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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Background 

The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Environmental Impact 

Report 1(EIR) Bicycle Plan FEIR, Case No. 2007.0347E1 on June 25, 2009. On June 26, 2009, the SFMTA 

Board adopted the 2009 Bicycle Plan and adopted the environmental findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. The adoption included a statement of overriding considerations, a 

mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and approval of 45 of the 60 near-term Bicycle Plan 

projects which included Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 (SFMTA Board Resolution 09-106). The motion to 

certify the FEIR was appealed to the Board of Supervisors, but on August 4, 2009, the Board of 
Supervisors reaffirmed the Planning Commission’s certification of the FEIR. Subsequently, the Board of 

Supervisors passed an ordinance adopting the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan, which also amended the 

San Francisco General Plan in connection with the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. They also adopted 

environmental findings and findings that the General Plan amendment is consistent with the General Plan 

and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; as well as authorized other acts in connection 

thereto. In August 2010, the trial court entered an order discharging the writ of mandate issued in 2006. 
The trial court order was then appealed in the California First District Court of Appeals. On January 14, 

2013 the court of appeals reversed the trial court’s order discharging the writ; rejected the appellant’s 
challenges to the EIR; and found that the environmental findings, adopted pursuant to CEQA in 

Resolution 09-106, were inadequate. On May 7th,  2013, the SFMTA Board adopted new findings to the 

2009 FEIR. 

Since adoption of the FEIR and approval of the Bicycle Plan, SFMTA has revised the design of Project 5-4: 

Modified Option 2. This addendum addresses the environmental review of the revised design proposed 

by SFMTA. 

Due to potential conflicts with planned improvements related to the Transit Effectiveness Project on San 

Bruno Avenue, the project sponsor, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), 
proposes to replace Project 5-13: San Bruno Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Paul Avenue to Silver Avenue, which was 
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analyzed in the 2009 FEIR with an alternate bicycle route on Bayshore Boulevard which is a parallel 

roadway. The proposed new route would extend the southern boundaries of Project 5-4: Bayshore 

Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Cesar Chavez Street to Silver Avenue, also analyzed in the 2009 FEIR. SFMTA also 

proposes to implement minor improvements at two locations along Paul Avenue and San Bruno Avenue 

(please refer to "Proposed Revisions to Project" section below). Nine minor improvements were 

analyzed at a program level in the 2009 FEIR. 

Two bicycle route segments, each with two design options, were studied for the Project 5-4 in the 2009 
FEIR. During the Draft EIR public comment period, Project 5-4 was further refined which resulted in 

combining two study options into one preferred option. The preferred option was then referred to as 

"Project 5-4: Modified Option 2" in the FEIR. As previously stated, Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 was 

one of 60 near-term projects analyzed at a project-level in the FEIR. 

Original Project Description 

Project 5-4: Modified Option 2: 
Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 is located along Bayshore Boulevard right-of-way between the 

intersections of Silver Avenue to the south and Cesar Chavez to the north. Please refer to Figure 1: 

Project Location - Project 5-4: Southern Extension. 

As stated above, Project -: Modified Option L was one or ou near-term projects analyzed at a project-

level in the Bicycle Plan Final EIR and one of the 45 projects approved by the SFMTA Board. Please refer 

to Appendix A of this EIR addendum for graphics depicting the original design.’ 

Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 would involve the installation of bicycle lanes in both directions on 
Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Silver Avenue. Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 

would involve moving portions of existing southbound Bicycle Route #25 from Jerrold Avenue, 

Barneveld Avenue, Loomis Street, and Industrial Street onto Bayshore Boulevard. Project 5-4: Modified 

Option 2 is divided into two segments: 

� Segment I would extend between Cesar Chavez Street and Industrial Street: In the portion of 

the Bayshore Boulevard corridor between Oakdale and Jerrold Avenues, the modified project 

would retain the existing southbound Class 111 2  bicycle facility on Jerrold Avenue, Barneveld 

Avenue, and Loomis Street and relocate the northbound Class 1113  bicycle facility on 

northbound Bayshore Boulevard to Oakdale Avenue, Loomis Street, Barneveld Avenue 

and Jerrold Avenue. Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 would provide sharrows in both 

directions along Oakdale Avenue, Loomis Street, Barneveld Avenue and Jerrold Avenue. 

Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 would replace the existing right turn bicycle lane with a left turn 

bicycle lane on west bound Oakdale Avenue between Loomis Street and Bayshore Boulevard. 

1 Two options/alternative were analyzed for Project 5-4 in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Effi. The project design was refined by 
SFMTA prior to the EW certification and referred to as Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 in the Bicycle Plan FEW. 

2 Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, II or Ill facilities. "Class II bikeways are bicycle lanes striped with the paved areas of 

roadways, and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class 111 bikeways are signed bicycle routes that allow bicycles 
to share streets or sidewalks with vehicles or pedestrians." San Francisco Bicycle Plan FEIR, Volume 1, p. V.A.1-14. This document is 

available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 

’Ibid 2 
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A left-turn bicycle lane would be added on west bound Oakdale Avenue. As part of this 

change, the dual- left turn for vehicles would be removed at this location. The vehicular lane 
configuration would have one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane. Parking would not be 

removed. 

� Segment II would extend between Industrial Street and Silver Avenue: Project 5-4: Modified 
Option 2 would provide a shared right turn and bicycle lane on northbound Bayshore 
Boulevard between Helena and Marengo Streets. Transit would be allowed to proceed 
straight through on Bayshore Boulevard from this lane. Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 
would remove 27 parking spaces on the east side of Bayshore Boulevard from Boutwell 
Street to Helena Street. It would install Class II bicycle lanes in both directions on Bayshore 

Boulevard. This option would remove approximately 53 parking spaces on the 
west side of Bayshore Boulevard between Silver Avenue and Industrial Street. 

Minor Improvements: 
The 2009 EIR analyzed nine treatments as part of the minor improvements that may be implemented, as 

necessary, to improve conditions for bicycle use within the City. These include sharrows 4  (shared 
roadway bicycle markings), bicycle racks on the sidewalks, on-street bicycle parking, bicycle boxes, minor 

pavement markings, colored pavement materials, signage changes, traffic signal changes and on-street 

vehicle parking changes. Minor improvements are often design elements included as part of Class II and 

Class III bicycle routes, and would therefore be located within the existing and proposed bicycle route 
network. 

Proposed Revisions to Project 
Project 5-4: Southern Extension: 
Subsequent to the certification of the Bicycle Plan FEIR, the SFMTA further revised the proposed Project 

5-4: Modified Option 2 to extend the bicycle lane southward (hereafter "Southern Extension"). The 
proposed Southern Extension differs from that analyzed in the FEIR in that it would add three new bike 
lane segments to the Bicycle Network as follows: 

Segment I - Paul Avenue between San Bruno Avenue and Third Street 
The proposed Southern Extension project would add a combination of Class II and Class III bicycle 

facilities (i.e., signed bike routes with sharrows 5) on Paul Avenue between San Bruno Avenue and Third 

Street by narrowing the travel lanes and removing 50 parking spaces on the north side of Paul Avenue. 

Segment II - San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and westbound Mansell Street/southbound 
US-101 Off-ramp 
The proposed Southern Extension project would extend the existing northbound bicycle lane on San 
Bruno Avenue between Mansell Street and Paul Avenue by adding Class III bicycle facilities on San 

Bruno Avenue in both directions from south eastbound Mansell Street to westbound Mansell 
Street/southbound US-101 off-ramp (approximately 100 feet). There is no parking removal proposed at 
this location. 

Sharrows are traffic control devices that consist of pavement markings within the traffic lane. They are intended to alert drivers 

that bicyclists share the traffic lane and to reduce the chance of bicyclists being impacted by the open doors of parked vehicles. 

Ibid 4 
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Segment III - Bayshore Boulevard between Paul Avenue and AugustalBoutwell Streets 
Segment III would be implemented in two phases: Phase 1 would remove one travel lane in each 

direction on Bayshore Boulevard between Silver and Paul Avenues. The proposed project would add 

Class II bicycle facilities in both directions on this segment of Bayshore Boulevard. It would also remove 
one southbound lane and extend the existing southbound bicycle lane on Bayshore Boulevard from 

Augusta/Boutwell Streets to Silver Avenue. All existing left turn pockets would be maintained, and an 

additional left turn pocket would be added to the southbound lane approaching Fitzgerald Avenue. 

Additionally, the proposed project would include a "Left Lane Must Turn Left" restriction for 
southbound Bayshore Boulevard approaching Boutwell/Augusta Streets, a "Right Lane Must Turn Right" 

restriction for northbound Bayshore Boulevard approaching Paul Avenue, and a "Right Lane Must Turn 

Right Except Muni" restriction on westbound Paul Avenue approaching Bayshore Boulevard. There is 

no parking removal proposed at this location. 

PURPOSELY LEFT BLANK SPACE 
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Figure 1: Project Location - Project 5-4: Southern Extension 

Project 5-4i Modified Option 2 (analyzed in the FEIR) 
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ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c) (1) states that a revised project must be reevaluated 
and that "If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based on 
the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this determination and 
the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be 
required by this Chapter." 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead 
agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already 
adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an addendum must be 
supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent 
EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present. 

The Initial Study and the FEIR for the Bicycle Plan evaluated the potential impacts of construction and 
operation of Project 5-4 and the Modified Project 5-4: Option 2 and found that with the exception of 
loading impacts, all environmental impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated 
as part of the overall Bicycle Plan program. 

Since certification of the FEIR, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the revised 
project would be implemented, that would change the severity of the project’s physical impacts as 
explained herein, and no new information has emerged that would materially change the analyses or 
conclusions set forth in the FEll<. 

Further, as demonstrated below, proposed modifications and design refinements to Modified Project 5-4: 
Option 2 would not result in any new significant environmental impacts, substantial increases in the 
significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably 
different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. The effects of the proposed Southern 
Extension project would be substantially the same as those reported for Option 2 in the Bicycle Plan FEIR. 
The following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion. 

Transportation 

Existing Conditions 
The following description of Paul Avenue, San Bruno Avenue, and Bayshore Boulevard existing 
conditions is based on the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Update Transportation Impact Study6  (pp. 3.7-12 - 3.7-
13) and SFMTA drawings (See Appendix B for the depiction of roadway existing conditions): 

Traffic: Paul Avenue, San Bruno Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard are classified as minor arterials. Traffic 
volumes are generally low on these roadways during the PM peak period. 

� Paul Avenue between San Bruno Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard is 50 feet wide and operates as 
a four-lane roadway (two lanes each way). No parking is allowed for the majority of the unit 
block. Between Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street Boulevard Paul Avenue is generally 36 feet 
wide and operates as a three-lane roadway, two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane. 
Currently, parking on the north side is prohibited during post-Candlestick events (i.e. San 
Francisco 49er football games) which is only ten times per year (if no playoff games). Parking on 
the south side is already prohibited. 

6 Wilbur Smith Associates, San Francisco Bicycle Plan Transportation Study Report, October 2008. This report is available for review in 
Case File No. 2007.0347E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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� San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and westbound Mansell Street/southbound US-101 Off-
ramp is 46-50 feet wide and operates as a three-lane roadway, two northbound and one 
southbound lane. Parking is allowed on both sides of the street. 

� Bayshore Boulevard between Paul Avenue and Augusta/ Boutwell Streets operates as a four-lane 
roadway with two northbound and two southbound lanes. Lane width varies from 56 to 63 feet. 

Bayshore Boulevard between Bacon Street and Carroll Avenue/Thornton Avenue is 60 feet wide 

and it includes a center two-way left-turn lane. Between Carroll Avenue/Thornton Avenue and 

the US NB 101 off-ramp (Silver Exit), the roadway includes a striped center median. The majority 

of the block between Silver Avenue and Augusta and Boutwell Streets, includes a raised concrete 

median that ranges from 9-12 feet in width. 

Transit: Muni bus lines 9, 9L, 8AX, 90 owl, SamTrans bus line 292 and 397 run along Bayshore 
Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Silver Avenue. The southbound Muni Bus lines 9X and 9AX 
run on US 101. In addition, Muni bus line 23 operates on Bayshore between Oakdale Avenue and 
Industrial Street with Muni bus line 24 on Bayshore Boulevard between Cortland Avenue and Industrial 
Street. This section of Bayshore Boulevard carries approximately 20 southbound buses and 25 
northbound buses during the AM and PM peak periods. Bus stops are located at Jerrold Avenue, 
Oakdale Avenue, Cortland Avenue, Marengo Street, Alemany Boulevard/Industrial Street, Augusta 
Street/Boutwell Street, and Silver Avenue. Muni bus line 29 operates along proposed Segment I; Muni 
bus lines 29, 9L, 9, 8X, and 8AX operate along proposed Segment II; and Muni bus line 9, 9L, 90 owl, and 
SamTrans bus 292 and 397 operate along proposed Segment III. Bus Line 8X and 8AX both run on 
Segment 11 with bus stops located on San Bruno Avenue on Paul Avenue and westbound Mansell 
Street/southbound US-101 Off-ramp. 

Parking: On Segment 1, Paul Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street, parking is 
prohibited at all times on the south side of the roadway. Parking is also prohibited on the north side of 
the roadway during 49er games; low occupancy rates were observed during site visits on the north side 
of the roadway. Off-street parking is available for the industrial and commercial properties located 
within this roadway segment. On Segment 11, on-street parking is available on both sides of the roadway 
on San Bruno Avenue and Mansell Street. On Segment Ill, on-street parking is available intermittently on 
both sides of Bayshore Boulevard between Silver and Paul Avenues. Higher occupancies were observed 
on this roadway at locations closest to Silver Avenue and residential properties. 7  

Pedestrian: Low level of pedestrian activity was observed during site visits along Segment I with slightly 
increased volumes on Segment II, corresponding to a more commercial land use (e.g., shops, eateries) 
present in the area. Pedestrian activity varies along Segment Ill, ranging from moderate volumes at Silver 
Avenue (estimated 400,000 annual crossings for the entire intersection) to low levels near Paul Avenue. A 
continuous sidewalk exists on the east side of Bayshore Boulevard.’ 

Bicycle: Overall, bicycle volumes in the area are low. Bayshore Boulevard is designated as Bicycle Route 
25. Route 25 intersects with existing Bicycle Route 70 at Silver Avenue and with existing Bicycle Route 5 
at Paul Avenue. Paul Avenue between Third Street and San Bruno Avenue, and San Bruno Avenue 
between Paul Avenue and Mansell Street is designated as Bicycle Route 5. Bicycle Route 5 continues as 

SFMTA correspondence with EP staff and SFMTA staff Rachel Carpenter, May 2013. This document is available for review at the 

San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 

Ibid 7 
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Bicycle Route 25 on San Bruno Avenue, and as 705 on Mansell Street. Street grades are mostly flat along 
the southern extension of Project 5-4, San Bruno Avenue and Paul Avenue. 9  

Loading: Freight loading activity on Bayshore Boulevard within the proposed project area is associated 
with adjacent administrative offices and limited retail stores. On Paul Avenue, freight loading activity is 
associated with industrial buildings that have off-street parking and off street loading facilities. There are 
no on-street yellow freight commercial loading spaces within any of the segments of the proposed 

project.’° 

Impact Analysis 
Traffic: Four study intersections were analyzed in the FEIR to assess the effects of Project 5-4: Modified 

Option 2 at the study intersections. LOS analyses from the Bicycle Plan FEIR are summarized below and 
presented in Table 1. Eight new study intersections, four signalized and four unsignalized, were 

analyzed under the proposed Southern Extension project conditions to assess the effects of the proposed 
project at the study intersections. LOS analyses for Existing, Existing plus Project, 2040 Cumulative, 2040 

Cumulative plus Project for the proposed Southern Extension project are summarized below and the 

results are presented in Tables 2 and 3. Detailed LOS calculations are presented in Appendix C. 

The proposed Southern Extension project entails removing and narrowing existing travel lanes and 

changing lane geometry. These proposed improvements would occur on a section of Bayshore Boulevard 
and Augusta and Boutwell Streets that were not included in the Modified Project 5-4: Option 2 analyzed 

in the FEIR. SFMTA PM peak period traffic counts were used for the analysis. Intersection volumes 

under Year 2040 Baseline Conditions were developed based on traffic growth projected by the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority’s Chain Activity Modeling Process (SF CHAMP) Model. 11  

Intersection 23: Bayshore Boulevard/lerrold Avenue/US 101 off-ramp: 12  This intersection was analyzed in the 

Bicycle Plan FEIR for the PM peak hour only. As shown in Table 1, Existing, Existing plus Project, 

Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project conditions at the intersection operate at LOS E and F. 

Intersection 24: Bayshore Boulevard/Oakdale Avenue:" This intersection was analyzed in the Bicycle Plan 

FEIR for the PM peak hour only. As shown in Table 1, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and 
Cumulative plus Project conditions at the intersection operate at LOS C. 

Intersection 25: Bayshore Boulevard/Cortland Avenue: 14  This intersection was analyzed in the Bicycle Plan 

FEIR for the PM peak hour only. As shown in Table 1, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and 

Cumulative plus Project conditions at the intersection operate at LOS C. 

