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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Background

The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Environmental Impact
Report [(EIR) Bicycle Plan FEIR, Case No. 2007.0347E] 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 7%, 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 Averrue, 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 5-4: Modified Opiion 2 was one of 60 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:

e 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 III? bicycle facility on Jerrold Avenue, Barneveld
Avenue, and Loomis Street and relocate the northbound Class III* 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 EIR. The project design was refined by
SFMTA prior to the EIR certification and referred to as Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 in the Bicycle Plan FEIR.

2 Bikeways are typically classified as Class L II or II facilities. “Class II bikeways are bicycle lanes striped with the paved areas of
roadways, and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III 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.

3Ibid 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 lJanes 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* (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 Il 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 Il and Class III bicycle
facilities (i.e., signed bike routes with sharrows) 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.

5 Tbid 4
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Segment I1I - Bayshore Boulevard between Paul Avenue and Augusta/Boutwell 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
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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 FEIK. '

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 Bays'hore Boulevard existing
conditions is based on the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Update Transportation Impact Studys (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.

e 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.

¢ 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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e 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.

e 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 [; Muni
bus lines 29, 9L, 9, 8X, and 8AX operate along proposed Segment 1I; and Muni bus line 9, 9L, 90 owl, and
SamTrans bus 292 and 397 operate along proposed Segment Ill. 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 1I, on-street parking is available on both sides of the roadway
on San Bruno Avenue and Mansell Street. On Segment 111, 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.”

Pedestrian: Low level of pedestrian activity was observed during site visits along Segment I with slightly
increased volumes on Segment 1I, corresponding to a more commercial land use (e.g., shops, eateries)
present in the area. Pedestrian activity varies along Segment III, 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

7 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.
8 1bid 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.’

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.i0

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.!

Intersection 23: Bayshore Boulevard/Jerrold Avenue/US 101 off-ramp:1? 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:'* 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:'s 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.

9 Ibid 7

10 1bid 7

1 Traffic counts and cumulative volumes were developed by SEMTA.

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.

1 Ibid 11

14 0bid 11

15 Ibid 11
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Signalized Intersections!¢

Bayshore 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.

Bayshore 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.

Bayshore 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!”

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 1bid 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

CONDITIONCG. EYICTINC EYICTINC PITIS PROTECT CIIMIITATIVE AND CITIMIIT ATIVE PITIC PROIECT
U NS BRSNS, SRS RANG T LUS TRy Rt L, L UMURARAVE AN LOUMOUL ARV T

Nisxaansi nw S LD D ANy s

2025
. Existing Plus 2025 .
Existing PM ‘g . Cumulative
Project Cumulative .
Plus Project
Intersection? 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 283 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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PLUS PROJECT

TABLE 2
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS: SOUTHERN EXTENSION WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTIONS
OPERATING CONDITIONS: EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, CUMULATIVE AND CUMULATIVE

L. Existing Plus . 2040Cumulative
Existing PM ,g 2040Cumulative .
Project Plus Project
Intersection? Average Average Average Average
LOS LOS LOS LOS
Delay® Delay Delay Delay
Bayshore Boulevard/Silver 243 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 194 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 314 C 25.5 c
Avenue
Sources: SFMTA, March 2013.
Notes:

a. Intersection numbering reflects that presented in Bicycle Plan FEIR.
b. Average Delay in seconds per vehicle.

UN-SIGNALIZED

INTERSECTIONS:

TABLE 3

SOUTHERN

EXTENSION WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR

INTERSECTIONS OPERATING CONDITIONS: EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, CUMULATIVE AND

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT

.. Existing Plus ) 2040Cumulative
Existing PM .g 2040Cumulative .
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)
Bayshore Boulevard/Donner 12.8 (NW) B 145 (SB) B 14.8 (NW) 18.7 (SB)
Street
Bayshore Boulevard/Fitzgerald 16.1 (WB) C 16.4 (WB) C 240 (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
proiect wonld rediice the wecthound throuch-canacitv bv convertino the existine shared throuch/richt
| i Attt ey ity dh e BV ~ O TURT T Ttto e T R © i i &
turn lane to right-turn only except Muni vehicies. This change would decrease deiay 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 11 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 I 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 Il bike lanes along both south
and north lanes on Bayshore Boulevard between Silver and Paul Avenues, and by providing a
combination of Class Il and Class 1ll 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
Extension would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis, as well as 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 9AX) 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.’® 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.”
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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
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 1 (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 1, 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 1 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
environmenial impacts. Therefore, no suppiemental environmentai review is required beyond this

addendum.

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

(»Jé’

y {
Sara% Jones, Actmg V1ronmer1tal Review Officer

DATE F/thl/ Z‘fj/zﬁ/j

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”
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APPENDIX B -
Modified Project 5-4: Modified Option 2 SouthernExtension
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APPENDIX C

SYNCHRO OUTPUT
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATIONS



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9. Bayshore & Silver 6712013
Vioverent \
Lane Configurations ab
Volume (vph) 86 M3 227 27 25 38 282 1050 92 39 382 g7
[deat Flow (vphp:) 1600 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 190G 1900 1800 1800 1€00  19C0
Lane Width 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 40
Lane Utll. Factor 0.95 0.95 100 085 1€0 09 1.00
Fipb, peditikes 0.99 0.99 100 1.00 100 100 0489
Flpb, pedibikes 0.99 1.00 106 1.00 160 100 1400
Fr: 0.95 098 100 0.99 160 100 085
Fit Protected 0.89 1.00 095 1.00 pes 100 1.00
Sald. Flow {prot} 4 2868 1486 2747 1486 3079 1230
Flt Permitted 0.84 0.83 295 1.00 085 100 100
Sald. Fiow {perm) 2648 2382 1486 2747 1486 307¢ 1230
Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 098 09 C9 088 098 096 098 098 088 098 008
Adj. Flow (gh) 88 30 232 28 256 33 286 10T 94 4 380 9g
RTOR Raduction {vph) 0 92 0 0 14 0 0 6 ¢ " 0 68
Lane Groug Flow {vph} 0 78 ¢ 0 309 0 288 1159 ¢ 4 30 31
Confl, Peds. (#hir) 100 0 20 100 100 Y 26 100
Bus Blockages (#fr} § 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 ¢
Parking (#fhr} 5 5
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prol NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8
Acluated Green, G {s) 187 =97 173 372 22 24 2a
Effective Green, g (s) 20.7 207 183 382 32 231 231
Acluated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 025 . 0.52 004 037 03
Clearance Time (s} 5.0 50 5.0 50 56 50 &0
Vetiicle Extension (s) 2.0 20 2.0 20 20 20 20
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 738 665 o6 1416 64 959 383
vis Ratio Prot ' ¢0.19  ¢0.42 003 013 0 ¢
vis Ratio Perm ¢0.22 0.13 _ 0.03
vic'Ratio 378 0.48 078 082 062z 041 008
Uniform Delay, d1 2458 221 261 150 e 201 180
Progression Faclor 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 - 1.00
Incrementa: Delay. 42 50 0.2 15.6 36 128 0.1 0.0
Delay (s} 298 223 Mr 187 476 202 180
Level of Service C c D B B C B
Approach Delay (s) 206 23 232 o219

c c c

Approach LOS C

[fersectio a}
HCM 2000 Control Delay 24.3

HCM 2000 Volume to Capactly ratio 083
Actuated Cycle Length {s) 74.1
Inlersection Capacity Utilization 93.2%
Analysis Pericd [min) 15

¢ Crilical Lane Group

-CM 200C Level of Service

Sum of fost 1iyrng (s)
ICU Level of Service

($]

120

Existing PM Peak 5:00 pm 9/11/2012 Baseline
RAC.

