of the acoustical impact issues associated with the New One Paseo Project.

Sincerely,

f;é)“

Charles Terry
Senior Noise Specialist

HELIX
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Martha Blake

Development Services Department

City of San Diego

1223 First Avenue
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Addendum #2 to the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis included in the
Final Environmental Impact Report for the One Paseo Project

Dear Ms. Blake:

This Addendum has been prepared to discuss how the changes included in the New One Paseo
Project relate to the results and conclusions made in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report
prepared for the Originally Proposed Project, dated March 2012, and the subsequent Addendum
dated May 5, 2014 prepared for Reduced Main Street Alternative included as Appendices G and
G.1, respectively, in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

INTRODUCTION

In February 2015, the City Council approved a development proposal that reflected the Reduced
Main Street Alternative included in the FEIR. The City Council subsequently rescinded some of
the project approvals at the request of Kilroy to provide an opportunity to address local
community concerns. Kilroy has revised the development proposal to reduce the scale of the
project. The redesigned project is referred to as the “New One Paseo Project”. The focus of this
Addendum is to confirm that the analysis and conclusions contained in the original report
(Appendix G of the FEIR) for the One Paseo Project remain applicable to the New One Paseo
Project.

BACKGROUND

The original report evaluated a development proposal consisting of 1,857,444 gross square feet
(gsf) including residential, retail, office and hotel uses. For purposes of this Addendum, this
development proposal is referred to as the “Originally Proposed Project”. Subsequent to the
preparation of the Draft EIR (DEIR), Kilroy redesigned the project to reduce the development to
1,454,069 gsf. The major changes included elimination of the hotel, reduction in square footage
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of residential, retail and office uses, and the addition of a green space. An analysis of this
redesigned project was included in the EIR as the “Reduced Main Street Alternative”, which was
ultimately approved by the City; this project is referred to as the “Approved Project”. An
Addendum, dated May 5, 2014, to the original Air Quality/GHG report was prepared to address
the Reduced Main Street Alternative; that Addendum is included in the Final EIR (FEIR) as
Appendix G.1.

Subsequent to the approval of the Approved Project, Kilroy has redesigned the development
proposal to further reduce the total size of the project to 1,175,871 gsf. More information on the
New One Paseo Project is included in the project description section which follows.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The New One Paseo Project retains the residential, retail and office uses, but eliminates the green
space that was included in the Approved Project. The total number of residential units would
remain 608. However, the square footage of retail and office uses would be reduced from both the
Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project. Table 1 and Figure 1 illustrate the land
uses included in the New One Paseo Project.

Table 1. New One Paseo Land Uses
Gross Square Number of
Land Use Footage Units
Office (Multi-tenant) 280,000
Retail 95,871 --
Residential 800,000 608
Total 1,175,871 608

A comparison of the land uses included in the New One Paseo Project with the Approved Project
and the Originally Proposed Project is included in Table 2. With respect to the Originally
Proposed Project, the New One Paseo Project would result in a 50 percent reduction in the amount
of office space, and a 64 percent reduction in the amount of retail space. The number of
residential units would remain unchanged. The hotel would be eliminated. The overall square
footage would decrease by 37 percent from 1,857,440 to 1,175,871 gsf.

When compared with the Approved Project, the New One Paseo Project would reduce the office
space by 43 percent. The retail component would be reduced by 61 percent. The green space
would be eliminated. Overall the total square footage of the development would be reduced by 19
percent from 1,454,069 to 1,175,871 gst. The number of residential units would remain
unchanged.
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Table 2
Land Use Comparison of the New One Paseo Project
with the

(Gross Square Feet)

Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project

Multi-Family
Commercial Retail Commercial Office — £ Residential
(Square Feet) (Square Feet) E 53; (Dwelling Units) Total
— @ (=] [«b) (5]
g : e | 2 | & $ ¢
© e ‘N =] 2 w <) (<]
= £ Q ] L = c o put P
S Q o S = o S5 = < s
Project 04 (@) O a = T O ) %) %)
Originally 220,000 50,000 535,600 21,840 0 100,000 0 608 930,000 1,857,440
Proposed Project
Approved Project 198,500 48,000 471,000 21,840 0 0 47,916 608 714,729 1,454,069
New One Paseo 95,871 0 0 0 280,000 0 0 608 800,000 1,175,871
Project
Net Change from | -124,129 -50,000 | -535,600 | -21,840 | +280,000 | -100,000 0 0 -130,000 -681,569
Originally
Proposed Project)
Net Change from | -102,629 -48,000 | -471,000 | -21,840 | +280,000 0 -47,916 0 +85,271 -278,198
Approved Project

! Corporate office category includes multi-tenant as well as corporate office uses.