Intersection 26: Bayshore Boulevard/Alemany Boulevard/Industrial Street: 15  This intersection was analyzed in 

the Bicycle Plan FEIR for the PM peak hour only. As shown in Table 1, Existing, Existing plus Project, 
Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project conditions at the intersection operate at LOS D and F. 

Ibid 7 
10  Ibid 7 

Traffic counts and cumulative volumes were developed by SFMTA. 
12  Sixty-one study intersections were identified by the Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco Planning Department 

and SFMTA as the intersections most likely to be affected by the near-term improvements. All of the intersections were analyzed 
for the PM peak hour impacts. Some of these intersections were analyzed for the AM peak hour impacts as well. 

13 Ibid 11 
14 Ibid 11 
15 Ibid II 
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Signalized Intersections 16  

Bai,shore Boulevard/Silver Avenue: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour only. As shown in 

Table 2, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, the intersection 

operates at LOS C under existing and existing plus project conditions and at LOS D under cumulative 

and cumulative plus project conditions. 

Baishore Boulevard/US NB 101 Off Ramp (Silver Exit): This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour 

only. As shown in Table 2, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, 

the intersection operates at LOS A under existing and cumulative conditions and at LOS B under existing 

plus project and cumulative plus project conditions. 

Bayshore Boulevard/Bacon Street/Phelps Street/Egbert Street: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak 

hour only. As shown in Table 2, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus 

Project, the intersection operates at LOS B under existing and existing plus project conditions; LOS C 

under cumulative conditions; and LOS D under cumulative plus project conditions. 

Bai,shore Boulevard/Paul Avenue: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour only. As shown in 

Table 2, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, the intersection 

operates at LOS B under existing and existing plus project conditions and LOS C under cumulative and 

cumulative plus project conditions. 

UnSignalized Intersections 17  

Bayshore Boulevard/Thornton Avenue: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour only. As shown 

in Table 3, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, the intersection 

operates at LOS B and C under existing and existing plus project conditions and LOS F under cumulative 

and cumulative plus project conditions; however the average delay at the worst approach (westbound) 

would improve. 

Bayshore Boulevard/Quint Street: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour only. As shown in 

Table 3, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, the intersection 

operates at LOS B under existing and existing plus project conditions and LOS C under cumulative and 

cumulative plus project conditions. 

Bayshore Boulevard/Donner Street: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour only. As shown in 

Table 3, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, the intersection 

operates at LOS B under existing and existing plus project and cumulative conditions. It operates at LOS 

C under cumulative plus project conditions. 

Bayshore Boulevard/Fitzgerald Avenue: This intersection was analyzed for the PM peak hour only. As shown 

in Table 3, Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project, the intersection 
operates at LOS C under existing and existing plus project conditions and under cumulative and 

cumulative plus project conditions. 

As shown in Table 2 and 3, with the exception of the Bayshore Boulevard/Thornton Avenue intersection, 
all intersections would operate acceptably at LOS A through D under Existing, Existing plus Southern 

Extension, Cumulative and Cumulative plus Southern Extension conditions. Although the Bayshore 

16  Traffic impact analysis was developed by SFMTA staff using Synchro software. Synchro is a macroscopic analysis and 

optimization software application. Synchro implements the intersection Capacity Utilization 2003 method for determining 

intersection capacity. 
17 Ibid 16 
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boulevard/Thornton Avenue intersection operates at LOS F, under Cumulative and Cumulative plus 
project conditions, the vehicle delay at the worst approach (westbound) would improve. Thus, 

implementation of the proposed Southern Extension project would not create a significant impact at the 

analyzed study intersections. 

The new analysis presented in this Addendum combined with the FEIR analysis demonstrates that the 

proposed Southern Extension project would not result in significant traffic impacts that were not 

previously identified in the Bicycle Plan FEIR. The proposed Southern Extension project would not result 

in a substantial increase in the significance of the average delay or service degradation at the study 

intersection, nor would the proposed Southern Extension project contribute considerably to cumulative 
effects that were not already accounted for in the certified Bicycle Plan FEIR. Overall, the proposed 

Southern Extension project’s traffic impacts are similar to the findings reached in the FEIR that there 

would be "less than significant impact" as presented on Matrix 1.2, Summary of Project Level Impacts, on 

FEIR pg.  V.A.3-631. 

TABLE 1 
PROJECT 5-4: MODIFIED OPTION 2 WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATING 

jrrrirmjc. 1V1TTM(T 1YITIM( PLUS  PPCT1C’T (’IT141TI ArI A11P AXTrI (’1 11t41 TI A ’"ATIP 1)1 T TQ P12CIICT 

2025 
Existing Plus 2025 

Existing PM Cumulative 
Project Cumulative 

Plus Project 
Intersec tiona Average Average Average Average 

LOS LOS LOS LOS 
Delay’  Delay  Delay  Delay  

23. Bayshore Boulevard/Jerrold 58.9 E 58.9 E >80 F >80 F 

Avenue/US 101 off-ramp 

24. Bayshore Boulevard/Oakdale 29.6 C 29.6 C 34.6 C 34.6 C 

Avenue 

25. Bayshore Boulevard/Cortland 21.2 C 29.6 D 28.3 C 28.3 C 

Avenue 

26. Bayshore 51.2 D 51.7 D >80 F >80 F 

Boulevard/Alemany 

Boulevard/Industrial Street 

Sources: San Francisco Bicycle Plan Final EIR, August 2009; San Francisco Planning Department 
Notes: 
a. Intersection numbering reflects that presented in Bicycle Plan FEIR. 
b. Average Delay in seconds per vehicle. 
c. Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. 
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TABLE 2 
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS: SOUTHERN EXTENSION WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTIONS 
OPERATING CONDITIONS: EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, CUMULATIVE AND CUMULATIVE 
PLUS PROJECT 

Existing Plus 204OCumulative 
Existing PM 2O4OCumulative 

Project  Plus Project 
I n tersec tion a Average Average Average Average 

LOS LOS LOS LOS 
Delay"  Delay  Delay  Delay  

Bayshore Boulevard/Silver 24.3 C 26.0 C 38.6 D 45.1 D 

Avenue 

Bayshore Boulevard/US NB 101 9.3 A 11.7 B 9.5 A 19.4 B 

Off-ramp (Silver Exit) 

Bayshore Boulevard/Bacon Street 15.6 B 16.9 B 28.9 C 42.1 D 

/Phelps Street /Egbert Street 

Bayshore Boulevard/Paul 12.2 B 12.7 B 31.4 C 25.5 C 

Avenue 

Sources: SFMTA, March 2013. 
Notes: 
a. Intersection numbering reflects that presented in Bicycle Plan FEW. 
b. Average Delay in seconds per vehicle. 

TABLE 3 
UN-SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS: SOUTHERN EXTENSION WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 
INTERSECTIONS OPERATING CONDITIONS: EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, CUMULATIVE AND 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT 

� Existing Plus 2O4OCumulative 
Existing PM 2O4OCumulative 

Project  Plus Project 

Intersection Delay per Delay per Delay per Delay per 

Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle 
LOS LOS LOS LOS 

Worst Worst Worst Worst 

Approach  Approach  Approach  Approach  

Bayshore Boulevard/Thornton 12.6 (WB) B 22.3 (WB) C 174.3 (WB) F 97.0 (WB) F 

Avenue 

Bayshore Boulevard/Quint Street 14.0 (SW) B 14.6 (SW) B 17.8 (SW) C 19.3 (WB) C 

Bayshore Boulevard/Donner 12.8 (NW) B 14.5 (SB) B 14.8 (NW) B 18.7 (SB) C 

Street 

Bayshore Boulevard/Fitzgerald 16.1 (WB) C 16.4 (WB) C 24.0 (WB) C 24.7 (WB) C 

Avenue 

Sources: 
SFMTA, March 2013. 
Notes: 
a. Abbreviations have been used for the worst approach as follows: SW=southwest approach, WB=westbound approach, 
NW=northwest approach. Abbreviations are consistent with Sychro and SimTraffic reports. 
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Transit: The FEIR for the Bicycle Plan program determined that with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 would have a less-than-significant impact on Transit, stating on 
Pages V.A.3-445a of the FEIR: 

"Modified Option 2 would reduce delays at some intersections. However, due to similarities 
elsewhere in roadway configuration to Option 1, there would still be delays at other 
intersections along the project alignment. There could be potentially significant transit delay 
and taking a conservative position, Significant Impacts TR-P5-4f and TR-P5-4g for transit would 
remain as a result of Project 5-4: Modified Option 2." 

And Pages V.A.3-514 -516: 

" ...With mitigation Measure 5.4e, transit delay would be reduced.. .Therefore, impacts to transit 

for Muni bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292 for Project 5-4 ... would be reduced to a less than 

significant level... 

Mitigation Measure 5.4e, from the Bicycle Plan FEIR, addresses green light time in the case that transit 
delays occur with the implementation of Project 5-4: Modified Option 2. 

The proposed Southern Extension project would not result in any substantial increase in delay to transit 
vehicles beyond what was identified in the Bicycle Plan FEIR. Muni bus line 29 operates along Segment I 
(Paul Avenue, between San Bruno and Third Street). At Paul Avenue, the proposed Southern Extension 

,l r- 	i-h0 	cfh-1 rrl,-1 fhrri 1 ah_ rr’if, lcr -’c.ri,orhri a i-ho o--i lfin a chror1 1-hrni i ah fri ahf 
- 

turn lane to right-turn only except Muni vehicles. This change would decrease delay for Muni line 29 and 
would be an improvement from existing conditions. Muni Line 8AX, 8X, 9, 9L, and 29 operate along 
Segment II, within the project limits, and there are no lane configuration changes that would affect transit 
service. 

Muni Route 9, 9L, 90 owl and SamTrans bus lines 292 and 397 operate along Segment III (Bayshore 
Boulevard between Paul Avenue and Augusta/Boutwell Streets), within the project limits, there is one 
northbound, nearside stop at Fitzgerald Avenue that would be maintained. Travel lanes would be 
removed in each direction on Bayshore Boulevard between Silver and Paul Avenues. The proposed 
project also would include a "Left Lane Must Turn Left" restriction for southbound Bayshore Boulevard 
approaching Boutwell/Augusta Streets, a "Right Lane Must Turn Right" restriction for northbound 
Bayshore Boulevard approaching Paul Avenue, and a "Right Lane Must Turn Right Except Muni" 
restriction on westbound Paul Avenue approaching Bayshore Boulevard. As indicated in Tables 2 and 3, 
under the Existing plus Project conditions, the study intersections would operate within acceptable LOS B 
through C with minor increase in average travel delays. Under Cumulative plus Project conditions, 
except for the Bayshore Boulevard/Thornton Avenue intersection, all intersections would operate at LOS 
D or better. However, the average at the worst approach (westbound) at this intersection would improve. 
The proposed project would create an added delay for Muni bus line 9, 9L, and 90 owl headed 
southbound on Bayshore Boulevard into a channelized free right turn on the intersection of Bayshore 
Boulevard and Silver Avenue. This will create an added delay of 10.2 seconds. 

In the event the proposed Southern Extension project would result in a potential to adversely affect Muni 
bus lines 8BX, 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292 and 397, implementation of Mitigation Measure 5-4e would 
be applicable to the proposed project and would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Pedestrians: As part of the proposed Southern Extension project, parking would only be removed along 
Paul Avenue, between Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street, which has low pedestrian movements. 
Within the remaining two proposed bicycle segments, vehicles parked at the curb could act as a buffer 
between moving traffic and pedestrians, in addition, the proposed improvements on Bayshore 
Boulevard would include buffered bicycle lanes (a bicycle lane that is double cased with double strips), in 
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which the buffer of the striped bike lane would provide an additional level of protection for the 
pedestrian. Moreover, the proposed Southern Extension project would maintain the existing pedestrian 
facilities (i.e., sidewalks and crosswalks in the project area). Within the project area, signal timing 
adjustments are only being proposed at the intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Silver Avenue. These 
adjustments would maintain existing pedestrian crossing times. The implementation of the proposed 
Southern Extension project would not result in an alteration of the existing sidewalk widths within the 
project corridor. Similar to the findings in the FEIR, pedestrian impacts would be less-than-significant 
with implementation of the proposed Southern Extension project. 

Bicycle: The proposed Southern Extension project would extend the southern limits of Project 5-4: 
Modified Option 2, along Bayshore Boulevard, from Silver Avenue to Paul Avenue. The proposed project 

would also implement minor improvements along San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Mansell 

Street and Paul Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street. 

The proposed Southern Extension project would include Class II bicycle lanes in both southbound and 

northbound lanes on Bayshore Boulevard between Silver and Paul Avenues. Class II bicycle facilities 

would be installed in both directions on Paul Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street. A 

combination of Class II and Class III bicycle facilities would be installed on Paul Avenue, in both 
directions, between Bayshore Boulevard and San Bruno Avenue. Sharrows would be provided, in both 

directions, on San Bruno Avenue, between Paul Avenue and westbound Mansell Street/southbound US-
101 off-ramp. The proposed project would also extend the existing northbound bicycle lane on San Bruno 

Avenue from south of eastbound Mansell Street to westbound Mansell Street/southbound US-101 off-

ramp. 

New bicycle facilities would give continuity to Bicycle Route 25, along Bayshore Boulevard and San 

Bruno Avenue, and provide the connection between Bicycle Routes 5, 25, 70 and 705. The proposed 

Southern Extension would enhance users’ experience by providing Class 11 bike lanes along both south 
and north lanes on Bayshore Boulevard between Silver and Paul Avenues, and by providing a 

combination of Class 11 and Class III improvements along sections of San Bruno and Paul Avenues. 

Similar to Project 5-4: Modified Option 2, analyzed in the FEIR, the proposed Southern Extension project 
is intended to have a beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists and 

would not adversely affect bicycle operations in the project vicinity. Therefore, bicycle impacts would be 

less-than-significant. 

Parking: This parking discussion for the Southern Extension supplements the parking conditions in the 
Bicycle Plan FEIR (p. V.A.3-607). The proposed project would not generate parking demand; however, 
the Southern Extension would remove approximately 50 on-street parking spaces on the north side of 
Paul Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street. Currently, at this location, parking is 
prohibited on the north side of the street during San Francisco 49er football games (about 10 times a year 
if there are no playoff games); parking is prohibited at all times on the south side of the street. The 
removal of 50 on-street parking spaces associated with the proposed Southern Extension project would 
not be a substantial impact to overall parking conditions in the vicinity. 

Consistent with the findings reported in the FEIR and presented here, implementation of the proposed 

Southern Extension project would not cause a significant change in parking occupancy in the area. While 

parking conditions change over time, a substantial deficit in parking caused by a project that creates 
hazardous conditions or significant delays to traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians could adversely affect 

the physical environment. Whether a deficit in parking creates such conditions will depend on the 
magnitude of the shortfall and the ability of drivers to change travel patterns or switch to other travel 

modes. If a substantial deficit in parking caused by a project creates hazardous conditions or significant 
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delays in travel, such a condition could also result in secondary physical environmental impacts (e.g., air 

quality or noise impacts caused by congestion), depending on the project and its setting. 

The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., 
transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, 
induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or 
change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service or other modes (walking and 
biking), would be in keeping with the City’s "Transit First" policy and numerous San Francisco General 
Plan Polices, including those in the Transportation Element. The City’s Transit First Policy, established in 
the City’s Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115, provides that "parking policies for areas well served by 
public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative 
transportation." 

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for 

a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find 
parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is 
unavailable. The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in 

vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus 
choose to reach their destination by other modes (i.e. walking, biking, transit, taxi). Hence, any secondary 

environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the Southern 
Fyfpnirr wniild hg’ rninnr cind tho Frffir 	ianin1-c iid in flip Fr’inrrirl-i-inn n17ciz 	 in 

the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety analyses, reasonably addresses potential secondary 

effects. As discussed above, the project area is well-served by local public transit (Muni lines 8BX, 9, 9X 

and 9A)() and bike lanes (5, 25, 70 and 705), which provide alternatives to auto travel. 

Loading: The FEIR for the Bicycle Plan program determined that no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified for the Bayshore/Jerrold Avenue/US 101 Off-Ramp intersection and a significant loading 
impact would occur with the implementation of Project 5-4: Modified Option 2, stating on Page V.A.3-449 
of the FEIR: 

.on the segment of Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets has a 
substantial amount of industrial and commercial uses; on-street parking removal would 
eliminate available on-street parking spaces for loading activities. ...because  there are no other 
options available to receive deliveries. Because truck loading demand is high along this corridor, 
a significant loading impact (Significant Impacts TR-P5-4h and TR-P5-4i) would result with 
implementation of Project 5-4 Option 2 under Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus 
Project conditions." 

And Page V.A.3-516: 

"No feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, a significant loading impact 
would occur on the Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets with 
implementation of Project 5-4 Option 2 under Existing plus project conditions. ..." 

"No feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, a significant loading impact 
would occur on the Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets with 
implementation of Project 5-4 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus project conditions. ..." 