Synchro 8 Report
Page 2




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Bayshore & US 101 Off Ramp/Gas Station §72m3

A ey ¢ A8 M LS

Lane Cenfigurations <«

Volime{wph) pis e o o
\deal Flow {vphpl) ‘ 1900 1900 1800 1900
Total Lost time (s}~ A 40 40 40
Lane Ut Factor 100 100 1.00
Frpb, padibikes ' \ 100 100 100 100
Flpb, pesdfb:kes . 1.00 100 1.00
Frio \ 085 100 085
Flt Prolected 100 098 1.00
Satd, Flow iprof) . fars - 1540 1378
Fit Permitted 100 053

Satd. Flow (perm) 138 857

Peak-hour facter, PHF 2 098 098

Adi Flow (vph} 3 »

RTCR Reduction {vph) B

Lane Group Flow (vph) 18

Coofl. Peds. (#ihn)

Parking (Kihr)

Turm Tyne

Protected Phages

Permitted Phases

Acluated Green, G(s)

Effeclive Green, ¢ (s)

Acluated 9/C Ratlo

Clearance Time {8)

Vehicte Extension (s}

Lane Grp Cap (xrp%a} )

Le .fel qf Senﬂce
Approach Delay (s}
Approach LOS

HCM 2000 Volume to Cég}acxty ralio e
Actuated Cycle Length (S? 36. Sum of lost time (g
B ICU Levelof Service.

& Crifical Lane Grou

Exjsting P Paax 500 pm 9/11/2012 Baseling Synchro 8 Report
RAC, Page 1




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
18: Bayshaore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 61712012

Lane Configurations
Volume {vph) 60 a7 122 41 100 300 106 16 27 103
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1600 1600 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900  190C 1900 1900
Total Lest time (s) 4.0 4.0 40 - 4L 50 50 50 5.0
Lane Util, Faclor 100 100 100 100 100 095 100 095
Frpb, pedibkes 100 098 100 091 100 097 100 097

b, pedibikes 091 100 098 100 295 100 095 100
F: 100 056 100 085 100 096 106 09
Fif Protected 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 2.95 1.00 0.9t 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1402 1338 1550 1100 1463 2699 1466 287
Fi Permitted 052 100 063 100 252 100 051 100
Sald. Flow (perm} 775 1339 999 1100 803 2699 786 287
Peax-hour factor, PHF 0.98 068 038 098 098 098 J9 098 098 0% 098 098
Adj. Flow (wph) Al 146 61 99 124 42 102 306 108 € 285 108
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 ¢ a 0 0 0 6 G ¢ 43 0
Lane Group Flows {vph) 7 240 0 0 223 42 102 414 0 1€ 347 0
Confl. Peds. {#/hr) 100 100 100 100 100 100 10 100
Parking {#/r) 5 5 § 5
Turn Tyze Perm NA Perm NA  Perm  Perm NA Perm NA
Prolected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitled Phases 4 8 8 2 g
Actualed Green, G (s) 176 178 176 176 383 383 B2 383
Effective Green, g (s) 186 185 186 186 363 383 393 383
Actualed g/C Ralio 028 0.8 028 028 059 Q.59 0.5¢ 059
Ciearance Time (s) 50 50 5.0 50 6.0 6.0 6.C 6.0
Vehicle Extension {s) 30 3D 3.0 D 0 3.0 3. 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 25 372 217 305 471 15885 461 1687
¥ls Ratio Prot 018 ' c0:15 02
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 ¢022 004 013 ¢z
vic Ratio 033 065 g8t 014 022 0 026 003 0.2
Uniform Delay, d1 192 M3 225 184 8.5 8.7 5.8 6.5
Progression Factor 100 1,00 160 100 100 00 100 100
Incremental Delay, 2 0.9 38 15.8 02 11 04 0.1 0.3
Delay {s) 201 251 J380 183 T A 8.0 6.8
Level of Service C c ) B A A A A
Approach Delay (s} 24.0 4.9 72 6.7
Approach .OS c C A A
[igtedlion Samim
HCM 2C00 Contrel Delay 156 | HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2C00 Volume to Capacily ratio 0.44 :
Acwuated Cycle Length (s) 56.9 Sum of los: time (s} 93
Intersection Capacity Utilization 11¥.5% ICU Leve! of Service H
Analysis Period [min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group : i

Existing PM Peak 500 pm 9/11/2012 3aszline Synchrc 8 Report
RAC. Page 3




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
12: Bayshore & Paul BI112013

A ey ¢ At 2]
fovement’ BBt EBT EBR wBL WBT WBR b NBR  SBL  SBT  SBR
Lane Ccnﬂgurshans Y $ r 4 % ‘H‘d- % 4

Yolume (vph) T 186 226 16 204 76 248 346 20 B4 214 81
[deal Flow (yphpl) 1800 1900 1800 1900 - 4800 1800 1800 . 9CC 4800 1800 1800 1800
Total Lost time (8] 3.0 3.0 30 30 30 30 3.0 30

Lane Uil Factor 100 190 100 0.95 100 - D88 100 095

Frpb, pedibikes 100 400 48 3:98 100 DG 103 0%

Fiph, pedibikes 085 100 100 1.00 g7 100 084 100

Frt 160 130 085 .96 100 D98 1.0 057

Fit Profected 095 100 100 1.00 085 1.0 0gs 100

Sald. Flow (prot) 1462 1621 1089 2875 1487 2846 453 2977

Flt Permitted G55 00 R0O 0.94 052 10e 052 100

Sald, Flow (parm) B43 - 1621 1089 2708 d21  284E 7692 2977
Paak-hour factor, PHE fes -0OB 088 008 09 008 0S8 DSE DoE 093 088 (OB
Adj. Flow (vph) S 3 w208 B 3l 20 48 280 83
RTOR Reduction {vph} G 0 142 0 48 g 0 g 0 i 40 ¢
Lane Group Flaw (uph) 72 158 82 0 254 O 251 367 0 B8 3 it
Canfl, Peds, (#hr) 100 WE 0 W o 100 100 10
Parking {#lbr} 5 5 g

Tuan Type Fam WA Perm  DPgem Ha Parm MA Perm He
Protected Phases 4 8 2 0
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 6

Aclualed Graen, Gis) 280 BL A0 230 oo g 0 NI
Effective Grean, g {s) B0 8L 58 250 WO MO M0 340
Aclualed ¢/C Ralia 03 038 0% 038 152 082 052 052
Clearance Time {s! 50 50 50 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.8

Lane Grpy Cap {vph) 34 33 4z 1041 428 . 1488 44 183

wis Ratlio Prot ¢ 10 013 A 9.1

wis Ratio Parm 0.08 0.8 0.09 ¢0.31 011

vfc Ratio U N F S 13 024 062 025 LG B A

Uniform Delay, d1 135 157 154 138 107 8.5 8.3 83
Progression Factot 100 100 106 1.00 o 180 160 100
Incremental Delay, d2 18 14 (N | 36 57 0.4 1.1 .3

Delay (s) 150 148 145 14,1 164 89 94 85

Leval of Service B B | B B A A A
Approach Delay {s) 0.7 14.1 11.9 84
Approach LOS B B 8 A
Interseclion Summary = . e & w

HCM 2000 Conlrot Daley ) 122 - HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HOM 2000 Volume to Capac:ty ratlc 0.46

Actuated Cycle Langth (s) 650 Sum of fost tme (s} 80

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.8% ICJ Level of Service g

Analysis Period: (min} 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Existing PM Peak 5.00 pra 911/2012 Basefing Synchiro 8 Report
R.AC. Page 1




FASTIN &

SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Baseline

67213

Summary of All Intervals

Guitiels
Start Time
End Time
Total Time imin)

Time Recordad {min)

# of Intervals

# of Recorded mScheduledinlervals
Vehs Entered

Vehs Exited

Slarling Vehs

Ending Vehs

Denied Enlry Before

Travel Distance {mi}

Travel Time (hr)

Total Delay (hr}

Total Stops

Fuel Used {gal)

Summary of All Intervals

4:50
6:00
70
60

5172
5191
124
105

1732
1259
616
648
a3.2

4:50
5:00
70
60

5200
5189
133
134

1738
119.9
56.0
6148
824

4:50

450 4:50 4:50 4:50
6:00 6:00 6:00 8:00
70 70 70 70
60 80 60 50

5 5 5 5

4 4 4 4
5112 8148 5672 5046
512¢ 5182 5091 5055
127 105 111 103
11C 101 92 94
¢ 0 1 1
1724 1724 1691 1712
1135 113.8 t12.8 112.4
504 50.6 50.8 498
9854 6025 5877 5872
20.1 80.5 78.4 7.2

Starl Time

End Time

Tolal Time {min)

Time Recardad (min)
# of Intervals

# of Recorded mSchedulediniervals
Vehs Entered

Vehs Exited

Starfing Vehs

Ending Vehs

Denied Entry Before
Travel Distance (mi).
Travel Time (hr)

Tolal Delay (hr)

Tolal Stops

Fuel Used {gal}

Interval #0 Information Seeding

4:50

6:00

4:50
6:00
70
60

4833
4831
110
112

18239
108.7
48.8
£638
758

4:50
6:00
70
60

4874
4871
103

1640
104.4
443
5502
758

4:50
6:00
70
80

5065

5075

10
97

1699
1133
510
5878
792

Start Time 4:50
End Time 5:.00
Total Time (min) =10

Yolumes adjusted by Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval,

Existing PM Peak
RAC.