2 Professional office category was applied to multi-tenant office associated with Main Street.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS
Air Quality Planning
FEIR

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project determined that
although the project would require a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) and Precise Plan
Amendment (PPA) to allow for the proposed land uses, construction and operational air
emissions generated by the project would not exceed applicable significance thresholds for ozone
precursors or particulate matter. Project design features were proposed to reduce project
emissions in compliance with the strategies in the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for attaining and maintaining air quality standards. As a result
the air quality analysis concluded the impact of the Originally Proposed or Approved Project on
regional air quality planning would be less than significant.

New One Paseo Project

The RAQS relies on information from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), including projected growth in the County,
mobile, area and all other source emissions in order to project future emissions and determine
from that the strategies necessary for the reduction of stationary source emissions through
regulatory controls. The CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth
projections are based on population and vehicle trends and land use plans developed by the cities
and by the County. As such, projects that propose development that is consistent with the
growth anticipated by the general plans would be consistent with the RAQS. In the event that a
project proposes development which is less dense than anticipated within the General Plan, the
project would likewise be consistent with the RAQS. As illustrated previously in Table 2, the
New One Paseo Project would result in a 37 percent decrease in overall gsf when compared to
the Originally Proposed Project and a 19 percent decrease when compared to the Approved
Project. As such, the New One Paseo Project proposes development that is less dense than the
previously analyzed projects. As a result the FEIR conclusion that the impact of development of
the Originally Proposed or Approved Projects on regional air quality planning would be less than
significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Criteria Pollutants

FEIR

Construction

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project, included as Appendix G to the FEIR,
concluded that construction activities associated with the Originally Proposed Project would not

result in significant air quality impacts related to criteria pollutants. The analysis for the
Approved Project, included as Appendix G.1 to the FEIR, concluded that the generation of
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criteria pollutants, GHGs, and diesel particulates during construction from the Approved Project
would be comparable to that of the Originally Proposed Project because the emission levels are
based on the surface area to be graded and the number of pieces of construction equipment
operating at any given time. The construction impacts with respect to criteria pollutants of both
projects was determined to be less than significant.

Operation

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project concluded that operations would not result in
significant air quality impacts related to criteria pollutants. The analysis for the Approved Project
concluded that due to the reduced square footage, the Approved Project would reduce average
daily vehicle trips (ADT) by approximately 13 percent when compared to the Originally
Proposed Project, as well as reduce the demand for energy. As such, it was determined that the
Approved Project would result in lower emissions of criteria pollutants than the Originally
Proposed Project. The operation impacts with respect to criteria pollutants of both projects was
determined to be less than significant.

New One Paseo Project

Construction

As the construction area and activity associated with the New One Paseo Project would be
similar or less than the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the conclusion of the FEIR
air quality analysis that construction impacts on air quality would be less than significant would
also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Operation

As detailed in the Traffic Analysis Addendum for the New One Paseo Project, the New One
Paseo Project would further reduce ADT by approximately 43 percent when compared to the
Approved Project. This equates to an overall ADT reduction of approximately 50 percent when
compared to the Originally Proposed Project. Furthermore, the New One Paseo Project would
result in reduced energy demand due to the reduced square footage detailed in Table 2. As such,
the New One Paseo Project would result in lower emissions of criteria pollutants than either the
Originally Proposed Project or Approved Project. Therefore, the conclusions of the FEIR air
quality analysis that operational impacts would be less than significant would also be applicable
to the New One Paseo Project.
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Sensitive Receptors
FEIR
Construction

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project concluded that construction activities would not
result in significant air quality impacts related to diesel particulates. As with criteria pollutants,
the similar construction equipment usage was assumed for the Approved Project which was also
determined to have a less than significant impact on sensitive receptors.