On Paul Avenue, freight loading activity is associated with industrial buildings that have off-street 
parking and off street loading facilities. On Bayshore Boulevard, available on-street and off-street 
parking spaces are adequate to accommodate the loading demand associated with industrial buildings 
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and retail businesses. On San Bruno Avenue, between Paul Avenue and Mansell Street, available on-
street parking spaces are adequate to accommodate the loading demand associated with retail businesses. 
The loading demands for the proposed Southern Extension project differ from the loading demands 
analyzed in the FEIR for Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 in that both on-street and off-street parking is 
available to accommodate loading demand for the industrial and retail operations located within the 

proposed project corridor) 8  Thus, the loading demands for the proposed Southern Extension project are 
not expected to be similar to the loading demands of Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 analyzed in the FEIR. 
Therefore, contrary to the conclusion reached in the FEIR, there would be less-than-significant loading 
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Southern Extension project. 

In summary, the significance of impacts with the proposed Southern Extension project as indicated for 

traffic, transit, pedestrians, bicyclists, and loading would generally be the same or less-than-significant as 

those described for Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 reported in the certified FEIR. 

Aesthetics 

The proposed Southern Extension project would result in physical changes within the street right-of-way 

along the project corridor. In summary, physical changes that may have an effect on the visual setting 
and aesthetic character of the area include establishment of new bicycle lanes, changes to number of 

lanes, and lane widths. 

Bayshore Boulevard is listed in the General Plan as "Street View of Important Building" and "Good 

Quality of Street Views" (General Plan, Urban Design Element, Policy 1.12). However, typical views 
along Bayshore Boulevard, between Silver and Paul Avenues, are of industrial and commercial buildings 

on the east side and of Highway 101 on the west side of the Boulevard. 

The proposed Southern Extension project would alter public views currently available from Bayshore 

Boulevard, as well as the visual character of the street and its immediate surroundings with the addition 

of new lane striping, as well as new bicycle lanes. The addition of these physical elements to the public 

realm would not adversely affect the streetscape and would contribute to a greater sense of visual 
organization associated with their specific functions for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists than 

currently exists. For example, the proposed bicycle lanes on the north and south lanes sides of Bayshore 

Boulevard would provide a visually delineated path of travel for cyclists as well as for motorists. No 

unique scenic resources would be adversely affected. 

Like Project 5-4: Modified Option 2, the Southern Extension would likely include the addition of signs 

along some of the streets, but such signs would not be excessively large and would not obstruct views or 
cast perceptible shadows. As described in the Bicycle Plan Initial Study (FEIR Appendix A, p.  54): 

"Article 6 of the Planning Code governs signs in the City. Section 603 exempts 
governmental traffic control signs from the provisions of Article 6. Portions of the 
Proposed Project would include improvements along designated scenic streets, which are 
identified in Planning Code Section 608.6. Planning Code Section 608.6 regulates the 
placement of signs along these designated scenic streets, and states that no general 
advertising sign and no other sign exceeding 200 square feet in area can be placed along 
such streets. The Proposed Project would include the addition of street signage. 
However, any new signs installed as a result of the Proposed Project would be smaller 
than those regulated under Planning Code Section 608.6. Therefore, there would not be a 

significant impact with respect to scenic street resources." 

’ Ibid 7 
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The proposed Southern Extension project’s physical features would not affect a scenic vista, nor would 

they create new sources of substantial light or glare, or cast shadows. Therefore, the proposed Southern 

Extension project, similar to the Bicycle Plan Initial Study findings, would have no significant impacts 

with respect to scenic vistas, light, or glare. The project would not affect a "Street that Defines the City 

Form" or a street that is "Important for the Quality of its Views" in an adverse or demonstrable manner. 

Thus, similar to the conclusions reached in the Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan, there would be no 
significant adverse impacts related to visual character and less-than-significant impact with respect to 

scenic resources resulting from the project as modified. 

Air Quality 

The Bicycle Plan FEIR (p. V.B, 22) found that: 

"Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any new traffic volumes 
being added to the roadway network; therefore, there would be no change in the 
intersection volume under project conditions. Hence, intersection volumes stay constant 
between Existing and Existing plus Project Conditions. Similarly, there is no change in 
intersection volumes between 2025 Cumulative and 2025 Cumulative plus Project 
Conditions. However, the reduction of travel lanes at major intersections would increase 
traffic congestion at some intersections.., under Cumulative Plus Project conditions, CO 
[carbon monoxide] would not exceed the ambient air quality standard and TAL [toxic air 
contaminants] emissions would be less than existing at all intersections. Therefore 
implementation and operation of the project would not result in significant adverse air 
quality impacts. 

"Bicycling has no associated emissions and the Proposed Project can reasonably be 
expected to reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to 
bicycle trips. The Proposed Project could contribute to a new reduction in emissions and 
thus would have no impact and would not contribute to a cumulative impact... 
implementation of the Proposed Project does not result in any new automobile trips 
being added to the roadway network. Under cumulative conditions, with the Proposed 
Project included, CO and TAC emissions are predicted to decrease." 

As illustrated in Tables 2 and 3 above, the proposed Southern Extension project’s average intersection 

delays would generally be consistent with reported delays for Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 presented in 

the FEIR. Given the similarity of delays expected under the proposed Southern Extension project as 

compared to the Project 5-4: Modified Option 2, air quality impacts would be substantially the same. No 

new or substantially greater air quality impacts would occur. 

Archeology 

The Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan program determined that with the implementation of a mitigation 

measure, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on Archeology, stating on Page 58 of the 

Initial Study (Appendix A of the Bicycle Plan FEIR): 

"The Planning Department found that the Proposed Project may require excavation in 

places to widen or narrow the roadway in the process of reconfiguring traffic lanes or 

parking, or to modify, install or remove medians. Excavation would be to a depth no 
greater than 24 inches. No project activities were identified that would result in a 

potential to adversely affect CEQA significant archeological resources ...... 
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And Page 59: 

"Given the possibility that unanticipated archeological resources may be impacted by the 
Proposed Project, MEA Standard Archeological Mitigation Measure I (Accidental 

Discovery) will be implemented. With this mitigation measure, the potential of the 
Proposed Project to affect significant archeological resources would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level." 

Mitigation Measure I, from the Bicycle Plan Initial Study, addresses treatment of cultural resources in the 

case that any are discovered during construction of Project 5-4: Modified Option 2. 

Similar to the project analyzed in the Initial Study, the proposed Southern Extension project would result 

in a potential to adversely affect CEQA significant archeological resources. However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure I would be applicable to the proposed Southern Extension project and would reduce 

potential impacts to archeological resources and human remains to a less-than-significant level. 

Water Quality & Runoff 

The Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan program determined that the project would have a less-than-
significant impact on Hydrology and Water Quality, stating on page 75 of the Bicycle Plan Initial Study 

(Appendix A of the Bicycle Plan FEIR): 

"The Proposed Project, located within the existing street right-of-way, would not change 

the amount of impervious surface area substantially, or alter the drainage pattern for the 

affected streets significantly. There are elements of the Proposed Project that would 

involve minor excavation and grading; however, the Proposed Project would generally 

replace paved surfaces with paved surfaces, with the exception of trees along streets and 

sidewalks. In the case of removed trees, some areas that are currently not paved might be 

paved over and rendered impervious, adding to stormwater runoff. These effects would 
be limited to small areas and would not be expected to significantly change runoff 

patterns." 

The proposed Southern Extension project design elements would generally replace existing pavement 
with new pavement and would not increase impervious surface along Bayshore Boulevard. 

Additionally, the proposed Southern Extension project’s design elements are similar to other Near-Term 

Projects analyzed in the FEIR and potential design elements analyzed under the Long-Term 

Improvement Projects in the FEIR. During construction, there would be a temporary increase in the 

potential for erosion and transport of soil particles during any excavation. During construction, the 
proposed Southern Extension project would be required to comply with all local water quality 

requirements, including stormwater control measures to reduce potential erosion impacts during 

construction and runoff would be directed to the City’s combined stormwater/wastewater system and 
would be treated to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

Permit prior to discharge. Therefore, the Southern Extension would not substantially degrade hydrology 

and water quality, and impacts on water quality would be less than significant, consistent with the 

analysis and conclusions made in the Bicycle Plan FEIR Initial Study. 

Other Issues 

The Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan program determined that for the following topics, any 

environmental effects associated with the program and its individual projects would either be 
insignificant or would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of the mitigation 
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measures included in as part of the program: land use, population and housing, noise, air quality, 

recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, 

hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources, and 
agricultural resources. The FEIR did not discuss these issues further. The Initial Study, including the 

significance conclusions reached therein, remains applicable to the Southern Extension designs and all 

applicable mitigation and improvement measures from the Initial Study and the FEIR would be applied 

to the Southern Extension. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, the Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions 

reached in the FEIR certified on June 25, 2009 remain valid, and that no supplemental environmental 
review is required for the proposed project modifications. The proposed Southern Extension project 

would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in 

the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be 
necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances 

surrounding the original project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the 

proposed Southern Extension project would contribute considerably, and no new information has been 

put forward which shows that the proposed Southern Extension project would cause significant 
environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental review is required beyond this 

addendum. 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

DATE C)’- 21 -1zt 2 /$ 	
SarA Jones, Actingynvironmental Review Officer 

for John Rahaim, Director of Planning 

cc: 	Rachel Carpenter, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, MTA Livable Streets 

Bulletin Board / Master Decision File/Distribution List 
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APPENDIX A 

PROJECT ANALYZED IN THE FEIR 
"Project 5-4: Modified Option 2" & "Project 5-13: San Bruno 

Avenue" 



- c� 	- 	
fl,flr.fl 

4VE 	 r 
- 

s 
fltW4!Oflb4aO% 

Z$1 

P.  

rr ii 

PROJECT 5-13 EXISTING 

SAN BRUNO AVENUE 
PAUL AVENUE TO SILVER AVENUE 

SHEET 1 OF 2 



- L 	

t_I 	4 
- 

-LL tiv - 	- 

Ave 

- 	 - 

- 

f 

sr 
I 	

L 

PROJECT 5-13 EXISTING 

SAN BRUNO AVENUE 
PAUL AVENUE TO SILVER AVENUE 

SIIEET2OF2 

_ _ 	
V 

7 

UM 0 A 	V1 
IL  

4: 

L 	 IRA sw  

F 	’ 	 ’ 

N 



C’, 

m 
�1 

C, 
U) 
C, 
0 
w 
r) 

C’ 

-o 

C 
V 
CL 

CD 
I,, 

cu 
00 

j
rr 	

DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 	 l’tri 

:

OPTION  

I 	I 
 

(ATV AND COUNTIOF SAN FICANUCSC() 	 _______________ 	z 	
in ut AVENUE 

-I; 

0 



Ci, 

Tl 

C, 
(I) 
C, 
0 

a, 
C, 

C, 
CD 

-u 

C 

CL 

p. 
CD 

m 

a, 
-s 

(7! 



cn 

z 

U) 

m 

C, 
0, 

0 

C, 

C, 

CD 

C 
�0 
CL 

CD 

ni 

. 	 . 	 ......... 	 ...... 	 .. 	 ... 

VV 

~ 

C 
z 

0) 

DEPARTMENT OF PAR KING AND TRAFFiC 

	

h1 1;: 
OPTI ON  

I 

 

CITY AND COUNTY OFSAN FICANCIC() Tt 	 a 	
10 SILVER VE\t E 



’P 

(0 

t1 

C, 
(0 
C, 
0 

w 

CD 	 o 
-u 

SAN BRUNO AVE 
C 

M 

I- 

IL 

j 	 DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 	 PROJECT 	ioIfl:II OITI04 

DIV[$10N OFTWF1c EN(;INEERI 	 -- 	 -- 	 --.--- 	 - ..-. 

(J’fl AND(OUMOMMkAMjS(() 	
PAM AMCF, TO SILVER I.’F\I 



(n 
DI 

-I, 
-I 
DI 

C.) 
Cl) 
C) 
0 
w 
C) 

C) 
CD 

- 

DI 

C 

CL 
DI 
CD 

rn 

%tt 11Th ’ICIC ft ti? ’j ’t LSt’I7 pfn 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
DIVISION OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCIS) 

TIM L~ NM I 	I 	PROJECT 5-4 EXISTING 

IJAYSIIORE BOULEVARD 
Of 	

CESAR ChAVEZ TO SILVER AVENUE 



I, 

1/ 

h 

f 	 DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAffIC 	 PROJECT -4 EXISTING 
DIVISION OiThMF1C EN(1NKEkIG 	 I 	 rn 

CJTY AND COUMYOFNFRANCISCO 	 ___________ 	 [MYSHORE BOULEVARD 	 ______ 
 ’ 	 -’--� 	 i 	 I - 	SILVER AVENUE 



(A 

-n 

C, 

(0 
C) 
0 

co 
C, 
’< 
C, 

CD 

- 

Al 

C 
rL 
A) 

CD 

9 
C 

0 

I,, 

2 
�.:: 

UI 

PS, 

" DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
1)1 VISION OF TRAFFIC ENGINEEkIN(; 

CI’IY ANT) COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO 

PROJECT 5-4 EXISTING 

SI4IT Ct 51CC 

3 OF A 	
ITAYSIIORE BOULEVARD 

CESAR ChAVEZ TO SILVER AVENUE 



C/) 

�1�I 

C, 
U) 
C, 
0 

C, 
C, 

a, 

C 

CL 
0, 

\\ \\ 

Ob 
C) 

- 	I 

Cl) 

BOUTWELL ST 	
- - 

) 

-. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 	L_]- 1 	PROJECT 5�I E)JS11NG  
MVISIONOITkifliC( PWCI(, 

- 	
(Tfl I)tOlNT OFIL&US(O 	 i 	 IIAIIOIC BOULEVARD 	 _________ 

1 	IO-V 	 CESAR CIIA%E2 TO SILVER AVENUE 



A 

DEFARThIENTOF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
D1OOFTLtmCENGft4EERIM 

CYA.NDcOUWrYO SANI RAN CISCO 

PROJECT 5.4 PROPOSEO OPTION 1 

" 
h-1 

RAYSHORE BOULEVARD  
(iSR (HA% E Z TO Sli ’ 	 R AVEN U E lm  

ca 
C, 

C, 
CD 

C 

CL 

CD 



(-n 

-I 
lu 

(0 
C, 
0 
w 
C, 
C, 

-o 
0) 

C 

CL 
0) 

CD 

M 

01 

- 	 I 	 I 

T77777_ 
N �  

’� L 

VV 	
V. 

� 	V 	
; 	 >1 

V 	
VVV 	

�. 	 � 	V 	 V 	 /1;’’ 	 AVVVV. 

- 	 �VV 	

,, 	
�// 	 -. 

) V�_VV 	 4 	
VVVV)?VVV 	

VV� 

V\ 	

T 	- 	 . 	 V/// 	

V� 

) 	

V 	 �VV 	
� 	 / , 1 	 . 

	

V 	 / c 	 / / 	�� 	 -. V 

- 	 . 	

V 

� 	
VVVVVV�V 

V*. 	 N 

�V�� V iVVVVV 	
F 

B 
V ’VV’�V���’VV V 	f 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 	 PROJECT 5-4 PROPOSED OPTION 1 
JMVTS1O\O?T11Al’flCG(NIEkIN(,  

V 
	 LITY AND 	I 	 _________ 	

4 	
RASHORE BOULEVARD  

CESAR CHAVEZ TO SILVER t ENUEg 



_�) - 	
____�_-1-- 	 ------ 

- - 	- 

_\ 

\\ 
\ 

NI 

It 

vw 

x 

, 

" 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

(L 	DP’1SON OFTRtFF1C RNC1NEERIN( 

CIIYANT)COLNTYOISANFRANCISCO 

PROJECT 5-4 PROPOSED OPTION 1 : 
I- 

3 0114 
BAYSHORE BOULEVARD 

C EsARc’nAvFzTosILvFI\INu:U I 

ca 
C, 

C, 
CD 

C 

0. 
0, 
CD 



F 	

BAY SHORE BLVD 

- 

 
\ 	 ’ 	 \ 

\_ 

, 

BOUT WELL ST 
 

M~4m WE 	’Pt 	I 
DEPARTMENTOF PARKING AND TRAFFK. 	L_f P ROJECT -4 PROPOSED OPTION 

uw(4(r OF TkA}It LM IMLiII.( 	 I a van 

CITt AND COUNflOISRAM[SCO 	 .,, 4 	
HASIIORP IiOUWAklO 	 ________ 

jm 	 CESAR CIIAVEZ TO SILVER AVENUE 

h 
b 



(I) 

m 

C, 

C, 
0 

U, 
C, 

C, 
CD 

0. 

CD 

rn 

’r 

2 	 �;;;; 	’, 	 - 

1~j InNtl 	PAT 	

- 

swo  

- 	 I- 

-- 	 -i- 

-, 

	

- 	 - 

	

- 	- 

--�.�c 

-T 

liLy 

L L~ 
-- 	- 

U, 	 DEPARTMENT OF PARKING ANDTRAFFIC 	 PROJECT 54 PROPOSED OPTION 2 

OD  I- 	 - 	 DIVISIONOFTRAFFICENGLNEERING 	

BAYSILORE BOULEVARD  CITY AND CouryoF SAN FRANCIsco 	 1O4 



tlu 

CD 

NJ 	 Aiiii6miic 

I. 