SimTraffic Report
Page *




SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Baseline §17/2013
Interval #1 Information

SadTme . .. BOO

End Time 515

Total Time (min} 15 e

Volumes adjusted by Gm-.éfh Factors, Anti PHF,

Vehs Entered
Vehs Exlled
Starting Vehs
Ending Vehs
Denied Eniry Before
Travel Distance (mi)

Fual Usad (38)

Interval #1 nformatmrz
SttTme . . 500

:nr«['ﬂmm E‘H‘i
h«‘ 1AL

H}»& uma [Iﬁlllj sa .
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors An§ PHF.

Vens Entered

Vens Exited

Starting Vehs

EndingVehs
Denied Eniry Befere ,
Travel Distance {mi).
Travel Time fhr}

Total Oelay ()

Total Staps

Fuel Used (gal}

Existing PM Peak SimTraffic Repor!
RALC. Fage 2




SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Baseline 6712013
Interval #2 Information

Start Time 515

End Time 530

Total Time {min) 15

Volumes acjusted by PHF, Growth Factors,

Rurt Numb

ehs Entered 1357 1290 1218 1245 1276 1332 1343
Vehs Exited 1332 1304 1232 1244 1271 1332 1281
Starling Vehs 104 130 118 107 101 130 1
Ending Vehs 129 118 103 1M 106 130 133
Denied Entry Before 3 1 { ¢ 0 7 ¢
Travel Distance (mi) 448 440 418 431 419 457 420
Travel Time (hr} 286 N5 26.8 281 21.5 328 288
Total Delay (hr) 13.2 154 116 128 12.4 16.1 13.0
Total Stops 15583 1608 1376 1433 1480 1563 1434
Fusf Used (gal) 208 21.0 190 200 19.5 216 201
Interval #2 Information
Start Time 515
End Time 530
Tolal Time {min} 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factars.

&

Vahs Entered y
Vehs Exiled 1261 1222 1291 1276
Starting Vehs 128 90 84 100
Ending Vehs 132 117 13 116
Denied Entry Before 2 2 0 1
Travel Distance (mi) 422 . 434 430
Travel Time (hr) 215 272 294 289
Total Delay (hr) 11.9 126+ 132 132
Total Stops 1459 1459 1507 1498
Fuel Used (gal) 194 187 204 2041
Existing PM Peak SimTraffic Report

R.A.C. Page 3




SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Baseline 6/7/2013

interval #3 informat:cm

Slerifime -
End Time & §:45
Total Time (min} s
Yolumes adjusted by Growlh *ac%ors B PHF

CUi INULT
Vehs Entered
Vehs Exited

Interval #3 Information

StartTime 530
Ells T“”G 5 45
Tolai Time iminj i3

Yolumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Antl PHF.

Vens Exited
Starting Vehs
Ending Vehs

Denied Entry
Travel Distance {mi}
Travel Time (e}
Total Defay (hr}
thtal Stops

Fuel Used {gal)

Exisling PM Peak SimTraffic Repert
RA.C. Page 4




SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Baseline 6/7/2013
Interval #4 Information Recording

Start Time 545

End Time £.00

Total Time {min} 15

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

Run Nombet Shah ol . 44
Vehs Entere 1265 1340 1312 1291 13C5 1193 1259

Vefis Exited 1297 1319 1287 129¢ 1332 1213 1272
Starting Vehs 137 113 101 11§ 128 112 107
Ending Vehs 105 134 126 110 101 o2 34
Denied Entry Befare 0 0 0 1 ¢ 1 1
Travel Distance /mi) 435 445 443 437 440 398 430
Travel Time (hr) 319 309 314 281 287 254 271
Total Delay (hr} 16.9 14.5 15.1 13.1 12.6 108 114
Tolal Stops 1512 1626 1578 1497 1494 1349 1456
Fuel Used (gal) 211 213 206 204 204 18.3 19.6

Interval #4 Information Recording

Start Time 545
End Time 6:00
Tolal Time {min) 15

Volumes adjusted by Growth Faclors, Anti PHF,

Vehs Entered j !

Vehs Exited 1247 1246 1174 1265

Starting Vehs 95 8 103 104

Ending Vehs ‘ 73 112 106 a7

Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 9

Travel Distance (mi) 396 432 397 425

Travel Time (hr} 249 28.2 243 282

Total Delay (hr) : 10.3 12.5 98 12.6

Total Stops 1318 1464 1307 1481 ‘

Fuel Used (gal) , 18.3 19.9 18.1 198 ‘ |
Existing PM Peak SimTraffic Repert

RAC. Page &




SimTraffic Performance Report
Baseline 6712013

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #1 5:00

Deni Delay (hr}
Uenled Delieh (s}

Tetal Dalay (hr)
Total DeliVeh (s)
Stop Delay thr)
Stop Deilveh ()

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #2 5:15

Denied Delay (br)

Denied Delfveh(s)
Total Delay )

Tolal CeliVeh (s}

Stop Delay (i)

Slop DelVeh (z)

s
Denied Delay (hr)

Denied Dellveh (s}

Total Delay (h}

Total DelVeh {s)

Slop Deiay {hr)
SlopDeifven(s) .

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #4 5:45

Existing PM Peak SimTraffic Report
RAC. Page§




SimTraffic Performance Report
Baseline 60712013

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

Denied Delay {hr) 0.0 0.0 (o8] 0.0 0.0

Denied Del/Veh {s) 0.4 0.0 c.0 0.2 0.0

Tolal Delay (hr} 0.5 0.1 1.6 0.3 24

Total DelfVeh (s} 126 07 78 9.5 64

Stop Delay (hr) 04 0.0 0.8 0.3 17

Stop Del/Veh (s) 125 0.0 45 105 44

Existing PM Peak SimTraffic Repert

RAC. Page 7



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
38: Bayshore & Quint 8712013

tr i ¢ v

Lane Configurations

Volume (valvh)

Signr Control

Grade \ .

Peaak Hour Factor » (.08

Hourly flow rate (voh) 8 11
Pedestrians

Lare Width {f)

Walking Speed (fUs}

Percent Blockags

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type . TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal {f} ik
p#, platoen unblocked

¥C, conflicting voiume

yC1, stage 1 confvol

¥C2, stage 2 confvol

¥Cu, unblocked vol

1C, single (s) ‘

i, 2 stege {s)

{F (s} .

o0 queus free %

oM capacity (veh/h)

Volume Tolal
Volyme Left
Volume Right
oSH
Volume to Capacity
Queiss
Coniroi D

LaneLOS s
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

ICU Level of Service.

Existing PM Peak 5:00 pm 9/11/2012 Baseline Synchiro 8§ Report
RAC . Page 5




HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
40: Bayshore & Donner 6742013

Movements = o

Lane Configurations

Volume {venih) 436 B 23 414 3 16
Sign Centrol Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 068 038 098 09 098 098
Hourly flow rate {vph) 445 1] 23 42?2 3 18
Pedestrians 10C 100 10C

Lane Width (it} 11.0 110 1.