Operation

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project concluded that operations would not result in
significant levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) related to diesel particulates and heating and
ventilation associated with operations of the proposed development. The analysis for the
Approved Project concluded that the reduced square footage of buildings requiring heating and
ventilation would result in a proportional reduction in TACs associated with this source when
compared to the Originally Proposed Project. Additionally, the reduction in retail development
associated with the Approved Project would reduce the number of trucks providing deliveries,
which would proportionately reduce diesel particulate emissions.

New One Paseo Project

Construction

As the construction area and activity associated with the New One Paseo Project would be
similar or less than the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the FEIR conclusion that the
impact of development on sensitive receptors would be less than significant would also be
applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Operation

The reduced square footage of development for the New One Paseo Project would result in a
proportional reduction in TACs and diesel particulate emissions. Therefore, the FEIR conclusion
that operations related to development of the property would have a less than significant impact
on sensitive receptors would remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project.
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Odors

FEIR

Construction Odors

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project stated that project construction would not cause
a long-term odor nuisance, and associated odor impacts during project construction would be less
than significant. As with previous issues, the similar construction equipment usage under the
Approved Project would generate odors comparable to the Originally Proposed Project. Odor
impacts were determined to be less than significant for both projects.

Operational Odor Impacts

The analysis concluded that land uses associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved
Projects would not result in objectionable odors and that odor impacts would be less than

significant.

New One Paseo Project

Construction Odors

Construction associated with the New One Paseo Project would be comparable to the Originally
Proposed and Approved Projects. Thus, the FEIR conclusion that construction odors would be
less than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Operational Odors

As land uses would be comparable to the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects, the FEIR
conclusion that operational odors would be less than significant would also be applicable to the
New One Paseo Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
FEIR
Construction

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project, included as Appendix G to the FEIR,
concluded that construction activities associated with the Originally Proposed Project would not
result in significant GHG emissions. The analysis for the Approved Project, included as
Appendix G.1 to the FEIR, concluded that the generation of GHGs during construction would be
comparable to that of the Originally Proposed Project because the emission levels are based on
the surface area to be graded and the number of pieces of construction equipment operating at

HELIX

Environmental Planning
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any given time. As result, the analysis concluded that the GHG impacts associated with
construction for the Originally Proposed and Approved Project would be less than significant.
Operation

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project concluded that operations would not result in
significant GHG emissions. The analysis for the Approved Project concluded that due to the
reduced square footage, the Approved Project would reduce ADT by approximately 13 percent
when compared to the Originally Proposed Project, as well as reduce the demand for energy. As
such, it was determined that the Approved Project would result in lower GHG emissions than the
Originally Proposed Project. As a result, the analysis concluded that the GHG impacts
associated with operations for the Originally Proposed and Approved Project would be less than
significant.

New One Paseo Project

Construction

The construction associated with the New One Paseo Project would be comparable or less than
that associated with the Originally Proposed and Approved Projects. Thus, the conclusion that
GHG emissions related to construction would be less than significant would be applicable to the
New One Paseo Project.

Operations

As detailed in the Traffic Analysis Addendum for the New One Paseo Project, the New One
Paseo Project would further reduce ADT by approximately 43 percent when compared to the
Approved Project. This equates to an overall ADT reduction of approximately 50 percent when
compared to the Originally Proposed Project. Furthermore, the New One Paseo Project would
result in reduced energy demand due to the reduced square footage detailed in Table 2. As such,
the New One Paseo Project would result in lower GHG emissions than either the Originally
Proposed Project or Approved Project. Thus, the FEIR conclusion that GHG emissions related to
operations would be less than significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Greenhouse Gas Planning
FEIR

The analysis for the Originally Proposed Project determined that because the Project is expected
to include project features that are encouraged by the Conservation Element policies in the City’s
General Plan, there would be no conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This was also determined to be true for the
Approved Project which also incorporated energy conservation features.

HELIX
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New One Paseo Project

The New One Paseo Project would also include energy conservation features. Therefore, the
FEIR conclusion that the impact of development GHG reduction policies would be less than
significant would also be applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

CONCLUSION

Overall, the New One Paseo project would result in reduction of the square footage of the project
and ADT in comparison with the Originally Proposed Project and the Approved Project analyzed
in the FEIR. As such, the New One Paseo project will not create new significant environmental
effects for air quality and GHG, or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified
impact; and therefore, the previous analysis and conclusions remain valid.

CERTIFICATION
This addendum is based on the related project information received and represents a true and
factual analysis of the air quality and greenhouse gas impact issues associated with the New One

Paseo Project.