F 

M l- 

-- 	EJTj 1 

DFPARTM ENT OF PARK!N(, AND TRAFFIC 	 - 	
z -r tr_r I 	PROIF( r 4 PROPOSED OPTION IO 	.- 

- 	

DWLSIOOPTRAFflC KNGINEERING 
 

 

U 	 HAYSIIOR BOULEVARD  -_I - 	 - 	
1Y & DLOU?T 01 SMLthU%U 	 - _ 	- -- 2 OF 	

(I S R (11 t\ I / IC) SI I ’t k \ ’UI 



’P 
UI 

- 
	 \\ 

\\ 

N 

Em 

- 	II 
I 

	

;-- \ 
TT 

1J 1  

- 	

--- 	 4 

- 
DEPARTMENT OFPARIUNG AND TRAFFIC 	 ._ 	 PROJF.UI 5-4 IROPOSEflOPI’ION 2 

_________________ 	
Fr,. 

-- 	

I)CV1S!ONOF TRAFFIC CCNFERNC 	

R .’i ’IlORL BOULEVARD I4I) CTTYANDCOUNTYOFSAN FRANCISCO  
3"4 	

( IR(II FI1O SILVER 

C,) 

-n 
-I 

C, 

C) 
0 
w 
C) 

C, 
CD 

C 
mm 

CL 

CD 
ni 

- ri 

\ 
	

’.1 

1 
C; 

IN 
L 

C 



’1 

C.) 
(p 
C, 
0 a, 
C) 

C, 
CD -u 
C 

M 
-p 
CD 

 

vi 3 
\\ 

  

U 

-- 	--- 

\\ 

BOUTWELL ST 

I 	 DEPARTMENTOF PARKING AND TRAFFIC 	I - I 	I 	I 	PROJECT 5-4 PROPOSED OPTION 2 
U 	 t. 	Si1 	 I 	I  

DIVISION (W TRA)’I IC E\( Ir}JRI( 
 

(Ti.) I)()VM.) O SAN 4P,tI’tO 	 o 4 	
I3AY’1IORE BOULEVARD  

1(4 4 	 I -_I 	 CESM( CHAVEZ TO SILVER AVENUE 



APPENDIX B 
Modified Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 Southern Extension 
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SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 
Cii? AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO J - 	- 	 TRAFFIC STRIPING 

Vt. 	3/21 	 El - 
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 FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 	
SENIOR ENGINEER 	DATE 

SCALE, 

= 	 TRAFFIC STRIPING 	 DRAWING NO.  
DATE  

_____ 	 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 	 ML 	

SIR-#### 

NO,. 	 _DESCRIPTION _ _BY _APP 	 CHECKED DATE 	

OF SHEETS 	
SAN BRUNO AVENUE 	

FILE NO 

CHECK WITH TRACING 	E 	 LATEST REVISION 	
?� 	

DRC 	#12013 
CITY TRAPTIC ENGINEER DATE: 	 DWIGHT STREET TO MANSELL STREET 	REV NO 
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CITY AN COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
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SCALE 

1 	- 50 
TRAFFIC STRIPING 

CONTRACT NO 

SUPERCEDES 

. 

MIKE SALLABERRY 	#/2013 

DRAWN: 	DATE. 

FL 	2/2012 

SENIOR ENGINEER 	DATE. 
DRAWING NO 

REAOVED NB & 513 TRAVEL LANES, ADDED BUFFERED BIKE LAN RAC DRC 

RICARDO OLEA 	. #/2013 

SHEET OF SHEETS . 

BAYSHORE BOULEVARD 
WHEAT STREET TO FITZGERALD AVENUE 

ALE NO 

NO DATE DESCRIPTION BY APP CHECKED: 	DATE 

 DRC 	4/30/n 
TABLE OF REVISIONS 

CHECK WITH TRACING TO SEE IF YOU HAVE LATEST REVISION 
CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER 	DATE: 

REV 	NO. 	
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APPROVED CONIRACTNO. 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY MIKE SAILABERRY 	#12013 TRAFFIC STRIPING DRAWING NO 
DRAWN: DATE: SENIOR ENGINEER 	DATE 

- 

1" 	50’ 

STR-7938.6 
-7  71  

EVE’
IRAVEI  LANES  RAC DRC C1TYANDCOUNTYOFSANFRANISCO STR4 D V16  P.L 2/2012 SHEET OF SHEETS NO. ADD 	BUFFERED BIKE LkMES 

BAYSHORE BOULEVARD NO. DATE DESCRIPTION 

TABLE OF REVISIONS 

BY APP, CHECKED: DATE: RICAINDO OLEA 	#/2003 FITZGERALD AVENUE TO CARROLL AVENUE v. NO 
CHECI<WIIHTRACINCTDSEEIFTOUHAVELATESTREVISION 

2’J’24 SO 	 _. 	 . .. DRC 4/30/2012 CItY TRAFFIC ENGINEER 	DATE 

1 
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CONTRACT NO. 

DRAWING NO. 

STR-7938.7 . 

FILE NO. 

REV. NO. 
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THOMAS P FOLKS 5/31/12 	 TRAFFIC STRIPING 
SENIOR ENGINEER 	DATE 

REMOVED RB & SB TRAVEL LANES 	 RAC DRC 	 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISC 	

= 50’ 
(SAN ERANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY  

CHECK WITH TRACING TO SEE IF YOU HAVE LATEST REVISION

RCEDES L 	
2/2012 

DRAWN:

OLIA 

	

APPROVED 	 SCALE 

O 
SHEET OF SHEETS lASSES BUFFERED BIKE LANES 	 I 	I 

I 	 FEIRED DATE RICARDO OLEA 5/31/12 	
BAYSHORE BOULEVARD I 	DESCRIPTION 	 APP. 

SW 25665. REVS 	 SHEET 

	

 4/30/12 GET TRAFFIC ENGINEER DATE 	 CARROLL AVENUE TO AUGUSTA STREET TABLE OF REVISIONS 
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SEE ALEMANY BLVD, STR-7701 
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CONTRACT NO 

DRAWING NO. 

STR-7938.8 	Jo 
FILE NO. 

REV, 	NO. 

ATTET r 	PlAN I NNF AT Al fl TIN 	 RAC DRC 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 
MY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

RENADVED SB TRAVEL LANE 

	

DESCRIPTION 	 BY APP, 

TABLE OF REVISIONS 
CHECK WITH TRACING TO SEE IF YOU HAVELATEST REVISION 

APPROVED 	 SCALE: 

	

THOMAS P FOLKS 5/1/12 	 TRAFFIC STRIPING 
DRAWN: 	DATE: 	SENIOR ENGINEER 	DATE. 	1 	= 50 

PL 	2/2012 SHEET OF SHEETS 

CHECKED. 	DATE. RICARDD OLEA 5/31/12 	
BAYSHORE BOULEVARD 

DRC 	4/30/121 CITY IRVEFIC ENGINEER DATE: 	 AUGUSTA STREET TO INDUSTRIAL STREET 



APPENDIX C 

SYNCHRO OUTPUT 
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATIONS 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Bayshore & Silver 	 6/7013 

Lane Conliçurations 41. - .Th +1. i 14 i 
Volume (vph) 86 343 227 27 251 38 282 1050 92 39 382 97 

Ideal Flow 130 1900 1900 1900 100 900 190C 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Lane Width 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 11 

To:al Lost. time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Lane Util Factor 0.95 095 1.00 0.95 ICO 0.95 1.00 

Frpb pedibikes 099 099 1.00 1.00 IM 1.00 0.89 

F1Fb, ped/bikes 09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Fr: 0,95 0,98 1.00 0,99 1.00 1.00 0.85 

Fit Protected 0.99 1.00 3,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 

Said. Flow (prot) 2141 2666 1486 2747 1436 3079 1230 

Fit Permitted 0.84 063 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 

Said Flow (perm) 2646 2382 1486 2747 1436 3079 1230 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.92 0.98 0.96 0.98 3.98 098 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 

Flow (’h) 66 350 232 28 256 39 286 1071 94 40 390 9 

RTOR Reduction (ph) 0 92 0 0 14 0 0 6 C C 0 68 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 578 0 1) 309 0 288 1159 C 40 390 31 

Confi. Peds. (ihr) 100 20 20 100 100 20 20 100 

Bus Blockages (r; 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) 5 5 

Turn Type Pem NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot \A Perm 

Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 

Permitted Phases 4 8 6 

Actuated Green, G (s) 197 ’97 17.3 37.2 21 22.1 221 

Effective Green, 9(s) 207 20.7 18.3 38.2 32 23 231 

Actuated g/ 	Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.25 0.52 ON 0.3 0.31 

Clearance "ime s) 50 5.0 5,0 50 SC 5.0 5,0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2 0 

Laie Grp Cap (vph) 739 665 366 1416 64 959 383 

v/s Ratio Prot ct119 c0.42 0.03 013 

v/s Ratio Perm DO, 22 0.13 0.03 

v/c Ratio 378 0.46 0.79 0.82 062 0.4 1  0.08 

Uniform Delay, dl 24.6 22.1 26.1 15.0 34.9 20. lEO 

Progression Factor 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 0o 

incrementa Delay. d2 5.0 02 15.6 3.6 129 01 0.0 

Delay (s) 29.6 223 41.7 18.7 47.8 20.2 18.0 

Level of Service C C 0 B D C B 

Approach oelay (s) 29.6 :, 22a, 23.2 21.9 .,. 
AppioachLOS C C C C 

fflr L 
11CM 2000 Control Delay 24,3 4CM200C 1! . 
1-1CM 2000 Volume to Capacity rallo 0,83 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.1 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 

lntersecon Capacity Utilization 93.2% ICU Level of Service F 

Analysis Period’,min) 15 
c 	Criilcal Lane Grcup ,’, , . AW 

Peak 5:00 pm 911112012 Baseline 	 Synchro B Report 

R.A.C. 	 Page 2 



HCM. Signalized nterstcn Capacity Analysis 
1: Bshore & US 101 Qff an!p/Gas Station 	 61712013 

lop- ft 

Efl9PMPea 5:00 pm 9)1 1/2Ot2 B5e Vfl 	 Synhrc 8 Report 
RAC 	 Page I 



HOM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: Bayshore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 	 6(7/2013 

X VIM M7 	7 

Lane Configurations 4 ’ fl+ V1 0 
Voluine(vpl)) 70 192 60 97 122 41 100 300 106 16 279 103 
Ideal Flow (vplipl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lest time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 5,0 5,0 5.0 5,0 
Lane 1,Jtit, Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 100 0.95 100 0.95 
Frpb, pedibkes 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.97 tOO 0.97 
Flpb, pod/bikes 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 3.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 085 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 3.95 1.00 095 1.00 
Sold. Flow (prot) 1402 1339 1550 1100 1463 2699 1466 2873 
Fit Permitted 0.52 1.00 0.63 1.00 3.52 1.00 0.51 1.00 
Sald. Flow perm) 775 1339 999 1100 803 2699 786 2873 
Peak-hour factor, P1-F 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 3.98 0.98 0,98 0.98 0.98 0.98 
Adj. Flow (vtth) 71 196 61 99 124 42 102 306 108 16 285 105 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 
Lane Group Flow(vph) 71 240 0 0 223 42 102 414 0 16 347 0 
Ccifl. Pecls. (#ihr) 100 100 100 100 100 100 10C 100 
Parking 	llhr) 5 
Twn Iye Penn NA Perm NA Perm Penn NA Perm NA 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 8 
Actuated Green, G(s) 176 176 176 176 383 38 382 383 
Effective Green, 9 (s) 16.6 18.6 18.6 18,6 393 39.3 393 39.3 
Actuated gIC Ratio 0.28 0.213 0,28 0.28 0.59 0.59 0,59 059 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Vehicle Extension (s’ 30 30 30 30 30 30 3,C 30 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 215 372 277 305 471 1585 461 1687 
v/s Ratio Prt D.18 CO A6 0. 1 2 
v/s Ratio Perm 009 cO.22 0.04 0.13 0.02 
v/c Ratio 033 065 0,81 0.14 022 0,26 0.o 021 
Uniform Delay, d1 19.2 21.3 22.5 18.1 6.5 6.7 5.8 6.5 
Progression Fac’or 1,00 100 1 M 1.00 1100 100 1 00 1,00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 18 15.5 0.2 1.1 0.4 01 0.3 

’Delay (s) 201 251 380 183 76 71 60 68 
Level of Service C C 0 8 A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 240 34,9 7 2 67 
Approach LOS C C A A 

HCM 2000 Contrel Delay 15.6 , HCM 2000 Level of Service B 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 044 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 56.9 Sum of los time (s) 9.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.5% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (nun) is 
C 	Critical Lane Group 

Existing PM Peak 5:00pm 911112012 3asaiine 	 Synchrc 8 Report 
R.AC. 	 Page 3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: Baishore & Paul - 6m2013 

r1.ri Uk6e Coll r% 
11 185 2M it.:�O4 76 L  34t 20 84 27 81 

IdIoW(vptipl) 1900 1930 1900 1900 	1900 1900 1900 "90C 1900 1900 1900 1900 

TOW Lost time (s) 10 10 3.0 10 10 3.0 3 3.0 
Lane Utt Factor 1.00 .)0 1.00 0.95 100 0.95 1.00 095 

bedbikes tOO 4.30 0.91 0.98 ’100 0.99 1.00 098 
Ftp 	Qe1bUws 0.95 0 1.00 1.00 097 1.00 0.94 100 

140 10 0.85 0,96 100 199 1.00 0.97 
0.95 .D0 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 

$c4F1uw(pro1 1462 1621 1099 2875 1487 2846 1453 2927 
FIt 	etflIt1ed 035 .00 1,00 0.94 052 1.00 0.52 100 
S3td f)jperm) 1621 1099 2709 821 2846 792 2927 

Peak-how factor PHF 098 098 0,98 0,48 	098 098 0980960 9Ø 93 
M4.Thw(vph) 72 188 231 16 	208 78 251 353 2 "86 2: 
RTORReduction(Ø Q 0 142 0 	48 0 0 e O 0 40 0 
Lane GroupFkw (oh) 72 188 89 0 	254 0 251 367 0 88 323 0 

fl.Pd.(Thr) 10 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
5 5 5 

 Type Prni NAPenr Perm 	!.LA Penn MA ma 

ri � .  
4 4 8 6 

) 23.0 23.0 23.0 210 att 31.0 31.0 31.0 
250 250 250 250 14.0 340 340 

Vol 0.0 038 938 038 038 Q5Z 052 052 05? CaraflJn 	(s) 5.0 50 510 10 6.0 6.0 6.0 :60 
324 323 422 1041 429 1486 ’ 1531 

v?Rath:Prot c0.10 0.13 
vts�R*O�Prm 009 0.08 0.09 c0.31 0.11 
vic ROW 0.22 0.27 0.21 024 0159 025 0.21 021 
JoiDety, dl 13.5 117 13.4 13.6 10.7 8.5 8.3 83 
PM*B*ft Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.03 
frcetit8t Oclay, d2 1.6 1.1 1,1 16 57 0.4 1.1 03 

15.0 14,8 14.5 14.1 16.4 819 9.4 84 

Leld1SeMce 0 6 B 0 8 A A A 
ApprowA Do* 141 14.1 11. 8.8 
Appidmh B Elf B A 

Two"; 
_p .   - 

Actuated CVdeLtaih (s) 0 tii eIot hm’(s) 6 0 
1 6118% 104J. Ltver of Sw*e 8 

ArVSPerbI (mm) 15 
C 	111Cd1 Lane Group 

. 	 ..- 	. 	.......... 
E*is(ig PM Peak 5:00 pm 9111/2012 Baseline 	 5yithro8Rpc’t 
RAG. 	 Page 1 



ETlN &, 
SimTraffic Simulation Summary 
Baseline 
	 617/2013 

Summary of All Intervals 

Start Time 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 
End Time 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:30 
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60 30 
#of Intervals 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
# of Recorded mScheduled Intervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Vohs Entered 5172 5200 5054 5112 5148 5072 5046 
Vehs Exited 5191 5199 5029 5129 5152 5091 505 
Starting Vetis 124 133 101 127 105 111 103 
EndirigVehs 105 134 12� 110 101 92 94 
Denied Entry Before 1 0 1 C 0 1 I 
Travel Distance rjuq 1732 1738 1699 1724 1724 1691 1712 
Travel Time (hr) 125.0 119.9 112.1 113.5 113.8 12.6 112.4 
Total Delay (hr) 61 6 560 49 504 506 50.8 496 
Total Stops 648 6148 5881 5859 6025 5877 5872 
Fuel Used (gal) 83.2 82.4 78.4 80.1 80.5 784 792 

Summary of All Intervals 

Start Time 4:50 450 4:50 4:50 
End Time ti6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 
Total Time 1mm) 70 70 70 70 
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 
#ofhntersaLs 5 5 5 5 
# of Recorded mScheduledlntervals 4 4 4 4 
Vohs Entered 5055 4933 4874 5C65 
Vohs Exited 5092 4931 4871 5075ł 
Starting Vehs 110 110 103 106 
Ending Vehs 73 112 106 97 
Denied Entry Beote 0 3 2 0 
Travel Distance (mi) 1896 1629 1640 1609 
Travel Time (hr) 113.7 1087 1044 1133 
Total Delay (hr) 463 48.9 443 51.0 
Total Stops 5790 5639 5502 5878 
Fuel Used (gal) 76,7 75.8 75 6 79,2 

Interval #0 Information Seedin 

Start Time 	 4:50 
End Time 	 5:00 
Total Time (min) 	 10 
Volumes austed by Growth Factors. 
No data recorded this interval 

Existing PM Peak 	 SimTraffic Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 



Simiraffic Simulation Summary 
Baseline 	 &7I2013 

Existing PM Peak 	 $inirrafticRØpart 
RAC. 	 pap 2 



SimTraffic Simulation Summary 
Baseline 	 6d7(2Q13 

Interval #2 Information 
Start Time 	 5:15 
End Time 	 5:30 
Total Time (min) 	 15 
Volumes acjusted by PHF, Growth Factors, 

VelisEntereri 1357 1290 1218 1245 1276 1332 1313 
VelisExited 1332 1304 1233 1241 1271 1332 1291 
Starting Vehs 104 130 118 107 101 130 131 
Ending Vohs 129 116 103 111 106 130 133 
Denied Entry Before 3 1 C 0 0 7 0 
Travel Distance (ml) 449 440 419 431 419 457 430 
Travel Time (hr) 29,6 31,5 26.9 281 27.5 323 28.8 
Total Delay (hr) 13.2 15.4 11.6 12.5 12.1 16.1 13.0 
Total Stops 1553 1558 1375 1433 1490 1553 1484 
Fuel Used (9a1) 209 210 190 204 195 21,0 201 

Interval #2 Information 
Start Time 	 515 
End Time 	 5:30 
Total Time (min) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors. 