Walking Speed (fifs) 40 40 4

Percent Blockage 8 8 g

Right turn fiare {veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Mediar storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signa’ () 529 994

pX, plaioor unbiocked

vC, conflicling volume 551 908 428
vC1, stage 1 confvol 548

vC2, stage 2 conf val 358

yCu, unblocked vol 551 906 426
tC, single (s) 41 6.8 6.3
1C, 2 stage (s) 5.8

tF (s) 22 3.5 313
p(; queue free % 97 89 96

¢M capacity {veh/h) 937 429 432

Volume Total 257 154 - 164 282 21
Volume Leit 0 0 23 ¢ 3
Wolume Right 0 6 g 0 13
¢SH 1700 1700 937 1700 482
Velume to Capacily 047 005 003 047 004
Gueua Length S5t (i) g 0 2 0 3
Contrel Delay (s) ¢.0 0.0 1.5 00 128
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s} 8.0 05 128

Approach LOS B
Average Delay 0.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.5% |CU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min} ) 15
Existing PM Peak 5:00 pm 9/11,2012 Baseline Synchro 8 Report

RAC. Page €



HCM Unsignalized intersection Capacity Analysis
36: Bayshore & Fitzgerald BIT12013

v St 2 s

M
Lane Configurations

Volume (vetvny

Sign Confrol

Grade

Peak Hour Factor (.98
Hourly flow rate {wph) & 2
Padestrians

Lane Width (7}

Waiking Speed [fis)

Percent Plockags

Right turn flare (veh)

Mediantype

Median sforage veh)

Upstream signal (A1

pX, platoon unkt

vC. conflicting »

0.88
7

Volume Left

Volume Right

CSH o
Volumelo Capaclty
Queve Length 96th ()
Control Delay (s} -
Lane LOS

Approach Celay (s)
Agproach LOS

Aérage Delay ) s :
intersection Capacity Utilzabon = © [CULevelof Service.
Analysls Period (min)

Existing PM Peak 5:00 pm 9/11/2012 Baseling Synchee 8 Report
RALC Page 4




Bayshore Bivd. Road Diet

9: Bayshore & Silver 712013
O TR 2 N .S S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT MBR . SBL S8BT SBR
Lare Configurations a4 dm N 5 4 i
Votume {vph) 86 343 227 27 291 38 282 1050 G2 36 382 97
Ideal Flow: {vphpl} 190¢ 1800 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1200 1900 190G 1900 1900
Lare Width 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 12 12 10 13 12
Total Lost ime (s} 4.0 4.0 40 44 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lare Uti'. Factor .95 0.95 100 095 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, pedibikes .08 099 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 08®
Flpb, pedibikes .99 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 100
Frt .95 098 1.00 0.99 100 100 085
Flt Prolected £.99 100 085 100 095 1.0 100
Sald. Flow (prot) 3115 2865 1486 2943 1486 1732 1268
Flt Permitted ¢.83 082 095 100 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 2605 2361 1486 2943 1486 1732 1266
Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 €% 098 0% 098 09 C98 098 098 QHE 093 098
Adi. Flow (vph) 88 350 232 28 255 39 288 1071 94 40 390 99
RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 92 ¢ 0 14 ] il 6 0 g 0 66
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 578 0 g 0 286 1159 0 40 390 33
Confl. Peds. {#hr) 100 20 20 00 100 20 20 100
Bus Blockages (#hr) S ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0 G 0 4] 0 0 0
Parking (i) 5 5
Ture Type Perm NA Parm MA Prat NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 4 &
Permitted Phases 4 ) 8
Acluated Green, G {s} 207 207 174 4041 23 7253 253
Effective Gresn, g (s} 217 217 181 411 33 263 263
Actualed giC Ralic 0.28 0.28 023 05 004 03 034
Clearance Time (5) 5.0 50 5.0 50 50 50 5.0
Vehicle Extension {s) 2.0 290 2.0 2,0 20 20 23
lane Grp Cap (vph) 723 656 344 1543 62 583 4%
vfs Ratio Prot c0.19  ¢0.39 003 023
vis Ratic Perm c0.22 013 0.03
vic Ratia 0.80 047 084 075 365 067 003
Uniform Delay, 4 %2 234 286 45 B8 222 176
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 .00 100 100 100
Incremental Detay, 42 5.8 0.2 5.4 34 15.9 8.0 04
Delay {s) 39 246 40 178 5286 282 180
Leve! of Service c c D B D C B
Approach Delay (s) g 286 230 281
Approach LOS C c c c
Interssction Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 26.0 HCM 200C Level of Service c
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio g8z
Actuated Cycle Length (s} 78.1 Sum of lost time (5) 120
Intersection Capacily Utillzation 84.0% ICU Level of Service F
Anglysis Period (min} 15
¢ Critical Lane Group

- Existing plos Project Synchro 8 Report

RAC. Fage 2



Bayshore Bivd. Road Diet
1: Bayshore & US 101 Off Ramp/Gas Station 6712013

F >Ny T St sy Y
Lane Crmﬁgura jons 4 ol ‘T if b ’i ‘f‘

Yolume {vph. a7 3 63 3 0 2 ¢ 615 5 3 688 )
ldeal Flow {vphpl} 1900 4900 1800 1900 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 19G0- 1800 - 1800
Lane Width 52 12 12 12 17 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 40 40 4D 40 4.4 30 53

Larie Uiil. Faclor 1000 100 100 1.00 6.85 ' .00 10

Frpb, padities 100 100 100 1.60 1.00 1.6 100

Flps, pedibikes 100 100 100 1.0 1.00 088 100

Ert 180 GBS 140 (.85 1.00 100 100

Fit Protected 095 . 100 0%% 1.00 1 o0 095 100

Satd. Flow (arot) 1597 1425 9583 1425 178 1513 1678
FiLPermitted 095 100 046 1.00 I.u& 085  1.0C

Satd. Flow (perm) 1897 1428 769 1425 3178 1513 1678
Peak-hour factor, PHE Dog 098 088 0% 0% 088 088 088 Obs . 088 098 088
Adj. Flow (vph) 283 3 €4 ] ¢ 2 0 628 & 3 682 0
RTOR Reduction {vpn] g il 49 Q ¢ 2 4] i ] b & 0
Lane Group Flow {vph) g. 28 18 3 g 0 ¢ 32 o 3 682 ]
Confl. Peds. {#/hr) 100 w100 100
Parking (#hn) &

Tum Type St WA Perm. pusion siistam NA Frot Y
Protected Phases 4 4 2 1 g
Parmiited Phases 4 8 B

Acluated Graen, G{s) 0.3 0 103 103 10.3 2.0 08 M43

Effective Green, g (3) 03 103 103 10.3 20 08 23%
Acluated giC Ratio D2 024 o 0.24 (4% 002 055
Clearance Time (8} 40 40 40 40 4.0 30 4D

Yehigle Extension (s) 40 4.0 10 40 40 34 4.0

Lene Grp Cap{vph) 380 3w 183 339 1544 KRRV

wis Ratio Prot 048 . 020 0.00 <04

ws Ratio Perm . 1R B {111 0.00

vic Ratio 075wy 0402 000 .41 G0 074

Uniform Delay, d1 183 127 128 125 7.4 20.8 73
Pregrassion Factor 160 100 1400 1.00 1.00 1.0 Lo
ircremental Delay, d2 E7 84 00 00 0.2 14 33

Delay {s) 240 127 128 12.5 74 221 1048

Level of Servics c B B B A ¢ B
Approach Delay (5) 219 128 74 103

Approach LOS ¢ 8 A 8
Intersection Summary. - ‘ . L .

o 2&&0}_@]»‘9%3&;‘? - 4 L

HCM 2000 Conlrot Dalay .

HCM 2000 Yolume to Capacity ralio 079

Actuated Cyele Length {8) 432 Sumeof fost fima {s) 1.0

Inferseciion Capacity Ulilizatien T0.5% ICU Level of Service ¢

Analysis Period {min) 15

¢ Critical Lana Group

Existing plus Projest Synchra 8 Report

RAC. Fage 1




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet

18: Bayshore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 6/712013
=2 e N A R

Movement FBL EBT EBR WL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR . SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Y B 4 i 5 b % b

Volume {vph) 0 192 60 97 122 41 100 300 108 16 2712 103

ideal Flow (vphp!} 1900 1900 1900 1800 190C 1900 1900 1500 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 11 16 10 i 12

Total Lost time {s) 40 40 4.0 40 5.0 50 5.0 52

Lane Util. Faclor 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 103

Frpb, pedibixes 1.00 097 1.00 0.85 100 097 100 097

Fiph, pedibikes 091 4.00 09 100 095 100 .85 100

Frt 100 095 1.00 085 100 096 1.00 0093

Fit Protecled 095  1.00 098 100 08 100 085 1.00

Sald. Flow (prot} 1451 1366 1580 1065 1415 1326 1418 1512

Fit Parmitled 052 100 063 100 050 100 048 1.00

Sald. Flow (perm) 801 1368 1016 1065  73% 1326 712 1512

Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 09 088 098 098 098 093 098 098 098 093 098