Sincerely,

Victor Ortiz
Air Quality Specialist
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Introduction

This Addendum addresses a revised development proposal for the One Paseo project, which was
approved in February 2015. This project is referred to as the “Approved Project”. The City Council
subsequently rescinded some of the project approvals at the request of Kilroy to provide an opportunity
to address local community concerns. The redesigned project is referred to as “New One Paseo
Project”. The focus of this Addendum is to determine whether the analysis and conclusions contained in
the original report (Appendix H of the Final Environmental Impact Report [FEIR]) for the One Paseo
Project remain applicable to the New One Paseo Project.

Background

The original report evaluated a development proposal consisting of 1,857,444 gross square feet (gsf)
including residential, retail, office and hotel uses. For purposes of this Addendum, this development
proposal is referred to the “Originally Proposed Project”. Subsequent to the preparation of the original
report, Kilroy redesigned the project to reduce the development to 1,454,069 gsf. The major changes
included elimination of the hotel, reduction in square footage of residential, retail and office uses, and
the addition of a green space. An analysis of this redesigned project was included in the EIR as the
“Reduced Main Street Alternative” (also referred to as the “Approved Project”).

Subsequent to the approval of the Approved Project, Kilroy has redesigned the development proposal to
further reduce the total size of the project to 1,175,871 gsf. More information on the New One Paseo
Project is included in the project description section of this Addendum.

Project Description

The New One Paseo Project retains the residential, retail and office uses, but eliminates the green space
that was included in the Approved Project. The total number of residential units would remain 608.
However, the square footage of retail and office uses would be reduced from both the Originally
Proposed Project and the Approved Project. Table 1 and Figure 1 illustrate the land uses included in the
New One Paseo Project.

Table 1. Land Uses
Gross Square Number of
Land Use Footage Units
Office (Multi-tenant) 280,000 -
Retail 95,871 -
Residential 800,000 608
Total 1,175,871 608

A comparison of the land uses included in the New One Paseo Project with the Approved Project and the
Originally Proposed Project is included in Table 2. With respect to the Originally Proposed Project, the
New One Paseo Project would result in a 50 percent reduction in the amount of office space, and a 64
percent reduction in the amount of retail space. The number of residential units would remain
unchanged. The hotel would be eliminated. The overall square footage would decrease by 37 percent
from 1,857,440 to 1,175,871 gsf.
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When compared with the Approved Project, the New One Paseo Project would reduce the office space
by 43 percent. The retail component would be reduced by 61 percent. The green space would be
eliminated. Overall the total square footage of the development would be reduced by 19 percent from
1,454,069 to 1,175,871 gsf. The number of residential units would remain unchanged.

Purpose

The purpose of this drainage study is to reanalyze the drainage design based upon the New One Paseo
project. We will determine the sizing of proposed storm drains, and confirm adequacy of existing storm
drains.

Project Location

The proposed project is located in the Carmel Valley area of the City of San Diego, which falls under the
Miramar Reservoir Hydrologic Area (Hydrologic Sub-area 906.10) of the Pefiasquitos Hydrologic unit.
The project site is on the southwest corner of the intersection of El Camino Real and Del Mar Heights
Road, just east of interstate 5, in the City of San Diego (see Exhibit A).

Method of Calculation

This study calculates the total runoff from the site using the guidelines set forth in the City of San
Diego’s Drainage Design Manual, dated April 1984 (see Appendix | — Rational Method: City of San Diego
Drainage Design Manual). The specific method used is the Rational Formula for watersheds under 0.5
square miles. A 100 year storm event was used for the analysis. Per the City of San Diego Drainage
Design Manual, for tributary areas less than one square mile the storm drain system shall be designed so
that the combination of storm drain system capacity and overflow will be able to carry the 100-year
frequency storm without damage to or flooding of adjacent existing buildings or potential building sites,
and Type D soil shall be used for all areas (see Appendix |I- Runoff Coefficients: City of San Diego
Drainage Design Manual).

Autodesk Storm and Sanitary Analysis was used for the storm analysis. Autodesk Storm and Sanitary
Analysis is a link-node based model that performs hydrology, hydraulic, and water quality analysis of
storm water and wastewater drainage systems, including sewage treatment plants and water quality
control devices. A link represents a hydraulic element (i.e., a pipe, channel, pump, standpipe, culvert, or
weir) that transports flow and constituents. A node can represent the junction of two or more links, a
storm drain catch basin inlet, the location of a flow or pollutant input into the system, or a storage
element (such as a detention pond, retention pond, settling pond, or lake).