Vohs Entered 2e4 1249 	1338 INC 
Vehs Exited 1261 1222 	1291 1276 
Starting Vehs 129 90 	84 100 
Ending Vohs 132 117 	131 116 
Denied Entry Beore 2 2 	0 1 
Travel Distance (mi) 422 397 	434 430 
Travel Time (hr) 275 27.2 	29.1 28.9 
Total Delay (lit) 119 12B 	132 132 
Total Stops L59 1459 	1507 1498 
Fuel Used (gal) 19,4 18,7 	204 201 

Exisbng PM Peak 	 Simlraffic Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 3 



SmTraffic Simulation Summary 
Baseline 	 �6i712Ot 



SimTraffic Simulation Summary 
Baseline 	 6/7/2013 

Interval #4 Information Recording 
Start Time 5:45 
End Time 6:00 
Total Time (mm) 15 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF. 

Vehs Entered 1265 1340 1312 1291 1305 1193 1259 
Vehs Exited 1297 1319 1257 1299 1332 1213 1272 
Starting Vehs 137 113 101 118 128 112 107 
Ending Vehs 105 134 126 110 101 92 94 
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
Travel Distance (mi) 435 .45 443 437 440 398 430 
Travel Time (hr) 31.9 30.9 31.4 29.1 28.7 25.4 27:1 
Total Deley(hr) 15.9 14.5 15.1 131 12.6 10.5 11.4 
Total Stops 1512 1625 15Th 1497 1494 1349 1466 
Fuel Used (gal) 211 213 209 204 204 183 196 

Interval #4 Information Recordin 
Start Time 	 5:45 
End Time 	 6:00 
Total Time (min) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF. 

Vehs Entered 195 
Vohs Exited 1217 
Starting Vohs 95 
Ending Vehs 73 
Denied Entry Before 0 
Travel Distance tm 396 
Travel Time (hr,  24 9 
Total Delay (hr) 10.3 
Total Stops 1315 
Fuel Used (9a1) 18.3 

1272 1 1 77 1259 
1246 1174 1265 

86 103 104 
112 106 97 

0 0 0 
432 397 425 
28.2 243 28.2 
125 98 126 
1464 1307 1461 
19.9 	18.1 

Existing PM Peak 	 SiniTrMfic lepert 
R.A,C. 	 Page 5 



22. 8yshre &,QarroU &Thornton Perforrnant 	.roa nten,aI #2 5:15.. 

22 Bayshore & CarmI & Thornton Performance by aooroach InterVal #3830 

22 Bajehore&arroIl &Thqtrikori Ørformanae by epproath Interval #4545 

SimTraffic Performance Report 
Baseline 	 . 	 7013 

22: Bgyshore & Garrofil 	Mon- Performance by approach Interval #1 5:00 

Existing PMØk 	 SirnTraffic Rpat 
RAC, 	 Page 6 



SimTraffic Performance Report 
Baseline 	 617013 

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Entire Run 

Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 
Denied DelNeh ts) 0.4 0.0 0.0 01 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 0,1 1,6 0.3 2.4 
Total DeINeh (s 126 0,7 7.8 9.5 6.4 
Stop Delay (hr) 0.4 0.0 0.9 0,3 1.7 
Stop DelNeh (s) 12.5 0.0 4.5 10.5 4.4 

Exishng Pt1 Peak 	 Simlraffic Repert 
R.A.C. 	 Page 7 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8Bayshare&Quint 

Ate  

Existing PM Peak 5:00 pm £V1 112012 Baseline 	 Synchro S Report 

R.AC, 	 Page 5 



HC M U nsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
40: Bayshore & Donner 67013 

trLf\ 
-. - 

Lane Conliguraons t1 ++ ’f 
Volume(venlh) 436 6 23 414 3 18 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 398 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 445 6 23 422 3 18 
Pedestrians 100 100 100 
Lane Width (P) 11.0 110 11.0 
Walking Speed f1s) 4.0 4.0 40 
Percent Blockage 8 8 8 
Right turn faro (vchjl  
Median type TWIlL TV&TL 
Median storage van 2 2 
Upstream signa (It) 529 994 
pX, platoon unbockd 
vC, confiding v3lumA 551 906 426 
vCl, stage 1 cci! vol 548 
vC2 stage 2 cord vol 358 
vCu, unblocked vol 551 906 426 
tCsingle(s) 4.1 6.8 6.9 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8 
tF(s) 2,2 3.5 3.3 
p0 queue free % 97 99 06 
cM capacity (veh/h) 937 429 492 

VlumeTotal 297 154 164 282 21 
Volume Left 0 0 23 0 3 
Volume Right 0 6 0 0 18 
cSH 1700 1700 937 1700 482 
VdunietoCapacity 017 009 003 017 004 
C.ieue Length 951h (It) 0 C 2 0 3 
Contrel Delay (s) 00 00 1.5 0 0 1 Z18 
Lane LOS A S 
Approach Delay (s) 00 05 128 
Approach LOS B 

Avere Delay 0.8 
Intersection Capacity Uthza1on 40,5% Id.) Level of Service 	 A 
Analysis Period (n1n) 15 

Existing PM Peak 5:00 pm 9/1112012 6aeline 	 Synchro 8 Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 0 



HCM Unsignalized intersection Capacity Analysis 

36. Bayshore & Fitzgerald 	 ., 	 PI2013 

ç 

1.98. 	0.98 	0.98 	0.8. 
Mom MOAN= 

100 	100 

Ejmw1:. 	.. 	Ti 	Il 

Existing PM Peak 5:88 pm 911 1O12 Baseline 	 Synohm 8 Report 
RAC. 

 
Page 4 



Bayshore Blvd, Road Diet 
9: Bayshore & Silver 	 61712013 

 IN. ~ 	4/  
Momeot EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT W8R NBL NBT NSR SBL SOT SOS 

Lar.e Configirations 4 fit. 
’ ft. $ P’ 

Volume (vph) 86 343 227 27 251 38 282 1050 92 39 382 97 
Ideal Flow (vphpfl 1900 1900 19D0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
LareWidU’r 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 12 12 10 13 12 
Total Lost bme (s) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lare Ut, Factor 0.95 0.95 100 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.03 
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.98 099 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0 , 139 
Fipb, ped/bikes 0.99 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt C.95 098 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0,99 100 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 100 
Said. Flow (prot) 3115 2865 1486 2943 1486 1732 1266 
Fit Permitted 0.83 082 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Said. Flow (perm) 2605 2361 1486 2943 1486 1732 1266 
Peakhourfac1or, PFf 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.98 098 0.98 0.98 0.98 0,98 0.98 0.98 0.98 
Adj. Flow (vph) 88 350 232 28 256 39 268 1071 94 40 390 99 
RIOR Reduction (vph) 0 92 0 0 14 0 0 6 0 0 0 66 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 578 0 0 309 0 268 1159 0 40 390 33 
Confi.Peds.(Thr) 100 20 20 100 100 20 20 100 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Parking (#/hr) 5 5 
Turn Type Penn NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.7 20.7 171 401 23 25.3 253 
Effective Green , g(s) 213 21.7 16.1 41.1 3.3 26.3 20 
Actuated 9/C Relic 0.28 0.28 0.23 0.53 0.04 0.34 0.34 
Clearance Time (s) 50 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.3 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2,0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 723 656 344 1548 62 583 426 
vi’s Ratio Prot c0.19 c0.39 0,03 0.23 
v!s Ratio Perm cD.22 013 0.03 
v1c Ratio 0.80 0.47 034 0,75 165 0.67 0.08 
UniormDelayd1 262 23.4 28-6 14.5 36.8 22.2 17,6 
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 01 15,4 14 15.9 6.0 0.4 
Delay (s) 31.9 216 44.0 17.8 52.8 28.2 180 
Level of Service C C D B D C B 
Approach Delay (s) 31.9 23.6 23.0 28.1 
Approach LOS C C C C 

lntersecbort Summary 
HCM 2000 Control Delay 26.0 NCM 2000 Level of Service C 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82 
Actuated Cycle Lengtn (s) 78.1 Sum of lost lime s) 120 
Intersecton Capacity Utilizatioi 94.04 ICU Level of Service F 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Jxistlng plus Prolect 	 Svrhro 8 Report 
RAC. 	 F age 2 



amp/Gas Station . 	. 6112013 

fp’d 

Lire 	0q. 

volume (Yip. N 
4 er 

..  .... 
a Y77 .  .  83 3 0 2 ) 6. 5  5 3 

Ideal JloW(vpIipI 1900 1900 190 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
LaAeWldtæ: 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
Tofol Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 10 50 
Lore UK Pkr 1.00 100 1100 100 0.95 1.00 1.00 
F*!dF 1.00 1.00 tOO 1100 1.00 1.00 1.00 

1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
F  1.00 u5 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FtProject. 0,95 1.00 0 1.00 1.00 0.95 140 
Saw Flow (prot) 1597 1425 . 1425 3178 1513 1673 
FftPii 0.95 1 046 1.00 1.00 195 1.00 
Satd,Fowerm) .: ,.1.597 _ 14.2.5. 79 1425 3178 1513 1675 
Peak flourtacor PHF 98 t$8 O 098 098 098 098 098 098 098 0. 9 9 098 
A, FIow(V..J 3 . 3 0 2 0 628 5 3 682 0 
RIOR Reduoon {vph) 0 0 49 0 0 2 0 1 O 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (ph) 0 286 15 3 0 0 0 632 3 882 0 
Confi. Peds. (thr) 100 19 �Ø9 100 

Turn Type OWL NA Penn cusuir; uwmmt NA PjJt t4A 
Pcd Mail, 4: 4 2 1 6 
Pem1ttdPh5S 4 8 8 
MIuatedGreG) 103 103 103 103 210 Q9 249 
Eftóe.ei.(sj 10.3 10,3 10.3 10.3 21.0 Q 23.9 
AIuatsd9fC Rao 0.24 0.24 0.24 024 0.49 0.55 

:me (5) 4.0 4.0 41 4.0 0 40 
40 40 40 40 3 40 

Q 339 183 339 1544 If t27 
5 	10t cO,18 . 	020 8.00 cO.41 

’i/S RaPerm 601 0.00 0.00 
0.75 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.41 010 0.74 

:Un40flØty dl 153 12,7 12.6 12.5 71 20.8 7,3 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

d2 81 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.4 33 
24,0 12.7 12.6 12.5 TA 22.1 10.5 

LOW11 1011’ Soft C B B B A C B 
21.9 12.6 7.4 10.8 

C 8 A 

	

43.2 	 11.0 
I *rsaction Capa1ty tJtiIL!n 	 70.5% 	ICU Leve(cfSicat 	 C 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing plus Project 	 Syiichro 8 Report 
RAC. 	 Page 1 



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
18: Bayshore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 	 617013 

ç4_ 4\ t 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL VVBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SB 

Lace ContiuraIions ’ 1+ 4 j 1. 9 1’ 
Volume vph} 70 192 60 97 122 41 100 300 106 16 279 103 
Ideal Flow (vphpl 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 11 16 10 1 12 
Total Lost time s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util, Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bes 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97 100 0.97 
Flp, ped/bikes 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Fit 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 
FIt?rotected 0.95 1.00 0.98 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said, Flow (prot) 1451 1366 1580 1065 1415 1326 1418 1512 
Fit Permitted 0.52 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.50 1.00 0.48 1.00 
Said. Flow jperm 801 1366 1015 1065 739 1326 712 1512 
Peek-hour factor, PFW 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 
Adj. Flow (vph) 71 196 81 99 124 42 102 306 108 16 265 105 
RTDR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 
Lane Group Ftowvph) 71 240 0 0 223 42 102 414 0 16 375 0 
Conn. Pecls.(1/ltir) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Parking (#/hr, 5 5 5 5 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Pain Pain NA Perm NA 
Protected Phases 4 0 2 8 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 
Act’ated Green, G" (s) 17.5 17.5 175 17,5 38.3 383 381 38.3 
Effective Green, g(s) 18.5 18.5 184 18.5 39.3 39.3 39.3 393 
AcLieted 91C Ratio 0.28 028 0.28 0.28 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5,0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6,0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 10 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 10 3,0 
Lair* Grp Cap (vph) 221 378 281 294 434 780 418 889 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.15 cO.31 0.25 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 cO22 0.04 0.14 0.02 
v/c Ratio 0.32 0.64 01 014 C 24 0.53 0.04 0,42 
Uniform Delay, d1 19.2 21.2 22.4 18.2 6.6 82 5.8 7.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 15 14.2 0.2 1.3 2.6 0.2 1.5 
Delay (s:’ 20.0 24.7 36.6 18,4 7.8 10.8 8.0 9.0 
Level of Service C C 0 B A B A A 
Approach Delay (s) 23.7 333 10.2 8.9 
Approacn LOS C C B A 

Intersection Summary 
11CM 2000 Control Delay 16,9 11CM 2000 Level of Service B 
HCM 2000 Volume Ic Capacity ratio 0.61 
AcLiatec Cycle Length (s) 66.5 Sum of losi lime (s) 9.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 1221% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing plus Project 	 Srichro 8 Report 
R..C. 	 Page 3 



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
12 Bavshare& Paul 611/201 

t 
�r�� sr 

thvph 2 i 246 30 20 M’ 24 81 
1d1:F1cwcwhRI 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
LnaW’dth 1 2 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 11 12 
Total Lost lime (s) 3.0 310 3,0 4.0 310 30 9.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 
tanU1i1. FN 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 

1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91 1.00 0G 0.88 1.00 1.00 0.8J 
0.96 1.00 099 tOO 0.94 1.00 LCD 0.95 1.00 1,00 

Fri 1.qq 0.85 1.00 0,85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1,00 015 
Fprotecd’ 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1100 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
8 	 W 1305 1161 1845 1228 1660 160 1394 1561 1801 194 
Ft(Pertnttted 008 100 097 IM 054 I.M 100 048 100 10) 

1570 1181 . 1803 1228 945 16O 394 782 181 
Pe#bour lactor, PFtF 098 098 0.98 098 098 098 098 0.99 098 098 0 0.98 

72 168 231 16 208 78 251 353 20 88 ç 
RTRdion(ip) 0 0 142 0 0 49 0 0 10 0 0 ’42 
L.:GOup.FWWph) 0 240 69 0 224 29 251 353 10 86 260 3 
00OW  100 �400 108 100 100 100 100 
B$1AI 0 0 ’0 0 0 8 0 1) 0 0 0 
DIpA . 