Adj. Flow {vph) 7119 B 9 124 42 102 306 108 16 285 105

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 ¢ 15 0

Lare Group Flow (vph) 7 240 0 D 223 47 102 414 ¢ 16 375 0

Conft. Peds. (#/h) 100 100 100 100 100 100 10¢ 100

Parking_(#hr) 5 5 5 5

Tum Type Perm NA Perm WA Perm  Perm NA Perm NA

Protected Phases 4 8 2 B

Permilied Phases 4 8 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 17 175 175 175 383 383 383 383

Effestive Green, g (s} 186 185 186 185 383 393 333 393

Actuated g/C Ratio 028 028 028 028 059 059 059  0.59

Clearance Time (s) 50 50 50 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicla Extansion () 3.0 .0 30 30 3.0 30 3.0 30

Lare Grp Cap (vph} 2 378 281 204 434 780 418 889

vfs Ratio Prot 018 c0.3 0.25

v/s Retig Perm 0.08 c022 004 €4 0.02

v/e Ratio 032 084 079 014 €24 053 004 042

Uniform Delay, d1 192 21.2 224 182 68 82 58 75

Progression Faclor .00 1.00 100 1.0 100 1.00 100 1.00

fncremental Delay, d2 0.8 35 14.2 0z 1.3 26 0.2 15

Delay (s 200 47 b8 184 78 108 &0 99

Level of Service G c D B A B A A

Appraach Delay (s) 237 337 10.2 89

Approach LOS C C B A

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 16.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume tc Capacity ratic 0.51

Actuatec Cycle Length (s) 66.8 Sum of losl ime {s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.1% ICU Leve! of Service b

Analysis Period (min} 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Existing plus Project Synchro 8 Report
RAC, Page 3



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet
12: Bayshore & Paul &i72013

RN

Lane Confi guraticms 4 d 4 i k' 4 i % $ r
Yolume {vph} L 185 226 1§ i 78 246 348 20 84 24 81
Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1900 1900 1800 18G0 1500 - 1900 1800 - 1500 1800 - 1000 190D . 4900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 1 12
Tolal Lost ime {3) 3.0 30 30 4.0 30 30 50 34 KE o
Lane LHil. Factor 100 L0 106 100 160 00 100 100 100 .00
Frpb, pedfices 100 088 100 080 10 100 08B D0 1 088
Fipo, padibikes 098 100 69y 100 0% 400 106 085 10 100
Ert 00 085 1.00 0.86 1.G0 106 D85 1.00 103 (.85
Fit Protected 089 100 1.00 200 085 100 100 085 100 100
Sald. Flow (prot) 1805 1#&1 1845 1228 1860 3630 1304 1581 1801 13W
FIit Permitted 088 1.00 097 D0 B4 1000 100 048 100 100
Sald, Flow {peim) 1570 ¥ 1803 12268 945 1630 394 . . 7B2 180 1384
Paak-hour factor, PHF 099 098 098 098 088 098 083 088 098 088 083 048
Adj, Flow {vph] 72 1688 231 15 208 i 25 353 Pt B 28D 83
RTOR Reduction (vph) 4 0 142 0 ] 43 ) ¢ 13 0 0 42
Lang Group Flow {vph} g 240 89 0 24 28 251 353 16 8¢ ZAD 41
Conft. Peds, {#itr) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 10
Bus Blockages /) 0 0 0 4] a g 0 o 0 0 n f
umsﬁg f@é{hp 5 5 5

Tum Type Perm MA  Pam o Perm NA  Parm Perm NA . Parm  Perm NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 2 B
Permilied Phases 4 4 & 8 2 2 6 6
Actuatec Graen, G {(g) 236 A1 2300 &0 3L Mo 30 30 My N8
Effactive Green. g {s) 280 250 280 MO o 0 320 ML MO 320
Actuated g/C Ratio 038 - 038 038 037 G52 05z 048 052 052 048
Clearance Time {8} 50 8.0 5.0 58 6.0 6.0 g0 6.0 6.0 6.9
Lane Gip Cap {vph) 603 454 €93 453 494 - BBZ - 686 408 942 683
ws Ratio Frot 0.22 016

w/s Ratio Perm 015 008 12 202 o0 H 4 TR 0.03
v Ralio 040 020 632 006 08 0.41 (IF6) I 03¢ 008
Unifsrm Delay, d1 s 133 W 132 10 9.4 8.4 83 84 85
Progression Factor 100 100 0 1 1060 100 100 140 100 1400
ingremenial Delay, 42 20 10 1.2 33 a7 1.5 0.0 1.2 03 g2
Delay (s} 165 143 153 135 138 W9 B85 85 96 438
Level of Service B B B R B B A ¥ A A
Approach Delay (g 154 4.8 w20 94

Approach LOS B B 8 A
Intersecion Summary . e . -

127 HCM 2000 Lovelof Service . B

HEM 2000 Control Delay

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacily ratia 0.46

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 58.0 Sum of lost fima {3) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.6% ICU Level of Service c

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Graup

Existing plus Project Synichro & Report

RAC, Page 1
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary
SB and NB Lane Removal &/7/2013

Summary of All Intervals

Start Time 4:50 450 450 450 4:50 450 459

End Time 86:00 6:.00 5,00 6:00 §:00 6:60 6:00
Total Time {min) 70 70 70 70 70 70 7)
Time Recorded (min} 60 60 80 60 €0 60 8)
# of Interva's 5 5 5 & § 5 5
# of Recorded mScheduledintervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Vehs Entered 5092 5099 519¢ 5178 4971 4978 5081
Vehs Exiled 5114 5121 5161 5176 4962 4362 5111
Slarting Vehs 148 123 110 126 105 125 127
Ending Vehs 126 101 146 128 114 141 97
Denied Enlry Before 2 1 4 1 0 0 3
Travel Distance (mi) 1711 727 1752 1738 1649 1663 1639
Travel Time (hr) 1285 125.1 131.7 1443 114.3 "183 123.6
Total Deltay (hr) 65.8 61.8 675 808 53.7 . §7.8 . 614
Total Steps €473 8476 8657 5393 5879 €099 8471
Fuel Used {gal) 82.9 824 84.4 87.3 77.5 789 813

Summary of All Intervals

Start Time 4:50
End Time 6:00
Total Time {min) 7a
Tirme Recorded {min] €0
# of Intervals 5
# of Recorded mScheduledIntervals Sl o4 4
Vehs Enlered 5413 5061 £002 5079
Vehs Exited ny ' 511 5030 5003 5075
Starling Vehs ‘ 07 110 118 16
Ending Vehs 119 144 118 115
Deanied Enlry Before ‘ 0 4 1 1
Travel Distance (mi} 1689 1667 1681 1698
Travel Time () 1261 116.0 1341 126.1
Total Delay (hr) - 63.1 548 728 £3.9
Tolal Stops _ 6426 6067 6417 €329
Fuel Used (gal) o B4 785 831 818
Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 450

End Time 5:00

Total Time (min) =~ 10 i

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval.

Propopsed PM Paak SimTraffic Report

RALC. Page 1



SimTraffic Simulation Summary
SB and NB Lane Removal 872013

interval #1 infarmaﬁon

Start Time
End Time
ToaTimelmnl 0
Volumes adjusted by Growlh Factms Anti PHE.

Travel ”fama (hr}
Total Delay {hr}
Total Stops
Fuel Used {gal)

Interval #? Infcxrm ation
Start Time .

I:ill.l Hlﬂ(ﬁ . :
Tolai Time (min) 18
Velumas adjusted b} Growth Factors, Anfi PHF.