Drainage basin boundaries, flow patterns, and topographic elevations are shown on the drainage basin
maps located in the map pockets (see Exhibit B — Existing Condition Drainage Basin Map & Exhibit D —
Proposed Condition Basin Map).

Existing Condition

The project site located on the southwest corner of El Camino Real and Del Mar Heights Road on a
previously mass graded 23.7 acre site (see Appendix VI) designated by APNs 304-070-49-00, 304-070-43-
00, 304-070-52-00 & 304-070-57-00. The site is bound by High Bluff Drive to the west, Del Mar Heights
Road to the north and El Camino Real to the east. All of the surrounding parcels are previously
developed.
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A total of eight sub-basins were analyzed. The sub-basin summary below describes each of
the sub-basins and Exhibit B — Existing Condition Drainage Basin Map shows the basin
boundaries.

Sub-basin A:

This area is a 2.0 acre offsite basin consisting of the westerly portion of Del Mar Heights Road
fronting the project and the onsite slope adjacent to it. Drainage from this basin surface flows
via gutter to the existing curb inlet located along Del Mar Heights Road just before El Camino

Real.

Sub-basin B:

This area is a 1.2 acre offsite basin consisting of the easterly portion of Del Mar Heights Road
fronting the project and the onsite slope adjacent to it. Drainage from this basin surface flows
via gutter to the existing curb inlet located along Del Mar Heights Road just before El Camino
Real.

Sub-basin C:

This area is a 8.1 acre onsite basin consisting of a previously pad graded area on the
northwest corner of the site. Drainage from this basin surface flows to an existing onsite
sediment basin with a 30” CMP riser.

Sub-basin D:

This area is a 3.9 acre onsite basin consisting of a previously pad graded area centered along
the northerly property line of the site. Drainage from this basin surface flows to an existing
onsite sediment basin with a 30” CMP riser.

Sub-basin E:

This area is a 5.8 acre onsite basin consisting of a previously pad graded area on the northeast
corner of the site. Drainage from this basin surface flows to an existing onsite sediment basin
with a 30” CMP riser.

Sub-basin F:

This area is a 0.4 acre offsite basin consisting of the northerly portion of El Camino Real
fronting the project and the onsite slope adjacent to it. Drainage from this basin surface flows
via gutter to the existing curb inlet located along El Camino Real at the intersection of Del Mar
Heights Road.

Sub-basin- G:

This area is a 4.7 acre onsite basin consisting of a previously pad graded area on the southerly
corner of the site. Drainage from this basin surface flows to an existing onsite sediment basin
with a 30” CMP riser.

Sub-basin- H:

This area is a 2.1 acre offsite basin consisting of the southerly portion of El Camino Real
fronting the project and the onsite slope adjacent to it. Drainage from this basin surface flows
via gutter to the existing curb inlet located along El Camino Real just prior to the southerly
property line of the project.
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All the identified sub-basins enter an existing storm drain system of various sizes of RCP. The system
runs from the intersection of Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive east to El Camino Real, then
south down El Camino Real past the project’s southern property line. The existing public storm drain
system within El Camino Real was designed for the ultimate build-out of the project as described in
“Drainage Study, North City West Employment Center, Entire Precise Plan Area, dated February, 1984 by
Rick Engineering Company”. Based on this, pre-project hydrology calculations have been performed for
the project site area in order to evaluate the overall increase in runoff from the site, but not the total
flow due to all upstream basin areas. A pre-project basin map has been included to identify existing
watershed boundaries in Exhibit B.

Proposed Condition

The proposed condition analysis analyzes 51 sub basins as shown on Exhibit D-Proposed Condition Basin
Map. The impervious percentage of the previously approved project was conservatively estimated at
90% and utilized a C value of 0.95. Per the analysis included in “Water Quality Technical Report for One
Paseo”, prepared by Leppert Engineering Corporation, dated October 16, 2015, the New One Paseo
project site is 80% impervious. Per the City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual (see Appendix lll), a
land use that is 80% impervious has a C value of 0.85, so for the project site that is 80% impervious, the
C value used is 0.85. This value also corresponds to a commercial use, which is appropriate considering
the overall density of the proposed structures.