ThmTye Perm NA Peri Perm ’4A ’Perri Perm. NA wn Perm NA Fern’t 
2 

PeI"Phass 4 .4 8 8 2 2 6 6 
23,0 23.0 23A 2M, 31.0 31.0 31.0 31,0 31.0 314 

£1NuGree 	s) 250 250 250 24. 0 340 340 32,0 340 340 32 
AJ8Øg/C Rho 038 038 038 037 052 052 049 052 052 44 
CjeeT1ms) 50 50 50 50 88 6.E 80 60 60 
[p(ph) 603 454 893 453 494 S1’ 685 409 942 68 
vSR;..Prot 0.22 0.16 
WRatPeirn c015 0.08 012 0,02 cO.27 0.81 0.11 0.03 

0.40 0.20 0.32 0.06 0.51 0.41 001 0,2 1, 030 0.00 
Unhn*DoIay,d1 14.5 133 14.1 13.2 10.1 8,4 8.4 83 8.8 83 
Progresiort Factor 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 tOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
IncraMentEd Delay, co.. :,O 1.0 1,2 13 31 15 0.0 12 0.8 02 

15 14.3 15.3 115 118 10.9 8.5 9.5 9.6 83 
*(00 Service 8 B B B B B A A A A 
ApOWM Delay (s) 15.4 14.8 t 2,0 9.4 
AppmchLO B 5 B A 

_.: 
___ 

Ad 	ZoeLeng 654) Sum of lost to i$ 8.0 
Interse,con Capailt106t* 85.6% ICU Level of Ser;ice C 

15 
C ctIa1 Lone Group  

S1% OtUs Project 	 Syrchro 8 Report 
RA. 	 Page  



b)J1 	 (1) ri 
SimTraffic Simulation Summary 
SB and NB Lane Removal 	 &T12013 

Summary of All Intervals 

Start Time 4:50 4.50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:53 
End Time 5:00 6:00 :0O 6:00 5:00 6:00 6:03 
Total Time min) 70 70 70 70 70 70 73 
Time Recorded (mm) 60 60 bO 60 60 60 63 
#oflnterva:s 5 5 5 5 5 5 
#of Recorded mchediledtntervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Vehs Entered 5092 5099 5199 5175 4971 4975 5051 
VehsEited 5114 5121 5161 5176 4962 4962 5111 
Starting Vehs 148 123 110 126 105 125 127 
Ending Vehs 126 101 146 128 114 141 97 
Denied Entry Before 2 1 4 1 0 3 3 
Travel Distance (mi) 1711 1727 1752 1738 1649 1663 1699 
Travel Time (hr) 128.5 125.1 131.7 144.3 114.3 P183 123.0 
Total Delay (hr) 65.8 61.8 137,15 808 537 57 S 61.4 
Total Stops 6473 6476 6657 6393 5879 6099 6401 
FueWsed(94) 829 824 644 573 775 759 813 

Summary of All Intervals 

Start Time 4 50 450 450 4:50 
End 1thie 600 6:00 6:00 6:00 
Total Time (mm) 70 70 70 70 
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 
#ofIntervals 5 5 5 5 

Recorded mScheduledlntervals 4 4 4 4 
Vetis Entered 513 5061 5002 5079 
VetisEdted S01 5030 5003 5075 
Starling Velis 1 07 110 119 116 
Ending Vehs 1 19 141 118 115 
Denied Entry Before 0 4 1 1 
Travel Dlslance{mi) 1689 1667 1681 1698 
Travel Time (hr) 125.1 116.0 134.1 1261 
Total Delay (hr) 631 548 72.6 63.9 
Total Stops 6426 6067 6417 6329 
Fuel Used (gat) 1.4 78.5 8a.1 818 

Interval #0 Information Seeding 

StartTmme 	 4o 
End Time 	 5:00 
Total Time fmin 	. 	 10  
Volumes adjusted b Growth Factors. 
No data recordediis interval 

Proposed PM Peak 	 SlmTraffic Report 
RAC, 	 Page 1 



SmTraffic Simulation Summary 
SB and NB Lane Removal 

interval #1 Information 

Volumes Adjustod by Gcoth Fe cft Mh (F 

Prupopsid PM Peak 	 mTratflc Fop - 
RAC. 	 Pace 2 



SimTraffic Simulation Summary 
SB and NB Lane Removal 	 B7013 

Interval #2 Information 
Start Time 	 5:15 
End Time 	 5:30 
Total Tine (mm) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factrs. 

ROO 11 
Vehs Entered 1 355 1321 1259 1314 1262 1263 1257 
Vebs Exited 1304 1302 1273 1303 1265 1263 1246 
Starting Vehs 106 129 131 147 116 123 
Ending Vehs 157 148 117 158 113 

11 

’ 0 110 134 
Denied entry 8etore 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 
Travel Dislance(rn 433 457 426 436 417 417 412 
Travel Time (hr) 31,1 37.7 32.0 39.4 29.5 28.4 31.6 
Total Delay (hi’) 152 211 164 235 142 131 164 
To:al Stops 1618 1896 1661 1713 1522 1476 1637 
Fuel Used (at) 238 229 205 227 196 l’iS 200 

Interval #2 Information 
Start Time 	 55 
End Time 	 5.30 
Total Time (mm) 	. 	 5 
VGumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors, 

Yens Entered 1298 1306 1309 1298 
Vohs Exited 1288 1272 1271 1277 
Starling Velis 110 105 111 116 
Ending Vehs 120 141 149 130 
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 0 
Travel Distance (sm) 434 422 438 429 
Travel Time (hr) 31 6 283 336 32.3 
Total Delay(hr) 15,7 128 173 16.6 
Total Stops 1699 1494 1720 1647 
Fuel Used (gal) 20.6 19.6 21.2 20.7 

Propopsed PM Peak 	 $imlraMc Report 
RAC. 	 Page 3 



SimTrafflc Simulation Summary 
SB and NBLane rno.vai 	 7J2O13 

Prcçopsed PM Peak 	 Simlraffic Repert 
RAC, 	 Page 4 



SimTraffic Simulation Summary 
SB and NB Lane Removal 	 8/7/2013 

Interval #4 Information Recording 

Start Time 	 545 
End lime 	 6:00 
Total Time mir1) 	 15 
Volumes acjusled by Growth Factors, Anti PHF 

Vehs Entered 1245 1262 1352 1310 1215 1274 1247 
Vehs Exited 1268 1271 1336 1329 1195 1278 1275 
StrtingVehs 148 110 134 147 94 145 125 
EridlngVehs 126 101 146 128 114 141 97 
Denied Entry Before 2 0 1 4 0 0 1 
Travel Distance Imi) 434 427 457 451 401 421 425 
Travel Time (hr) 33,1 2.4 36.9 35.9 26.8 32,5 303 
Total Delay (hi) 173 138 202 194 119 171 
Total Stops 1657 1541 1834 1611 1423 1643 155 
Fuel Used (gal) 21A 201 226 22A 186 20’s 202 

Interval #4 Information Recordin 

Start Time 	 N5 
End Time 	 �00 
Total Time (mm) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors Anti PHF. 

Velis Entered 
Vohs Exited 
Starting Vehs 
Endrng /ehs 
Denied Entry Before 
Travel Distance (ml) 
Travel Time (hi) 
Total Delay (hr) 
Total Stops 
Fuel Used (gal) 

1270 11,108 
1251 1274 

00 107 
19 141 

1 2 
412 426 

30.7 31.5 
15.6 15.8 

1535 1661 
198 20.7 

	

1192 	1267 

	

1216 	1269 

	

142 	124 

	

118 	115 

	

7 	1 

	

410 	4264 

	

332 	32.0 

	

182 	1’ 

	

1514 	1599 

	

203 	20& 

Propopsed PM Peak 	 Sinlraffic Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 5 



22 ByshQr & Carroll & Ttiomtpn F edormanoe by pro*c Lrterv 42 5:15 

RAvAhnrik A. Anngli P. 1h,iiffl PPrfnrninriv *nirn-h InfrvI. ffl 

22 Bayhore & CenoH & Thornton Performance by appioach 

SmTraffic Performance Report 
SB at,4 NS Lane Removal 	 57120 ,11 3 

22: .ByshQre. Carroll & 1r*ar Parformance by appso ch !.ntrnval #15:00 

Propop$dPM F 	 $nTraffic Repert 
RAC. 	 Page 6 



SmTrafflc Performance Report 
SB and NB Lane Removal 

	
617/2013 

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Entire Run 

Denied Delay (hr ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Denied DetiVeh (s) 0.9 0.0 00 0.2 0.1 
Tcta Delay (hr) 0.8 0.2 0.9 0,4 2.3 
Total DelNeh (s) 22.3 1.5 4.6 12A 6.0 
Stop Delay (hr) 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.4 19 
Stop Del!Vefi (s) 22.8 0.0 3.4 13.1 5.1 

Propopsed PM Peak 	 SmTratflc Report 
R.A,C. 	 age7 



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
38: Bayshore& Quint 	 21 

Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (ph) 
Pedestrians 
Lars: NO f1) 
Walking Spee.(ftIs) 

eetit Bgcde. 
Riit turn fi(Vth) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (R) 
pX, platoon unblcid 
VC, cofiohrig YOM 
vCl stage I Caflol 
vC2, stage 2 cdf vol 
vCu. unblocked vol 
W 	irI1 

fl (s) 
p0 queue free. 
cm 	ityyef 

Vime Total 
Velume Left 

CSK 
Vglrn�Rtgtt 

Vrn to Capaty 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Colhtrol DIy(s) 

LOS 

ApraacI LOS 

Fme Free Stop 
0% 0% 0% 

8.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 096 0.96 
398 65 11 376 50 2 
100 100 100 

11.0 11,0 12.0 
0 4.0 0 

8 8 8 

TWLTL TWLTL 
2 2 

731 793 

563 1029 631 
531 
498 

663 1029 631 
41 6.4 6.2 

5,4 
3.5 3.3 
66 99 

924 428 407 

RN 

o 1 50 
65 0 2 

1700 924 427 
0.27 C.01 0.12 

O 1 10 
0.0 0.4 14.8 

A B 

M’ere D*� 	 1 .0 
ecta*Ulm!n 
	

3,2% 	ICO Leo* 	 A 
Analysis Period (in) 
	

15 
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Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
40: Bayshore & Donner 	 Sf712013 

tiLs%k\ 
Movement NBT NBR SBL SBT NWL NWR 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vehfti) 436 6 23 414 3 18 
Sigi Control Free Free Slop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 CL98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 
Hourly flow rate (’ph) 45 6 23 422 3 18 

Pedestrians 100 100 100 
LareWidth(ft) 111 11.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (ftis) 4,0 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 8 8 8 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage voh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (fl) 529 995 
pX, platoon unbiecked 
VC. conflicting volume 551 1117 648 
vCl stage 1 cant vol 548 
vC2, stage 2 cant vol 569 
vCu, unblocked vol 551 1117 648 
tC, single (s) 41 6.4 6.2 
IC, 2 stage (s) 5.4 
IF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pC queue free % 97 99 95 
cM capacity (vehih) 934 400 398 

DlrectlonLne# N8  Sal NN1 
Volume Total 451 446 21 
Volume Left 0 23 3 
Volume Right 6 0 18 
aSH 1700 934 399 
Volume to Capacity 0.27 CO3 aDS 
Queue Length 851h (ft) 0 2 4 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.8 14.5 
Lare LOS A B 
Approach Delay (s) 0,0 0.8 14,5 
Approach LOS B 

Intersection Summary 
Average Delay 01 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 506% ICU Level of Service 	 A 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 

Existing plus Project 	 Synchro 8 Report 
RAC. 	 Page  



Bayshore Blvd, Road Diet 
36; Bayshore&Fitera1J - 61712013 

-__ 

Lane CA", flkns 4 
Vo1i?(ie 8 44 2 7 45 
Sign Gontr1 Stop Fri* Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0 0.98 0.98 0.96 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 19 658 2 7 459 
Pedestrians 100 100 100 
Lane Width (f1) 12.0 12.0 16.0 
Walking Speed (ftfs) 4,0 4.0 4.0 
Percent Blockage 8 8 11 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median storage veb) 2 2 
Upstream sjl(U) 1252 380 
pX,.pIatoon.uIocked 0.98 0.99 0.99 
VC, conVicting ye tune 1231 767 658 
vClstagelcenfvol 657 
42, s1e:.crf.ol 573 
vCuuokvoI 1195 749 649 
tcirM E4 6,2 41 

54 
tFs. 3.5 13 2.2 
p0qu9e% 98 94 99 
cMcij(ve) 373 332 850 

Volume Right 
eSH 
Volume to .Gpacity 
Queue Len9ft1.5fh (ft) 
Control Oelaye) 
Lane LOS 
Approaci Delay (s) 
Apprc*i LOS 

lnSchon dapadly LiflI 
Anelysis Period (mm) 

19 2 0 
311 1700 850 
0.07 0.33 0,01 

6 0 1 
16.4 0.0 0,2 

A 
00 02 

Of 
C11J.evel of sce 

15 
A 

Existing plus Project 	 Synchro 8.ftepoti 
RA.C, 	 Page 4 



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
9: Bayshore & Silver 	 6I12013 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL AT MR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 

Lane Coiflguraons 4 T fl+ tt 
Volume !vp11) 92 369 244 32 297 45 330 1227 108 60 565 149 
Ideal Flow (ptipl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Lane Width 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 11 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 
LaneUtil. Fclor 0.95 095 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 
Frpb,pedlbikas 0.99 099 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 
Flpb,pedlbikes 0,99 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fri 0.95 098 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.115 
Fit Prateted 0,99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (pot) 3142 266 1486 2747 1486 3079 1225 
F11 Permitted 0.80 081 6.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Sat. Flow (perm) 2545 2319 1486 2747 1486 3079 1225 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 098 6.98 0498 3.98 0.98 0.93 0.98 
Adj. Flow (vph) 94 377 249 33 303 48 337 1252 110 61 53 152 
RIOR Reduction (vph) 0 89 0 0 14 0 0 6 0 0 0 101 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 631 0 0 368 0 337 1356 0 61 593 51 
Cant Pads. (Whr) 100 20 20 100 100 20 20 100 
Bus Blocka9es(/hr) 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RfirkiN-2-ML.______________________ 5 5 
Turn Type Form NA Form NA Pro! NA Prot NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 5 
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.4 22,4 17.3 36.9 3.1 22, 7  22.7 
Effective Green s  g s) 23.4 23,4 18.3 37.9 1.1 23,7 237 
Actuated glC Ratio 0.30 0.30 0.24 0.49 0.05 0.31 0.31 
Clearance Irno (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2,0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 789 701 351 1345 78 942 375 
v(s Ratio Prot cO.23 c0.49 0.04 0.19 
Os Ratio Form c025 0.16 0.01 
vfc Ratio 032 0,53 0.96 1.Q.L. 0.78 0.63 014 
Uniform Delay, dl 25.0 22,4 29.2 19.8 36.2 231 19.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 6.7 0.3 38.9 26.5 363 1.0 01 
Delay (s) 311 22.7 68.1 46,3 725 24.2 19,5 
Level of Service C C E D E C B 
Approach Delay (s 31,7 223 50.6 26.9 
Approach LOS C C D C 

Interseolion Summary 
HCM 2000 Control Delay 3816 HCM 2000 Level ci Service C 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 774 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilizatioq 101.3% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (rvJn) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Synchro 8 Report 
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1: Banhore & US 101 Off Ramp/Gas Station 6/72013 

0flCQfl*a1ons 4 
245 � 68 3 0 2 0 W 7 ’10O8 C 

kieaFw(plpJ 1900 1900 1900 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
40 40 40 40 40 30 50 

Land ,A "Clot 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 
Frp.tiKes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Rpb, peftlkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FrI 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 1.00 
Fit Frotcted 0195 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 

1544 1378 Satd. Flow (pr OI 10 1378 3072 1540 Q79 
FItPermited 0.95 1.00 02 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
SakL 1544 1378 Al 1378 3072 1540 
Pehour tactw PHF 098 098 0.98 098 098 0.98 098 G9e 0.98 09 0,98 0 E8 
WBOW 00i 250 3 57 3 0 2 Al 7 £1029 0 

0 0 44 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 
LiOIp Row (vpi) 0 253 13 3 0 0 0 887 0 5 1029 0 
Coflhl. PÆ&. #lhr) 100 100 100 100 
Paædnc . ht). 5. 
’r.... vpm P.A 

111N I WMI 
,.....,, 

’I 
MA )..’. . 

rraieca .... ie , . 
-, 

ft*W Ph pea 4 3 6 
3 101 10,2 10.2 10.2 21.1 1,0 251 

102 1 0.2 10.2 10.2 21.1 1,0 24.1 
ktÆdgç10 024 0.24 024 0,24 0.49 002 0 5 
NOW=-  i;i k 4A 40 40 40 40 30 4C} 
voeEonj 4.0 40 40 40 40 * 4Q 
Lane 	Cp(vpt) 35 324 198 324 1496 36 173 
vItAptla ft .  cO.16 cO.33 

0.01 0.00 0.00 
v/0 Rafld’ 0.70 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.59 0.14 0.60 
Ufltfome!8y,dl 15.1 12.8 123 127 8,0 20.7 6.4 
Proes&àn Factor 1.00 1.00 tOO tOO 1,00 1.00 1.00 
!flcrernentl Delay, d2 8.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.9 0.7 

12.8 12.7 123 8.7 22.6 7.1 
Le�Sevce G B B B A C A 
poachDIay) 19& 127 87 12 

ApptbachLCS B B A A 

Mum 	
:1 	 .. ... 

HM2OOWumeotectreo 
Acd yce irØ (s) 	 433 	Sum o11ooJme (s) 110 
3ntere$dty Uitci 	 60.4% 	 B 
Analysis Plod (niii) 	 15 
c Crtioal Lim Gtup 

... ---. 	. 