Propopsed PM Peak SmTralfic Repor:
RAC, Page 2




SimTraffic Simulation Summary

SB and NB Lane Removal 87/2013
interval #2 Information

Start Time ' 515

End Time 5:30

Tolal Time {min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

Run ¥ L

Vehs Entered +355 1321 1259 1314 1262 1253 1257
Vehs Exiled 1304 1302 1273 1303 1265 1283 1246
Starting Vehs 106 128 13 147 116 110 123
Ending Vehs 157 148 117 1568 113 10 134
Denied Zntry Before 0 3 1 1 0 ¢ 0
Travel Distance {mi) £33 457 426 436 417 47 412
Travel Time (hr) 311 377 320 394 295 284 38
Total Delay (hr) 16.2 21.1 16.4 235 14.2 134 16.4
Tl Stops 1618 1896 1861 1713 1522 1476 1837
Fuel Usad {gal) 20.8 229 20.5 227 19.5 19.5 200

Interval #2 Information

Start Tirne 515
End Time 530
Tatal Time (min) . 15

Voiumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

S
) %

Vens Enlered 1298 1308 1309 1298

Vehs Exited 1288 1272 1271 1277
Starling Vehs 110 105 11 116
Ending Vehs ' 120 141 148 130
Denied Entry Before -0 0 0 0
Travel Distance (mi) 434 422 438 429
Travel Time (hr) ' 318 283 336 323
Total Delay (hr) 18.7 12.8 1.7 16.6
Total Stops 1699 1494 1720 1647
Fuel Used (gal) : ! 208 19.8 212 20.7 ‘ , i
Propopsed PM Peek SimTraffic Repor!

RAC. Page 3




SimTraffic Simulation Summary
SB and NB Lane Removal B7/2013

mterval #32 Information

, ) . 530
End Tlme 545
Total Time fmin} 18

Volumes adusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF,

Startm«g Vehs
Ending Veh

Trave! Time (hr)
TowiDelay.(h)
Tolal Slops

Fuel Used (gal}

Interval #3 Informat
StartTme

L.i‘iu llH ‘5
Total Time (min}
Volumes adjusted by Gmwih Faclors, Ann PHF

Travel Time {hr)
Total Delay (hr)
Tatal Stops

Fuel Used (galy

Propopsed PM Peak SimTraffic Repert
RAL. Page 4




SimTraffic Simulation Summary
SB and NB Lane Removal 8712013

Interval #4 Information Recording

Start Time 545
End Time €:00
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes acjusted by Growth Faclors, Anti PHF.

\ -..\ mber@ W

Vehs Entered 1246 1262 1352 1310 1215 1274 1247
Vehs Exited 1268 121 1336 132¢ 1195 1278 1275
Starting Vehs 148 110 14 147 94 145 125
Ending Vehs 126 101 148 128 114 141 g7
Denied Entry Before 2 0 1 4 0 0 1
Travet Distance {mi) 434 427 457 451 401 421 425
Travel Time (hr) 331 234 36.6 KLRY 26.8 325 303
Fotal Delay (hr) 17.3 13.8 20,2 19.4 11.9 171 143
Total Stops 1657 1541 1834 1811 1422 1643 1554
Fuel Used (qal) 21.1 204 226 221 186 208 202
Interval #4 Information Recording

Start Time 5:45

End Time €.00

Tolal Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

Vehs Entered 1270 1308 1192 1267

ehs Exilec 1251 1274 1218 1269

Starting Vehs 1 107 142 124

Ending vehs 119 141 18 115

Denied Entry Before 1 2 7 1

Travel Distance (mi) : 412 426 410 426

Travel Time (hr) 30.7 35 3.2 32.0

Total Delay (hr) 156 15.8 18.2 164

Total Stops 1535 1661 1514 1599

Fual Used (gal) 19.8 207 203 206

Propopsed PM Peak SimTraffic Report

RAC. Page 5




SimTraffic Performance Report
SB and NB Lane Removal 8i7/2013

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #1 5:00

4 il H ¥
Denied Delay (hr) 00 00 00 00
Denied DeiiVeh [s)7 v e e
Tolal Delay {hr} 0.1 0.0 0.2 01 4.5
Tolal Detiveh (s} . 184 15 47 101 53
Stop Delay () 01 00 02 01 o4
Siop DelVeh is) 187 0o 35 w07/ 4.3

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #2 5:15

22 04 .

. ; . 437 121 54

Stop Delayfhrp 02 Q. 22 01
Stop Deliven (s} = o0 s s

b
¥
bu
B
Z
B
5
S
-
1%
(o
n
=
P

Thornton Performance by approach Interval #3 5:30

% =
[y b e ~ LE g Rt i 4 7 ol i

Denied Delay (hr)
Deriiad DelfVeh (8]
Total Delay (hr}
Toial DelVeh (s)
Stop Deday thr)

Tota
Stop Delay thr

Propopsed P Peak SimTraffic Report
RALC. Page €




SimTraffic Performance Report
SB and NB Lane Removal 67/2013

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

Denied Delay (r) 00 00 00 00 00

Oenied DeliVeh {s) 0.8 00 0o 0.2 0.1
Total Delay (hr) 0.8 02 09 0.4 23
Total DelVeh (s) 223 15 48 124 6.0
Stop Delay (hr) 0.8 0.0 a7 04 19
Slop Delfveh (s) 228 0.0 34 134 5.1
Propopsed PM Peak SimTraffic Report

RAC. Jage ¥




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet
38: Bayshore & Quint 6712013

tr -y ¢ v

Mowemen = ° NPT NBR . SBL SRT SWIL SWR - -
Lane Configurations 3 4 W

Volume {velbih) 300 64 11 368 48 2
Sige Control Fras free . Slop

Grade 0% % V%

Pagk Hour Factor 098 088 088 098 098 COB
Hourly Row rate (vph) 398 65 1 378 50 2
Pedestdans 00 100 100

Lane Width (1) .0 10 120

Welking Speed (fts] 4.0 40 4.0

Parcent Blockdge 8 8 8

Right turn flare {veh)

Wiedian type TWLTL TWLTL

WMedian storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal {ff) ™ 793

pX, platoon unblocked

¢, confisting volurme 663 1029 63
¥C1, stage 1-contwol 531

¥C2, stage 2cont vl 498

vCu, unblocked vol 663 1028 631
I, single {5 41 64 8.2
IC, 2 stage (g} 54

IF (s} 22 3.5 33
pO queue free % 98 88 g9
¢il capacity (vehuh) o4 428 407
Direcfion, Lane # NB1  8B1 SW1 ‘ -
Volume Total 463 387 52

Volime Left Q 1 50

Valume Right 65 & 2

¢SH 700 924 427

Volgme o Capasily 027 ¢ 012

Queue Lenglh §5th (1) 0 1 W0

Controf Delay () 0.0 0.4 148

Lane LOS A 8

Approach Delay [s) 00 D4 4B

Approach LOS B

Inteissetion Simmary. i

Average Delay 10

intersection Capacity Ulilization 38.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Pariod {min) 15

Existing plus Project Synchro B Report

R.AC, Page §




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet

40: Bayshore & Donner 6/7/2013
t U} &~ A

Movement NET NBR . SBL SBT NWL NWR

Lane Configurations 1 4 b

Volume (vehh) 436 8 23 414 3 18

Sign Control Free Free  Slop

Grede 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 068 €eo8 098 098 098 098

Hourly flow rate {vph) 445 6 23 422 3 18

Pedesfrians 100 400 100

Lare Width (ft) 1.0 1.0 120

Walking Speed {ft's) 4.0 40 40

Percent Blockage 8 8 8

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal ift) 529 995

pX, platoon unblecked

vC, conflicting volume 551 1117 648

v+, stage 1 conf vol 548

vC2, stage 2 cont vol Sl

vCu, unblocked vol 551 1117 648

tC, single (s) R 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (8) 5.4

iF (s) 22 35 33

p0 queue free % 97 ® g5

cM capacity (veh/h) 934 400 %8

Direction; Lane # NBY 8B1 NW1

Volume Tolal 451 448 21

Volume Left 0 23 3

Volame: Right 6 0 18

¢SH 1700 934 399

Volume to Capacity 027 CO03 005

Queue Length 65t (1Y) 0 2 4

Controf Delay (s) 0.0 08 145

Lare LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 08 145

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 07

Intersection Capacily Utllization 50.6% ICU Leve! of Service

Analysis Period (min) 18

Existing plus Project Synchio 8 Report

R.AC.