For all sub-basins within the site the time of concentration is assumed to be less than 5 minutes due to
onsite area drains and roof drains, so the minimum time of concentration of 5 minutes was used.
Intensity values were determined using the City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual Rainfall Intensity
Duration Frequency Curves (see Appendix IV).

Results from the analysis can be found in Exhibit E-Proposed Condition SSA Analysis Results.

Conclusions

As compared to the existing condition, the proposed project increases the peak runoff from the site. The
total peak runoff for the site is 71.31 cfs vs the existing condition 23.76 cfs, an increase of 47.55 cfs from
the existing condition. Since the public storm drain within EI Camino Real was designed for ultimate
build-out, the results provided will be utilized to size the on-site system and points of connection into
the existing 66-inch system in El Camino Real.

As compared to the previous approval, the New One Paseo project decreases the peak runoff from the
site. The total peak runoff for the site is 71.31 cfs vs the previous 82.68 cfs, a decrease of 11.37 cfs from
the previous approval. This can be attributed to revising the runoff coefficient from 0.95 to 0.85. Since
the public storm drain within EI Camino Real was designed for ultimate build-out, the results provided
will be utilized to size the on-site system and points of connection into the existing 66-inch system in El
Camino Real.

The New One Paseo results in additional impervious areas as a result of the roadway widening along
both Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real. This will create increased run-off within the roadway for
both off-site drainage areas. In the existing condition, the total offsite basin areas that contribute to the
public storm drain system are Sub-A at 2.0 acres and Sub-B at 1.2 acres, respectively. However, in the
proposed condition the runoff from Basin Sub-01 is conveyed through the proposed onsite storm drain
system whereas in the existing condition that same area was conveyed through the public storm drain
system within Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real. This proposed routing removes that 1.4 acre
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basin from the existing public storm drain system until it re-enters the public storm drain system at Jun-
29. Subsequently, this will reduce the flows within the existing system upstream of the proposed points
of connection, while the existing downstream has been designed for ultimate build-out. The increased
impervious areas for the public street widenings, has been analyzed and mitigated in the Water Quality
Technical Report.

Post-project storm water runoff will be treated per the Storm Water Standards Manual. Please refer to
the report titled, Water Quality Technical Report for One Paseo” dated October 16, 2015, prepared by
Leppert Engineering Corporation, for more information with regards to water quality.

As discussed above, we conclude that the New One Paseo Project would not result in any new impacts
related to stormwater runoff. Nor, would the New One Paseo Project result in an increase severity in
the drainage impacts identified in our original report.
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VICINITY MAP

NO SCALE

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

PARCELS 1 AND 2 OF PARCEL MAP 15061 RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY ON DECEMBER 16, 1987 AND
PARCEL 2 OF PARCEL MAP 19130, RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF THE
COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY ON DECEMBER 20, 2002, ALL
LOCATED IN THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, STATE OF

| LOCATION MAP
NO SCALE




EXHIBIT “B” - Existing Condition Drainage Basin Map
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EXHIBIT “C” - Existing Condition SSA Analysis Results



Project Description

File NAME .o SSA Analysis - Existing.SPF

Project Options

Flow Units .. CFS
Elevation Type . .. Elevation
Hydrology Method .. Rational

User-Defined
Hydrodynamic
YES

. NO

Time of Concentration (TOC) Method
Link Routing Method ....
Enable Overflow Ponding at Nodes
Skip Steady State Analysis Time Periods ....

Analysis Options

Start Analysis On ...
End Analysis On .
Start Reporting On .
Antecedent Dry Days
Runoff (Dry Weather) Time Step .
Runoff (Wet Weather) Time Step ...
Reporting Time Step ....
Routing Time Step ....

Oct 14,2015  00:00:00

.. Oct 15,2015  00:00:00

Oct 14,2015  00:00:00

0 days

.. 001:00:00 days hh:mm:ss
. 000:05:00 days hh:mm:ss
. 000:05:00 days hh:mm:ss
.. 30 seconds

Number of Elements

Rain Gages ..
Subbasins

Junctions .
Outfalls .
Flow Diversions

Pumps
Orifices ....
Weirs ...
Outlets ..
Pollutants
Land Uses ....