Cumulative 	 Syrithro 8 Report 
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Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
18; Bayshore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 	 617;2013 

--W --* 	ç4-&4\ 	t 
Movement EBL EBI EBR WBL VIBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SEL SBT SBR 

Lare Configurations 1# 4 fls ipi 

VoIrnevph) 100 274 86 139 175 59 163 489 173 26 448 165 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4,0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Lare lJti, Factor 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, pad/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 
FIpb, ped/bikes 0.92 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 1.00 6.96 1.00 0,96 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 098 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said .F low (prot) 1415 1336 1555 1089 1480 2690 1485 2864 
Fit Permitted 0.43 1.00 050 1.00 0.38 1.00 036 1.1)0 
Sa id , Flow (perm 643 1336 802 1089 596 2690 556 2864 
Peakhojr factor, P1-IF 0.98 0.98 0,98 0.98 098 098 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 O.93 0.96 
AdI Flow (vph) 102 280 88 142 179 60 166 499 177 27 457 168 
RTQR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 102 353 0 0 321 60 166 676 0 27 575 0 
Cone. Pods. (4/1ir) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Parking (4Ihr) 5 5 5 5 
Turn Type Penn NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perrn NA 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.0 26.0 26.0 260 38.0 38.0 38,0 38.0 
Effective Green, g s) 27.0 27.0 27,0 27,0 39,0 38.0 39.0 390 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 
Clearance Time (s) 50 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Vehicle Extension ($ 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 231 430 288 392 309 1396 289 1489 
v!s Ratio Prot 0.26 0.25 0.20 
v/s Ratio Perm 016 cO.40 0.06 cO28 0.05 
vlcRatio 0.44 073 111 015 0,54 0.48 009 0.39 
Uniform Delay, di 18.3 20.9 24.0 1.3 12.0 11.5 9.1 10.8 
Progression Factor 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 58 874 ’0.2 6.6 1.2 0,6 0.8 
Delay (s) 19.6 26.6 1114 15,4 18.5 23 93 11.6 
Level of Service B C F B B B A R 
Approach Delay (s) 25.1 96.5 13.9 11.5 
Approach LOS C F B B 

’Interse ction Summary 
HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.9 HC 	2 00 Level of Service C 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0,77 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 75.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0 
lntersecton Capacity Utilization 120.5% ICU Level of Service H 
Analysis Period(min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Cumulative 	 Syiichro 8 Report 
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12: Bayshore & Paul 	. 01712013 

t, d 

j �.4t, 
’0itei) & :200 274 24 309 015 371 52 30 143 436 138 
1delphp 1’J00 foo 19U 1900 1OO 1900 100 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

30 3, 0 3.0 10 31 3.0 3.0 
La no UW.Fxr 1.90 1.00 100 0 100 0.95 1,00 0.95 
Frpb pdik 110 ,  1.00 0,91 1.00 099 1.00 0,98 
FIpbdLIIs 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0196 110 
Frt 100 11l0 0,85 0.96 1.00 0.99 1,09 0.97 
FltProtecteci 095 1.00 100 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
8:FIow(prot) 1480 1621 1099 217 1504 2845 1475 2927 
Fit Permitted 0.43 1,00 1.00 0.94 037 1.00 0.40 1.00 
Stk Flow (par,) 666 1521 1099 2695 586 2845 621 2927 
Peak4iour,  factor, PHF 098 098 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0,96 0.98 0.98 0,98 096 0.96 
Adj FID) 88 204 260 24 315 117 379 533 3’ 146 476 141 
R1QRi4ucto 0 0 118 0 63 0 0 7 0 0 42 0 
Laowdibi  FIcw (vph) 80 204 182 0 43 0 379 557 0 146 575 0 
cam Peth4#ihr) 100. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Pa1tUrg 1#flL 
TO Type Perm NA Peirn Perm ?P Feui NA Perm NA 
Prtected Pha$a 4 8 2 6 
FpiiLtGdPbis 4 4 8 2 6 
Acutedreen G(s) 230 230 230 1U 310 310 310 
Effcereen, g ( 25,0 25.0 25.0 25 34.0 34,0 34.0 34.0 

atedgCRata 038 038-, 038 08 052 052 05 052 
Girłncet1u 	(s) 50 50 50 60 50 60 3,6 60 
L* Grp Coo Y(Vph) 256 0 ,  422 1037 307 1488 3 
v/s Ratio p6t 0.13 0.20 0.20 
vlsRatloPerm 0.13 0.15 001 cOBS 0.24 
v/c Ratio 0.34 033 0.38 0.39 1.23 ON 0.45 0.38 
Unorm0etayd1 142 14.1 14.4 14.5 15 9.2 9.7 92 
Prores1on Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 &6 1.4 2.6 11 120.5 07 4.5 0.7 
Delay (s) 175 15.5 17,1 15.6 145.0 9.9 14.1 9.9 
Level of Service 13 6 8 8 F : A B A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.6 15.5 643 10.1 

aact1LOS B 
hi 

Actuated GOO: Le*(s) 	 850 	Jm1osttime( 	 60 
Intersecton apdcty Uti 	 043% 	I01I Level of Srvce 	 S 
Analysis RriC4(*) 	 15 
c Ciit1c1ie Group 

Synchro B Report 
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Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative 	 6172013 

Summary of All Intervals  

Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 8 
Stal Time &50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:5C 4:50 
End Time 6:00 6:00 6:00 5:00 5:00 6:OC 6:00 

Total Time (mm) 70 70 70 70 70 7C 70 

Time Recorded (mm) 60 60 60 60 60 6C 80 

# of Inteivas 5 5 5 5 5 5 

of Recorded rnScheduledlntervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Vchs Entered 6417 6453 6603 6599 6496 E428 6527 

Vehs Exited 6418 6431 6553 6520 6432 6371 6517 

Starting Vehs 139 181 214 175 202 190 188 

Ending Vehs 188 203 264 254 266 247 198 

Denied Entry Before 6 0 14 9 9 15 9 
Travel Distance (mil 2258 2209 2266 2284 2308 2230 2290 
Travel Time (hr) 337 352.2 391.6 303.5 322.8 3404 299.9 
Total Delay (hi) 255.8 301.7 309.4 220.6 239,3 259.3 216.8 
Total Slops 9079 8723 9249 9052 9268 8554 9112 
Fuel Used (gal) 148.0 15 7. 1 161,2 140.9 145.8 148 C 140.6 

Summary of All Intervals 

Run Number Avg 

Start Time 4:50 
End Time 6:00 
Total Time (mm) 70 
Time Recorded (mm) 60 
#of Intervals 
U of Recorded rnScheduledtntervals 4 
Vebs Entered 6503 
Vehs Exited 6462 
Starting Vehs 188 
Ending Vehs 230 
Denied Entry Before 8 
Travel Distance (rnr) 2264 
Travel Time (hr) 339.8 
Total Delay (hr) 257.5 
Total Stops 9003 
Fuel Used (gal) 18.8 

Interval #0 Information Seeding 

Start Time 	 4:50 
End Time 	 5:00 
Total Time (mm) 	 10 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Facto-s. 
No data recorded this interval. 

Cumulatve 	 SimTraffic Report 
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Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
6(7/2013 

Cumulative 

Interval#1 Information Recording_ 

Start Time 	 5:00 
End Time 	 5:15 
TqW re .min} 	 15 

by Gth *ors, AnflPW.  

-- 
VehEnmtJ 1534 

-:--- 
1642 1673 1855 156? 1615 

Veis1xite� 	 .j.: 1625 1618 1539 1599 

Starting VBIs 189 181 214 175 202 190 188 

EidingV6s 233 221 247 223 241 216 204 

Denied Entry Before 6 0 14 9 9 15 9 

Travel Distance (ml) 565 545 570 570 601 538 554 

Travel Time (hr) 63.3 53 69.5 510 57.4 57,3 54.0 

Tat 	1ay (hr) 42.8 354 48.8 322 353 37.6 33.8 

Tota1pS 2173 2072 2405 2f2 2394 2007 2232 

Ft1 	gal. 32.0 30,2 23.9 10,0 32.1 30.0 29,6 

Interval #1 information Recording 

Start Time 

otai ne pin) 
VdqW*u$tw by GroA Factors Anti PHF. 

vensLn’eQ 
V Eted 
Ste Ong Vens 
Ending Vehs 
Denied Entry eefore 
TrsI ... 
Travel lime (hr) 
Total Data
Total Stop 
FuetU4gbI) 

1589 
188 
221 

B 
583 
58.5 
38.1 

2215 
31.1 

Cumulative 	 SrflTrattic Report 
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Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative 	 517/2013 

Interval #2 Information 
StartThre 	 5:15 
End Time 	 5:30 
Total Time (mm) 	 16 
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Faclors. 

Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 8 

VehsEmered 1700 1655 1709 1650 1617 1619 1659 

Veds Exiled 1695 1646 1735 1650 1612 1623 1625 

Starting Vehs 203 221 247 223 241 218 204 

Ending Vehs 208 230 221 223 246 214 23 

Denied Entry Before 95 67 107 21 6 25 33 

Travel Dtanoe (mi) 576 564 575 573 571 556 519 

Travel Time (hi) 86.9 87.2 88.0 616 64.6 74.5 74.4 

Total Delay (hi) 65.8 66.6 67.1 42.7 439 54.4 53.4 

Total Stops 2334 2415 2405 2247 2190 2164 2491 

Fuel Used (gal) 382 31.7 38.5 32.6 32.4 34,5 35.3 

Interval #2 Information 
Start Time 	 5:15 
End Time 	 5:30 
Total Time (mm) 	 15 
VoIjnies adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors. 

Run Number Avg 

VehsEntrod 1658 
VehsEKted 1657 
Starting Vehs 221 
Ending Vehs 221 
Denied Entry Before 50 
Travel Dislance (ml) 571 
Travel Time (hr) 77.0 
Total Delay (hr) 56.3 
Total Stops 2321 
Fuel Used (gal) 35.6 

Cumulative 	 SilnIrEflic Report 
RAG. 	 Page  



Vehs Erer 
Ve4isEted 1854  
Starting Vehs 208 230 
End1nVehs 189 213 
Denied Entry Wore 162 190 
Travel Distance (iii) 578 543 
Travel Time (hr) 895 1113 
Total Delay (hr) 63 no 
Total Stops 2480 1977 
Fuel Used (gal) 38A 427 

Interval #3 Information 

Start Time 	 5:30 
End Tirn 	 5:45 
Total Time {niin 	 15 
Vclui*eS ai1 by Qmwlh F*rs, MUI:.. 

VehEntd 1811 
1598 

Sg Wis 221 
Efd 	Vts 233 
Denied Ehtry Before 119 
Tt3vel Oi$tanoe (mij 558 
1vel Time hr) 91 
Total Delay 	r) 72.8 
Total Stops 2171 
Fuel Used’,gal) 389 

t580 15 1660 
1562 1589 1662 

214 23) 
264 260 236 

55 116 93 
555 552 580 
877 925 
67 72.3 62.5 

2274 2040 fl58 
372 36.8 31:4 

1561 
221 223 
249 240 
174 53 
551 550 

105,5 81.1 
856 81.0 
2040 2155 
417 

Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative 	 6/7201 

Interviki #3 Information 

StrL11ine 	 5:30 
5:45 

Thiar lime (miii) 	 IS 
volumeS dEeC by GwA Factors, 	PHF 

SimTraffic Report 
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Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative 	 617/2013 

Interval #4 Information 

Start Time 5:45 
End Time 6:03 
Total Time (mm) 15 
VoLimes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PAF, 

Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 8 

Vehs Entered 1548 153 1663 1654 164 1627 1593 

Vohs Exiled 1549 1583 1648 640 1 642 164C 1631 

Starting Vehs 189 213 249 240 264 260 236 

Ending Vehs 188 203 264 254 266 247 196 

Denied Entry Before 175 277 254 111 149 207 1CO 

Travel Distance (ml) 537 5.56 570 591 561 585 578 

Travel Time (hr) 983 127.8 128,6 105.9 113.1 116.1 88.0 

Tolal Delay (hr) 783 1071 107.9 843 92.0 95.0 67.1 

Total Stops 2092 2259 2398 2438 2410 2343 2131 

Fuel Used (gal) 394 45.6 47.1 42.6 44.1 48 384 

Interval #4 Information 
Start Time 	 5:45 
End Time 	 6:00 
Total Time (mm) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF 

RunNumber Avg 

Vohs Entered 1613 
Vehs Exited 621 
Starling Vetis 233 
Ending Vehs 230 
Denied Entry before 181 
Travel Distance (m 571 
Travel Time (hi) 111.1 
blat Delay (hr) 90.4 
Total Stops 2295 
Fuel Used (gal) 413 

Cuniulatie 	 SimTra1lo Report 
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Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cuu$tive 	 6/7f2013 

22: .  .s’t 	& CarroU & Thornton Perfo.rmain by apprc*cth. lntarvi :  #1 &QO.. 
. 	... 	 .. 	 - 

Dfl.Pa. O G:G 0,0 �  
S1.8 0.0 OJ 17 5.2 

Total Dewy (hr) 0 0,0 1.5 0.4 2.7 
Total DeVVeh () lj,8 1-0 9.8 312 20.5 
Stop Delay (hr) 06 0.0 ’Li 04 2,4 
8topDe!Nei (s) 117.3 0.0 15.1 35.1 16.0 

22: Ba.yshe & GuplI &ThorntQp Peifarma by approach InaI.. 

DłiÆd Delay (lw) 2.1 O 0.0 (Ł0 2.1 
 wok ao 0.0 t7 153 

TQl Way (he) tO 0.0 ZO 0.5 3.5 
1otl OWth () W6 1.0 25 39,6 25.5 
Stop Delay (hr) tO 0.0 1,6 05 311 
Stop DeWVeh (s) 161.8 0.0 20,5 48 221 

22: 	shore & (armil & Thorhton 	emance by 00progo LnIa.I  

ay -42 43 	. ..... 
Di 	IiV 	(s) JW U JO 04 2.1 319 
Total Delay (hr) 1,4 0.0 1.6 0.5 3.6 
Tow’ DeWeh (s) 1.0 19.8 44.5 26.1 
stw 1,5 0.0 1,2 0.6 12 
St.D1Neh() 163.9 0.0 15.5 46.6 23.8 

22: E.hore 	C4rroli & Thornton frforrnane.by 	nterva.I,#4 	45 

44 U W IXI 4;8 
oetDo 	(S) 4211 0,0 0 ,3 32.5 

1.2 0,0 1.8 0.5 3.6 
ToltLdNeh (s) 162.4 1,1 23.6 41,3 25.7 
Stop Delay (hr) 1.2 0.0 1.5 0.5 3.2 
SpDelNeh(s) 165.1 0.0 18.9 43.3 23.1 

Cumuatw 	 SimTraffic Report 
RAC, 	 Page  



Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative 	 617,2013 

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Entire Run 

Approach WB NB SB NW All 
Denied Delay (hr) 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 11.5 
Denied DelIVeh (s) 384.1 0.0 0.0 2.5 21.8 
Total Delay (hi) 4.4 0.2 6.9 1.9 133 
Total DelNeh (s) 174.3 1.0 22.9 41.8 25.3 
Stop Delay (1w) 4.5 0.0 54 2.0 11.9 
Stop Del/Veh (s) 177.5 0.0 18,0 44.0 22.6 

Cumulative 	 SkrTialfic Refxrt 
RAC. 	 Page 7 



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet 
38: Bayshore & Quint .,. 	

... 	 617/2013 

� t:_ ’t.  _ 
Ldfle to ’  tIurabfls . 

VoIuhlelveWh) 	 8t8 10 18 $3 2 

Sigi. Coritmi 	 Free FWO .  Stop 

*ade 	 0% 
feakHour Factor 	 098 0.98 0.8 0.9w 098 0.08 

H il 	flQW’P 	(vph) 	320 102 18 610 ,4 2 

Podabims 	 100 100 1O 
Lane WidPift) 	 11.0 11.0 11.0 
Waking SpC 	(Ills) 	40 4.0 0 
PecentIge 	 8 8 8 

Rignt turn Re (vh) 
Median type 	 IWLIL TWLTL 
Median sIra 	veti) 	 2 2 
Upstream

. ....

ft 	731 792 
rX nittôr iinbckecI 

4~106fiw% volume 822 1213 551 

vC 	stag 1 	ont vol 771 
v2. 	t.2conf vol 442 

11 11 

IC, sngle (s) 4.1 5.8 6.9 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8 
IF (s) 2.2 3.5 33 
pO uue free % 98 84 99 
cM capadly (veflffl 742 $84 402 

Vnjt 414 309 222 407 5 
VoIirne LO : �  0 0 19 0 54 
Volume Right 0 12 0 0 2 
cSl-1 1700 1700 742 1700 338 
Volume to Capacity 0.24 6:I8 0.02 0.24 017 
Queue Length 95th (II) 0 0 2 0 15 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 178 
Lane LOS A C 
Approach Ways) 0fl 04 
AppDachLOS : 

- 1IPI 
Average Delay 0.9 
InteLsection CpadIy UUlizatlon 42,9% ICU LWO of $’viGe 	 A 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 

Cumulative 	 Syncliro 8 Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 1 



Bayshore Blvd, Road Diet 
40; Bayshore & Dormer 	 61712013 

tL4fk\ 
Movement NBT NBR SBL SBT NWL NWR 

Lane Configurations fli tt V 
Volume (vehTh) 686 9 36 643 3 18 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Facfcr 0.98 0,98 0.98 0.8 0.98 096 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 700 9 37 656 3 18 
Pedestrians 1CII) 100 100 
Lane Width (ft) 11,0 11.0 11.0 
Walking Speed (il/s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 
Percent Blockage 8 8 8 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type TWLTL TWL1’L 
Median storage eh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (It) 529 994 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting vcume 609 1308 555 
vC1staçeicon1vol 805 
vC2, stage 2 coal vol 502 
yOu, unblocked vol 809 1306 555 
tCsngle(s) 4.1 6.6 6.9 
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8 
IF 	s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
p0 queue free % 95 99 95 
cM capacity (veh/h) 750 312 406 

Dlrecbon LLane # NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2 NO 1 

Volume Total 467 243 255 437 21 
Volume Left 0 0 37 0 3 
Volume Right 0 9 0 0 18 
cSl-1 1700 1700  750 1700 389 
Volume to Capacity 0.27 0.14 0.05 016 0.06 
Queue Length 95th (It) 0 0 4 0 4 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1,9 0.0 14,8 
Lane LOS A B 
Approach Delay (s) 00 0.7 14.8 
Approach LOS B 

Intersection Summary 

Average Delay 0.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 557% ICU Level of Servce 	 B 
Analysis Period (mm) IS 

Cumulative 	 Syrichro B Report 
RA C. 	 Page 1 



Bayshore Blvd, Road Diet 
36: Bayshore & Fitzgerald 6172013 

c 4  te. 