Page 3




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet

36. Bayshore & Fitzgerald 6/7/2013
v >

Moyement T T ewWBD hwERYT NBT NBRS 8Bl BBTC

Lane Configurations ' e 4

Volume (vehfh) & 18 545 2 T 450

Sign Contrel Stop Frap Free

Grade 0% 0% %

Peak Hour Factor 098 (98 098 D98 0S8 03

Hourly flow rate {vph) 8 19 556 2 T 459

Pedestrians 100 100 100

Lane Width (ft} 120 120 6.0

Walking Spead (fUs) 40 40 4.0

Percent Blockage g g 1

Right um flare {veh)

Median typs TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal <) 1252 380

pX, platoon unblocked 096 089 .09

v, conficting voiume 1231 187 658

yC1, stage 1-conf val 657

vC2, stage 2confval 573

v, unblocked vol 1198 749 48

i, single (s} 6.4 8.2 4.1

iC, 2 stage (s) 54

{F (s} 35 33 22

Pl queus free % a8 94 98

chd capacity {vehul) KYHC X 74 850

Diréctior, Lane ¢~ = WBY NBY B "

Yolume Tolal 26 558 458

Velume Left § g 7

Vetume Right 18 Z ¢

£SH 241 1700 BED

Volume toCapacity 007 €33 0

Queue Length B5th (f1) 8 0 1

Controt Delay (s) 16.4 040 0.2

Lane LOS c A

Approach Delay {s) 164 00 0.2

Approach LOS c

Infersection Summary .

Average Delay 05

Intersaction Capacity Ulilization 39.3% 10U Level of Service A

Analysis Period {min) 15

Existing plus Project Synchro B Report

RA.C Page 4




Bayshore Bivd. Road Diet

Qu\m\/\\ o\’\'\‘\l‘f/

——

9: Bayshore & Silver 6/7/2013
ey v At AN Y
Movemant EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL S8BT  SBR
Lane Confiquralions qh 4h Y Ah N M o
Volume {vph) g2 369 244 32 9 45 330 1227 108 80 586 149
Idea! Fiow (vphpl] 1900 4900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900  18G0 1900 &GO 1900
Lane Width 12 14 12 10 1 "W 10 10 10 10 11 "
Total Lost tirne (s) 4.0 40 40 40 4.¢ 40 4.0
Lane Util. Facler 0.95 085 100 095 100 0985 10
Frpb, ped/bikas 699 099 1.00 1.00 1.90 .00 089
Fipb, pedfbikes 0.99 100 1.00 1.00 1.0¢ 1.00 1.00
Frt 085 o8 100 099 1.0 1,00 085
Fll Protected 099 1.00 G.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd, Flow (prof) 42 2558 1486 2747 1486 3078 1225
Fil Permilted 080 {2 61 .95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 2545 2319 1486 2747 1486 3079 1225
Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 098 0% 09 098 09 (98 058 08B 098 048 04
Adj. Flow (vph) 94 77 248 a3 303 45 337 1252 110 81 543 152
RTCR Reduction {vph) 0 89 0 0 14 0 0 ] a ¢ D
Lane Graup Flow (wph) 0 &1 0 0 368 0 337 1356 0 61 593 51
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 100 20 20 00 100 20 20 106
Bus Blackages (#hr) 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parking {#h1) 5 5
Turn Type Perm NA Parm NA Prol NA Prol NA  Perm
Protacted Phases 4 8 5 2 1 B
Permitled Phases 4 8 6
Actyated Green, G {s} 224 224 173 369 31 227 227
Effective Green, g (s} 234 214 183 379 a1 237 37
Actuated g/C Ralio 0.30 030 024 048 005 031 03
Clearance Tme (s) 5.0 50 50 5.0 50 50 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s} 240 20 2.4 2.0 2.0 20 20
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 789 701 31 1345 B W2 375
vis Ratio Prot c0.23 <c04% 004 019
vis Ratio Perm ¢0.25 016 o 0.04
vic Ratio 062 053 096 101 078 063 014
Uniform Detay, d1 25.0 224 282 198 ¥2 231 194
Progression Factor 1.00 .00 100 1.00 100 100 100
incremental Delay, ¢2 6.7 0.3 389 265 6.3 10 ¢1
Delay (s} a7 227 681 463 728 242 195
Level of Service C C E b E c B
Approach Delay (s} N7 227 50.6 269
Approach LOS C c D C
Interseclion Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 385 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volumre 1o Capacity ratio 0y
Actuated Cycle Length (s] 774 Sur of lost time (s) 120
Intersection Capacily Utilization 101.3% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period {min) 16
¢ Critical Lane Group
Cumulative Synchio 8 Report
RAC,

Page 1



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet

1: Bayshore & US 101 Off Ramp/Gas Slalion 8172012
Ay v ANt A4

Movement - EBL EBT EBR  WBL WBT WBR WBL NBT NBR SBL SBT - SBR

Lare Gmﬁgura{mns 4 r 5 i b L

Yolume {vph) 245 3 58 3 g 2 0 883 7 71008 €

eal Flow {uphpi 1900 1900 1800 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 18G0 180G

Total Lost fime {s) 4.0 406 40 40 4.0 3.0 5.0

Lare Lt Faclor 100 100 100 1.00 0.95 1000 0.95

Frpb, pedibikes 00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Flpb, pedibikes 100 106 100 1.03 1.00 100 100

i 1000 0Bs 100 0.85 1.40 1000 1,60

Fit Protected ggs 100 0% 1.00 1.00 - D85 100

Satd. Flow {prot) 1544 1378 1540 1378 &o72 1540 3079

Flt Permitted 085 100 0852 1.00 1.00 095 100

Satd, Flow {perm} 044 1378 A4 1378 72 1540 3079

Feak-holr factor, PHF Dog 09 098 098 098 098 09 088 0% 098 098 Dg8

Adj. Flow (vph) 250 3 57 3 0 2 o 88 7 5 1020 0

RTOR Reduction {uph) o 0 44 0 ¢ 2 0 1 D 6 D

Laie: Group Flow (vpn) ¢ 253 13 3 ¢ 0 o BE7 Q 5 1028 0

Confl. Pads. (#inr) 100 100 100 1€0

Parking {(#ihr} 5

Turm Tyne Spit - NA Perm susiom sustom NA Pret WA

Protecied Phases 4 4 2z 3 g

Permitied Phases 4 8 B

Actuated Green, 3 (s} 102 102 102 10.2 214 10 254

Effective Green, ¢ {3) w2 0z 02 0.2 ol 1 B

Actuated g/C Ratio C24 02 D 0.24 049 402 053

Clearance Tima (s) 40 40 40 40 4.0 3.0 40

Yehicle Extension {3) 4.0 44 4.0 4.0 40 3.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap {uph) 383 324 198 324 1496 3B 13

vis Ratio Prot 16 0.28 600 ¢0.33

vis Rafio Perm 61 Q00 (.00

vic Ratio G 604 Q2 .00 .54 ¢1d 060

Uniform Delay, ¢1 151 128 127 127 &a 207 6.4

Progression Fattor 180 100 140 1.08 1.00 100 1.0

tncremental Delay, 42 6.2 0.1 c.o 00 07 1.9 0.7

Delay {s; 213 128 127 127 87 226 74

Level of Service c 8 B B A ¢ A

Bpproach Delay {s) 19.8 127 a7 72

Appmch L8 B B A &

HCM 2000 Cmtmi Delay 95 HOM 2000 Levebof Saylce A

HOM 2000 Yolume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuasled Cycle Length (s 433 Surn.of lost ime (s} 1D

Intarsection Capacity Utlization 50.4% ICU Levelof Service B

Analysis Period {min} 15 "

¢ Crilical Lane Group

Cumulative Synchre 8 Reparl

RAC Page 1




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet

18: Bayshore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert §/7:2013
N R Y

Movement . EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR' 8BL SBT SBR

Lare Configurations b P 4 i % 4% N

Volume {vph) 100 214 86 139 175 59 163 489 173 26 448 1€5

Ideal Flow {vphpl 1800 1900 1800 1900 1%0C 19060 180G 1800 1900 1900 1900  19(0

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 5.0 50 50 6.0

Lare Ut Factor .00 1.00 100 100 106 085 100 095

Frph, pedibikes 100 098 100 080 100 087 100 097

Flpb, pedibikes 0.9¢ 1.00 098 100 0986 1.00 (.96 1.00

Frt 1.06 096 100 085 100 086 100 0%

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.98 100 093 100 095 100

Satd. Flow (prot) 1415 1336 1556 1089 1480  z6%90 1485 2864

Flt Permitted 0.43 1.00 0.50 100 038 1.00 0.36 1.02

Satd. Flow (perm) 863 1336 802 1089 596 2690 566 2864

Peak-hour faclor, PHF 098 €9 098 09 098 098 098 098 098 0% 093 098

Adj. Flow (vph) 102 260 88 142 179 80 166 499 177 27 457 168

RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 a g 0 5 ¢

Lane Group Flow (vph) 102 383 0 0 3 6 166 676 0 27 573 ]