Rainfall Details

REUIN PEIOM. ......eiiiiieeiiee e 100 year(s)



Subbasin Summary

SN Subbasin Area Weighted Total Total Total Peak Time of
ID Runoff Rainfall Runoff Runoff Runoff Concentration
Coefficient Volume
(ac) (in) (in) (ac-in)  (cfs) (days hh:mm:ss)
1 Sub-A 2.00 0.9500 0.40 0.38 0.76 7.83 0 00:05:54
2 Sub-B 1.20 0.9500 0.39 0.37 044 4.83 0 00:05:30
3 Sub-C 8.10 0.4500 0.93 0.42 340 784 0 00:26:00
4 Sub-D 3.90 0.4500 0.92 041 161 384 0 00:25:12
5 Sub-E 5.80 0.4500 1.07 048 278 472 0 00:35:18
6 Sub-F 0.40 0.9500 0.37 0.35 0.14 1.67 0 00:05:00
7 Sub-G 4.70 0.4500 0.69 0.31 146 6.18 0 00:14:06
8 Sub-H 2.10 0.9500 0.48 0.46 096 7.33 0 00:07:54



Node Summary

SN Element Element Invert Ground/Rim Initial Surcharge Ponded Peak Max HGL Max Min Time of Total Total Time
ID Type Elevation (Max) Water Elevation Area Inflow Elevation Surcharge Freeboard Peak Flooded Flooded
Elevation Elevation Attained Depth  Attained Flooding Volume
Attained Occurrence
(ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft2)  (cfs) (ft) (ft) (ft) (days hh:imm)  (ac-in) (min)
1 Jun-01  Junction 160.55 173.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.76  161.51 0.00 12.02 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
2 Jun-02  Junction 190.80 201.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.80 191.29 0.00 9.71 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
3 Jun-03  Junction 185.87 194.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.21  186.72 0.00 8.04 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
4 Jun-04  Junction 181.62 198.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.44  182.49 0.00 15.71 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
5 Jun-05  Junction 181.14 198.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.44  182.35 0.00 15.65 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
6 Jun-06  Junction 172.00 179.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.40  172.56 0.00 6.94 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
7 Jun-07 Junction  201.30 211.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.84 201.75 0.00 9.55 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
8 Jun-10 Junction  208.00 214.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.84  208.33 0.00 5.67 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
9 Jun-11  Junction 190.00 196.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 721  190.34 0.00 5.66 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
10 Jun-12  Junction 166.20 180.20 166.20 0.00 0.00 13.05 167.61 0.00 12.59 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
11 Out-01  Outfall 154.39 23.76  154.39



Link Summary

SN Element Element From  To (Outlet) Length ~Inlet  Outlet Average Diameteror Manning's Peak Design Flow Peak Flow/ Peak Flow Peak Flow Peak Flow Total Time Reported
D Type  (Inlet) Node Invert  Invert Slope  Height Roughness Flow  Capacity Design Flow ~ Velocity ~ Depth  Depth/ Surcharged Condition
Node Elevation Elevation Ratio Total Depth
Ratio
M @) () () (in (cfs) (cfs) (fisec) () (min)
1Llink-01 Pipe  Jun-02 Jun03 18047 19080 18587 27300 48000 00130 771 23741 0.03 6.06 0.67 017 0.00 Calculated
2Link-02 Pipe  Jun-03 Jun-04 34414 18587 18312 0.8000 48000 00130 1144 12841 0.09 6.14 0.82 021 0.00 Calculated
3Link-03 Pipe  Jun-04 Jun05 4000 18162 18114 12000  66.000 00130 1144  367.86 0.03 490 103 019 0.00 Calculated
4Link04 Pipe  Inlet03 Jun-02 1631 19392 19330 38000 18000  0.0150 7.80 17.75 044 144 0.86 0.58 0.00 Calculated
5Link-05 Pipe  Inlet02 Jun-03 1967 18874 18837 18800 18000  0.0130 481 1441 0.33 6.11 0.68 0.46 0.00 Calculated
6 Link-06 Pipe  Jun-07 Jun-06 30300 201.30 17200 9.6700 24000  0.0130 7.82 7035 011 1350 048 0.24 0.00 Calculated
7Link-09 Pipe  Jun-06 Inlet:04 12396 17200 16317 7.1200 24000  0.0130 10.36 60.38 017 6.74 104 0.52 0.00 Calculated
8Link-10 Pipe  Inlet04 Jun-01 2070 16317 16305 05800 24000  0.0130 12.82 1722 0.74 523 146 0.73 0.00 Calculated
9Link-11 Pipe  Jun01 Out01 9000 16055 15828 25200  66.000 00150 2376 46221 0.05 931 0.90 0.16 0.00 Calculated
10 Link-12 Pipe  Jun-05 Jun-12 95848 18114 16620 15600  18.000  0.0150 10.80 1137 0.95 741 123 0.82 0.00 Calculated
11Link-13 Pipe  Jun-12 Jun-01 35848 16620 16055 15800 18000  0.0150 11.11 1143 097 759 119 0.79 0.00 Calculated
12 Link-14 Pipe  Jun-10 Jun-11 20424 20800 19000 88100 24000  0.0130 383 67.16 006 1103 0.34 017 0.00 Calculated
13Link-15 Pipe  Jun-11 Jun12 9655 19000 166.20 24.6500 24000 00130 721 11232 006 1072 081 041 0.00 Calculated