Lflfl9rVoS 4f 
Ve{ih) 6 19 063 3 12 �53 
Sgi. VOnfrOI St,p Free Free 
Gde 0% 0% 
PedkhQu(.FaGtoI 0.98 C.9& 0.8 0.98 098 0.98 
Hóflcr 	(vph) 6 1 B1 3 12 76 
PedesWWW 100 14 100 
LieMtiitt) 11.0 11,0 11.0 
waft $peed (Ws) 4,0 4.0 4.0 
Percfl1 B1Ckge 8 8 8 
Right two flare (veh) 
Median type None Nn 
Median storage veil) 
Upstream 	 gia1ffl) 1252 380 
tX, 	latcon Unb1ockec 
vC, conActirg volume 1141 542 984 
vC1tye1cznrol 
AI slaw 2f vol  
d("0;11 ird4AA.twj �I iA4 AA OPA 

63 6.9 4,1 
c2s1 	) 

35 3.3 2.2 
pCtqueueElree% 94 95 
dpIy 645 

WluKe TOW 99""’ 37 97 	$ 
.... 

5 
...I ..-..- 

Volume Left 0 0 
: 

VolumeRigN 19 0 3 0 0 
ci 215 1700 1700 645 1700 

umebCapacity 0,12 035 0.17 002 030 
Queue Length 95th (II) 10 0 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 20 0.0 0,0 0.? 0.0 
Lane LOS . A 

001 	s) H 0.2 

gL 
AvemgeOft 05 

- 	
.. 	... 	. 

Ies.CapJtilitkm 42161 10t Level 	 SOW 	 A 
Myis Peiod (rrin) 15 

Cumulative 	 Syr.ctiro B Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 1 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Bayshore & Silver 	 61712013 

f_ 	ç+*&\ tp ’ 

Lane Configuracns 4’1 414 Vi ti 1’ 
Volume (vph) 02 369 244 32 297 45 330 1227 108 60 586 149 
Ideal Flow (vpIipI) 1900 1900 1900 100 1900 1900 1900 1903 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Lane Width 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 12 12 10 13 12 
Total Lost time (s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Ulil. Factor 3.95 095 1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.(30 
Frpb, ped/bikes 098 0.99 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 
Flpb,pedibikes 099 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.03 
Fri 395 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 399 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.03 
Said. Flow (prol) 3118 2865 1486 2043 1488 1732 1263 
Fit Permitted 3.80 0.80 05 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Said, Flow (perm) 2516 2,110 1486 2943 1486 1732 1263 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.96 0,98 0.98 0,98 0.98 0.98 0.93 
Adj. Flow (vph) 94 377 249 33 303 46 337 1252 110 61 598 152 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 89 0 0 14 C’ 0 6 0 0 0 99 
Lae Group Flow (vph) 0 �31 0 0 368 0 337 1356 0 61 598 53 
Genii Feds (Or) 100 20 20 IOC 100 20 20 100 
Bus Blockages (#tnr) 5 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 0 C’ 0 0 
Parking (#lhr) 5 5 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA PToI NA Prot t’IA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 6 6 
Actuated Green G (s) 230 23.0 17.1 383 3 1 24,3 24.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 241 24.0 18.1 39.3 41 25.3 25.3 
Actuated gIG Ratio, 030 0,30 0,23 049 005 032 0.32 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5,0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension si 20 2 0 20 20 2.0 20 20 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 760 398 338 1456 76 551 402 
v/s Ratio Prot cO 23 046 0.04 cO 35 
Ws Ratio Perm cO.25 016 . 	 . ’ 0.04 
v/cRabo 083 053 100 093 080 IOO\ 013 
Uniform Delay, dl 25.8 210 30.6 18.8 37,2 271 19.2 
Progression Factor 11.00 1 00 1.00 1 00 100 100 1 M 
Incremental Delay, d2 7.1 0,3 47.8 12.1 41.9 63.5 0.7 
Delay (s) 329 233 784 308 791 906 199 
Level of Service C C C C E F B 
Approach Delay (s) 329 233 403 X5 
Approach LOS C C 0 E 

HCM 2000 Control (Delay 45.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D 
1-1CM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 097 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 79.4 Sum of lost tirrie (s) 12,0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 1105% ICU Level of Service H 
Analysis Period (min 15 
I
t Critical Lane Group 

9ayshore Blvd. Road Diet Project 5:00 pm 9/1 ii2012cumvlptiveus Project 	 Synchro 8 Report 
R.A.C. 	 Dage 2 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: Baythore & US 101 Off RaMgi2Ls 	 &T/2Q13 

I 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
12: Bayshore & Paul 	 Ef712013 

Jç4&4 \  

Lane Configurations r 4 p V1 t p t p 
Vclume(vpIi) 86 200 274 24 309 115 371 522 30 143 466 138 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 900 1900 1903 1900 1900 1900 1000 
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 11 12 
Total Lost time (s) 10 30 3.0 4,0 3.0 3.3 50 3.0 3.0 6.0 
Lane UtI. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 140 
Frpb. pedibikes 1, cc C85 1.00 191 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.00 1.00 0.80 
Flpb, pedk/kes 0.99 100 0.99 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 
Fri 1.00 0.05 1.00 3.85 1.00 1.00 0.65 100 1.00 0.85 
FliProtected 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Fwprot 812 1181 1846 1250 1693 1630 1304 1587 1801 1394 
Fit Permitted 0,75 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.37 1.00 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.03 
Said. F low ,,’perm) 383 1181 1792 1268 666 1630 1304 548 1801 1394 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.08 0.98 0.98 0.98 
Ad.Floi(vph) 88 204 280 24 315 117 379 533 21 146 476 14 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 110 0 0 74 0 0 16 0 0 72 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 292 162 0 339 43 379 533 15 146 476 69 
Conti, Feds. (9/hr) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Peking (#ftr) 5 5 5 
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Pen NA Pen Perm NA Perr, 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 6 2 2 6 
Actuated Green G (s) 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 
Effective Green g (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 240 34.0 34.0 32.0 340 341 320 
Actuated 91C Ratio ’3 36 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.52 0.52 0.49 0.52 0.52 0.49 
Clearance Tirne(s) 5.0 50 50 50 60 60 60 60 60 60 
Lane 3rp Cap (vph) 531 454 689 464 447 852 686 286 942 886 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.33 0.26 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.21 0.14 0.19 0.02 cO.57 0.01 0.27 0.0 
v/cRatio 055 036 049 009 109 063 002 051 051 010 
Uniform Delay, dl 15.6 143 15.2 13.4 15.5 11.0 8.5 101 10.0 8.8 
Progresslor Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 11.0c  1 CO 1.00 1.00 1.0c,  1,00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 4,1 2.2 2.5 0.4 75.3 345 0.1 6.4 1.9 0.3 
Delay (s) 97 165 77 138 900 144 85 165 12.0 91 
Level of Service B B B B F B A B B A 
Approach Delay (s) 181 161 450 12.3 
Approach LOS B B D B 

HCM 2000 Control Delay 255 FOM 2000 Level of Service C 
HCM 2C00 Volume to Capacity ratio 0 a6 
Acruated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time () 6.0 
Intersection Capaoily UtiliaUon 91.3% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (nun) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Bayshore Blvd. Roar, Diet Project 500 pm 9111, 12012 Cumulative plus Protect 	 Syiichrc 8 Report 
R.A.C. 	 Page 3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
18: 13ayShQre & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 	 67013 

r \ 	d 
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L3ayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative plus Project 	 6!-,1 12013 

Summary of All Intervals 

Start Time 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 4:50 
End Time 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 6:00 
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 SC 60 60 60 60 
#otIntervals 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
# of Recorded rnSchedutedhnlervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Vehs Entered 5861 6051 5987 6028 6072 5974 5966 
Velis Exited 5848 6030 5972 5935 6059 5840 5893 
Starting Vohs 250 246 247 239 229 226 208 
Ending Vehs 263 267 261 332 242 360 280 
Denied Entry Before 31 15 62 48 32 29 31 
Travel Distance mij 1970 2017 2032 2041 2025 2003 2001 
Travel Time (hr) 671.0 532,9 736.2 768.5 616.6 658,0 666.5 
Total Delay (hr) 599.2 519.4 662.2 694,3 543.0 584.9 593.5 
Total Stops 8529 9139 8166 9647 8449 9825 9162 
Fuel Used (9a1) 215,9 139.6 232.0 230.2 205.3 213.3 215.6 

Sumniarv of All Intervals 

Start Time 4.50 
End Time 600 
Total Time (min) 70 
Time Recorded (min 
#oflritervals 5 
# of Recorded mScheduledlntervals 4 
Vefis Entered 5994 
Vetis Exited 5939 
Starting Velis 233 
Ending Velis 285 
Denied Entry Before 35 
Travel Distance (m 2013 
Travel Time (hr) 6728 
Total Delay (hr) 5995 
Total Stops 9074 
Fuel Used (gat) 217.3 

Interval #0 Information Seeding 

Start Time 	 450 
End Time 	 5:00 
Total Time (min) 	 10 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors. 
No data recorded this interval 

Cumulative 	 SimTraffic; Report 

RAC. 	 Page 1 



Bays hors Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative pkis Project 	 61712013 

MW 

250 	246 	247 	239 	220 	225..208 

34 	is 	82 	48 	32 	28 . 

interval #i�.�trformation 

* & 

Cumulative 	 SmTraffic Report 
RAC, 	 Page 2 



Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative DIus Proiect 	 6,712013 

Interval #2 Information 

StartTime 	 5:15 
End Tirre 	 5:30 
Total Time (mm) 	 15 
Voiumes adjusted by PHF Growth Factors 

Veris Entered 1465 1553 1502 1441 1534 1524 1476 

Vehs Exited 1451 1533 1490 1469 1482 1460 1458 
Starting Vehs 254 265 219 323 228 279 249 
Ending Vehs 268 285 231 295 280 323 267 
Denied Entry Before 150 134 291 205 132 166 150 
Travel Distance (mi) 485 512 501 506 504 507 476 

Travel Time (hr) 131.8 120.7 159.3 159.8 32.4 141.0 141.4 
Total Delay (hr 1 114.2 10169 141.0 141.4 114.1 122.6 124.0 
Total Stops 2033 2411 1963 2278 2030 2509 2216 
Fuel Used (gal) 45.5 43.8 52.1 52.3 46.1 47.9 47.5 

Interval #2 Information 

Start Time 	 5:15 
End Tirre 	 5:30 
Total Time (niin) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors 

VehsErtered 1500 
VehsEited 1481 
Starting Vehs 257 
Ending Vehs 279 
Denied Entry Before 187 
Travel Distance (mi) 498 
Travel Time (hi) 1409 
Total Delay (hi) 1228 
Total Stops 2211 
Fuel Used (gal) 479 

Cumulative 	 SimnTraffic Report 

RAC. 	 Page 3 



Cumulative plus  Prp 	 6,6704 
�- Blvd Ro Diet 

Voumeoaustedhy GfOWth Factors, Mu PHF. 

CurnuIve 	 Shnlraffic Report 
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Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative Dius Prolect 	 672013 

Interval #4 Information Recordin 

Start Time 	 5:45 
End Time 	 6:00 
Total Time (mi n ) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF, 

� I 1 1 1 111 MIN 
Vehs Entered 462 1535 1510 1480 1475 1375 1478 
VehsExitec 484 1515 1546 1450 1506 1327 1493 
Starting Velis 285 247 297 302 273 312 295 
Ending Vehs 263 267 261 332 242 363 280 
Denied Entry Before 638 484 666 685 524 522 594 
Travel Distance i mi) 506 508 526 497 493 463 503 

Travel Time (fir) 252.6 2221 260,0 270,1 219.1 2403 243,7 

Total Delay (fir) 234.1 204.2 240,8 252,0 201.2 2234 225.4 

Total Stops 2159 2073 2403 2356 2012 2422 2225 
Fuel Used (gal) 73.7 67.1 75.9 77.3 651 69.5 71.7 

Interval #4 Information Recording 

Start Time 	 5:45 
End Time 	 6:00 
Total Time (mm) 	 15 
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF, 

Vohs Entered 1 473 
Vehs Exited 475 
Starting Vehs 287 
Ending Vehs 285 
Denied Entry Before 589 
Travel Distance (mi) 499 
Travel Time (fir) 244.1 
Total Delay (fir) 2259 
Total Stops 2232 
Fuel Used (gal) 71.6 

Cumulative 	 Simlra9ic Report 

RAC. 	 Page 5 



22: 13aphore. &.CarrQU& Thornton Pedo cbyaPPicach L erai#2 515 

82 	rrTnn h�pproah IntervM#3 5:3 

22: BayShore & Carroll & Thornton..Pernrn.nce by appoacfl Into M-1#4 5:45 

Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
cumulative pIU.s Project 	 .. ... ... 	. 	. 	 . 	�. a’7I21a 

2.8ayshore &CarraH & Thornton PrfQr. .i.ł�:bypproahJntrvaI #1 5:00 

Cumuahve 	 SlmTrafflo Report 
RAC, 	 Pe 6 



Bayshore Blvd Road Diet 
Cumulative plus Project 	 617013 

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Entire Run 

1111111 111 11  Awl ,  =11  
Denied Delay (h,- ) 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.6 2.2 
Denied DeINeh 51.4 00 00 4 7 5,C 
Total Delay (hi) 3.0 .4 2.0 1.9 7.3 
blat Del/Veb (s) 97.0 3.0 8,4 43.8 16.0 
Stop Delay (hr) 30 Dl 17 2.0 68 
Stop DetVeh (s) 95.4 3.9 7.1 453 15.0 

Cumulative 	 Simlratflc Reporl 
R.A.C. 	 Page 7 



HCM Unsinahzed Intersection Capacity Analysis 
38:Bayshore&Quint 	 6!7/2013 

t 
Lane Con1guratons 

Sign Contrc4 	 Free: 
i 

	

0 	18 	54  

	

1700 	740  

h98thffi 	0 

Lane LOS 

Aroaoh LOS 	 ... 	. :.. 

Bayshore Blvd. Read Diet PcojetC pm 911I2012 Cumulative plus Project 	 $hO B 0por1 
RAC 	 Pe6 



HCM UnsgnaIized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
40 Bayshore & Donner e71203 

tiLf -\ 
-- 

Lane Contgurations 
If 

Volume (veil/h) 686 9 36 643 3 16 
Sign Conirci Free Free Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 098 D 98 0.98 0.98 0.98 098 
Hourly flow rate vph) 700 9 37 656 3 16 
Piesirian5 100 100 100 
Lane Width (ft) 11.0 11.0 12.0 
Walking Speed (Ills) 4.0 4.0 4,0 
Percent Blockage 8 8 8 
Right turn flare (’ih) 
Median type TWLTL TWLTL 
Median sterage veh) 2 2 
Upstream signal (ft) 529 995 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 809 1634 905 
vCl, stage 1 corf vol 805 
C2, stage 2 corf vol 830 

vCij, unbiocked vol 809 1634 905 
1C Singe (s) 41 6A 6.2 
tC,2 stage (s) 5,4 
IF (s) 22 35 3 
po queue free % 95 99 94 
clV, capacity (vel’Jh) 746 282 284 

Volume Total 709 693 21 
Volume Left 0 37 3 
Volume Right 9 0 18 
cSH 1700 748 284 
Volume to Capacity 0,42 005 008 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 4 6 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 1.3 187 
Lane LOS A C 
Approach Delay (s) 00 13 187 
Approach LOS C 

Average Delay 0.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.2% 	ICU Level DI Service 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 

Eayshore Blvd, Road Diet Project 6:00 pun 9111 00’2 Cumulative plus Project 	 Synchro 8 Report 
RAC, 	 Page 7 



HCM Unsgnahzed Intersection Capacity Analysis 
36: Bashore & Fftzgerad 	 6,712013 

Free 
LIlPEI 

Peek Hour Facto 
	

0.98 	0.98 

Pedestrians 

vCl.sZe 

ic* � 

Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet Project 5:00 pn 91 101 2 CumuIave plus Protect 	 Synchro 8 Report  
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