Inlet Summary

SN Element Inlet Manufacturer Inlet ~ Number of Catchbasin Max (Rim) Initial Ponded Peak Peak Flow Peak Flow Inlet Allowable Max Gutter Max Gutter
D Manufacturer Part Location Inlets Invert Elevation ~ Water ~ Area Flow Intercepted Bypassing Efficiency ~Spread ~ Spread Water Elev.
Number Elevation Elevation by Inlet during Peak during Peak during Peak

Inlet Flow Flow Flow

(t) M) (@) () ) () () () () () (t)

Llnlet-01 FHWAHEC-22 GENERIC N/A On Sag 1 19120 19770 000 1000 167 NA N/A NA  7.00 952 198.14
2 Inlet-02  FHWA HEC-22 GENERIC NIA On Sag 1 18874 19392 000 1000 483 NIA NIA NA 700 1248 19454
3Inlet-03 FHWA HEC-22 GENERIC N/A On Sag 1 1939 20000 000 1000 782 NA NIA NA  7.00 1528 200.68
4 Inlet-04  FHWA HEC-22 GENERIC NIA On Sag 1 16317 17485 000 1000 7.32 NA N/A NA - 7.00 2028 17568



Junction Input

SN Element Invert Ground/Rim Ground/Rim Initial  Initial Surcharge Surcharge Ponded Minimum
1D Elevation (Max) (Max) Water Water Elevation Depth Area Pipe
Elevation Offset Elevation Depth Cover

() (ft) (f) (f) (f) () (f) (f?) (in)

1 Jun-01 160.55 173.53 12.98 0.00 -160.55 0.00 -173.53 0.00 0.00
2 Jun-02 190.80 201.00 10.20 0.00 -190.80 0.00  -201.00 0.00 0.00
3 Jun-03 185.87 194.76 8.89 0.00 -185.87 0.00 -194.76 0.00 0.00
4 Jun-04 181.62 198.20 16.58 0.00 -181.62 0.00  -198.20 0.00 0.00
5 Jun-05 181.14 198.00 16.86 0.00 -181.14 0.00  -198.00 0.00 0.00
6 Jun-06 172.00 179.50 7.50 0.00 -172.00 0.00 -179.50 0.00 0.00
7 Jun-07 201.30 211.30 10.00 0.00 -201.30 0.00 -211.30 0.00 0.00
8 Jun-10 208.00 214.00 6.00 0.00 -208.00 0.00  -214.00 0.00 0.00
9 Jun-11 190.00 196.00 6.00 0.00 -190.00 0.00  -196.00 0.00 0.00
10 Jun-12 166.20 180.20 14.00 166.20 0.00 0.00  -180.20 0.00 0.00



Junction Results

SN Element Peak Peak Max HGL Max HGL Max Min Average HGL Average HGL Time of Time of Total Total Time
ID Inflow Lateral Elevation Depth Surcharge Freeboard Elevation Depth Max HGL Peak Flooded Flooded

Inflow Attained Attained Depth  Attained Attained Attained  Occurrence Flooding Volume

Attained Occurrence

(cfs)  (cfs) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (days hh:imm) (days hh:mm) (ac-in) (min)
1Jun-01 2376 0.00 16