Confl. Peds. (#hr) 100 100 100 100 108 100 100 100

Parking (#ihr) 5 5 5 5

Turn Type : Perm NA Perm NA  Pem  Perm NA Perm NA

Protected Phases 4 8 2 B

Permitted Phases 4 8 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 280 260 260 260 380 380 380 380

Effective Green, g {s} 270 210 210 276 300 390 390 390

Actualed g/C Ralic 036 036 03 03 052 052 052 0.52

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 5.0 8.0 6.0 60

Vehicle Extension {s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 30

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 231 480 288 392 308 1398 289 1489

w's Ratic Prot 0.26 0.25 0.20

vfs Ratio Perm 016 c04C 006 028 0.05

v/¢c Ralic 044 073 11 015 054 048 008 039

Unifarm Delay, d* 183 2.8 240 183 120 115 8.1 108

Progression Factor 100 1.00 100 100 100 -.00 100 100

Incremnental Delay, d2 1.3 5.8 874 3. 6.6 12 08 08

Delay {s) 196 268 1114 154 185 127 97 116

Level of Service 8 c F B B B A 2

Approach Delay (s} 251 96.5 139 115

Approach LOS C F B B

Intersecton Summary

HCM 2000 Condrol Delay 28.9 HCM 2000 Leve! of Service c

HCM 2000 Yolume to Capacity ratic C.77

Acluated Cycle Length (s) 75.0 Sum of lost lime (s) 9.0

Intersecton Capacily Utllizatien 120.5% ICU Leved ¢f Servics H

Anzlysis Period {min} 16

¢ Criticat Lane Group

Cumulalive Synchro 3 Report
RAC. Fage 1




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet
12: Bayshore & Paul §/7/2013

A ey ¢ ANt MY

Movement ™ | '~ EBL FBT EBR WBL WBT WBR WNBL MBT NBR ' SBL  SBT  SBR
Lane Configurations | ¥ i 4% AR ) L

Wolame (vph) 88 200 IH 24 309 s I 522 0 143 468 138
Ideal Flow (vphpt) 1900 - 1900 1500 1800 1800 1900  1EOD 1900 1900 1800 1900 1HCO
Total Lost ime {s) 30 an 30 3o 30 30 30 30

Lane U, Faclor 100 100 100 D95 100 0% 180 09

Frpb, pedihikes 100 e 0o 098 100 089 © 100 098

Flpb, pedbikes 096 100 100 1.00 088 100 #96 100

Frt 100 100 088 0,96 106 089 R 71t I P

Flt Protected Gos 100 100 1.00 095 100 095 100

Satd. Flaw (prot] 1480 1621 1088 28717 1804 2845 1476 2927

Fif Permitted 043 180 100 9.94 037 100 040 100

Satd. Flow (peem) 650 1621 1089 2898 588 2845 521, . 2927
Peak-hour-factor, PHF o8 098 098 09 09 098 bS8 @88 094 098 008 - DSBS
Adj: Flow [vph) 88 204 280 24 315 117 370 533 3 146 478 141
RTOR Reduction {vph) ¢ { 118 0 53 0 g 7 ¢ g 42 0
Lane Group Flow {vph) £8 204 182 0 403 2 373 557 4 145 576 i3
Confl. Peds. (fhr) 100 00 100 100 100 Hio 0 100
Parking (#lh) 5 5 § .
Tuen Type Perm WA Peim  -Perm NA Pesrn NA Penm NA
Prolecied Phases 4 B z §
Permilted Phases 4 / 4 8 2 g

Acluated Green, G{g) RO B3L - Bo 234 30 31 30 31
Effective Green, gis) 280 80 2580 250 0. 340 340 MO
Actuated giC Ratia 038 38 038 0.38 G52 052 052 052
Clearance Time (s} 5.0 5,0 60 5.0 6.0 6.0 8.0 6.0

Lane Grp Cap {wph) 286 823 42 1037 307 1488 324 153

s Ralio Prot 013 020 0,20

v/s Ratio Perm 013 0.15 .15 ef.65 0.24

it Ratie 03¢ 033 038 038 1283 Q37 045 038

Uniform Delay, o1 142 141 144 148 15.5 8.2 a7 9.2
Prograssion Fastor .00 100 1.00 140 180 100 100 100
Incrementat Delay, 42 38 1.4 26 11 130.5 07 4.5 07

Delay {s) 118 8B5S 1M 158 146.0 R 14.1 08

Level of Service B B 8 B F A B A
Approach Delay (5} 16.6 15,6 4.5 Wy
Approach LOS B B E B
Intersection Summary i e e e T

HCW 2000 Control Delay 314 HCM 2000 Level of Service c

HCM 2000 Volurse lo Capacity ratio 087

Acluated Cycle Length (s} 88.0 Sum offpst time {s) &0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.3% ICU Level of Gervics £

Anialysis Period (rain) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

. Cumitative Synchiro 8 Repost
RAC, Page 1




Bayshore Bivd Road Diet

Cumulative 6712013
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 8
Stat Time 4:30 4:50 4:50 450 4:50 4:5C 4:50
End Time 6:00 6:00 6:00 500 3:.00 6:0C 6:00
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70 70 7C 70
Time Rezorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 €C 60
# of Intervals 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
# of Recorded mScheduledintervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Vehs Enlered 8417 6453 6603 6599 8486 €478 8527
Vehs Exited 6418 6431 6553 6520 8432 371 8517
Starting Vehs 133 181 214 175 202 198 188
Ending Vehs 188 203 264 254 266 247 198
Denied Entry Before ] 0 14 g 9 1B 9
Travel Distance (i) 2258 2209 2266 2284 2308 23 2290
Travel Time (hr) 3379 3822 391.8 3035 3228 340 4 2599
Total Delay jhe) 2558 3617 3044 2206 238.3 2691 216.8
Total Stops 9079 8723 9249 8052 9268 8554 9112
Fuel Used (gal) 148.0 157.1 151.2 140.9 145.8 149.C 1406
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number Avg

Start Time 450

End Time 6:00

Total Time (min} 70

Time Recorded {min) a0

# of Intervals 5

# of Recorded mScheduledintervals 4

Vehs Entered 6503

Vehs Exited 6462

Starling Vehs 158

Ending Vehs 230

Denied Entry Before 8

Travel Distance (mi) 2264

Travel Time {hr) 339.8

Total Delay {hr) 257.5

Tolal Stops 903

Fuel Used (gal) 1468

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time

End Time

Total Tirne {min}

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval.

Cumulative SimTralfic Report
R.A&C. Page 1



Bayshore Bivd Road Diet

Cumulative 61772013
Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Tima 500

End Time 515

Total Time {min) 15

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti #HF.

Viehs Entered 1534 1856 1642 1673 1655 1567 1615
Yehs Exited 1520 1816 1669 1625 1816 1538 1599
Starting Vehs 189 161 214 175 w2 180 188
Ending Vehs 23 22 247 223 241 218 204
Denied Enlry Belore 3 Q 14 9 g 18 9
Travel Distance {mi} 565 545 570 570 601 438 5E4
Travel Time (br) 633 55.3 69.5 330 57.4 57.3 54.0
Totat Detay (hr) ' 428 354 488 Rz T 376 338
Yotal Stops 24173 2072 2408 292 2394 2007 2232
Fuel Used (ga) 320 30,2 338 0 A 300 296

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 8§00
Ead Tiine 515
Total Time (min) i3

Valumes adiusted by Growth Factors; Anti PHF.

Run Niumber , G g

Yehs Entered 1621
Vehs Exitad 1589
Slarting Vebs 188
Ending Vehs 2
Dented Entry Before 8
Travel Distance (mi) £63
Travel Time (hr) 585
Total Delay () 381
Total Stops 2245
Fugl Used {gal) 311
Cumulziive SimTraflic Report

RAC Page 2




Bayshore Blvd Road Diet

Cumulative 5712013
Interval #2 Infarmation

Start Time 516

End Time 530

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusled by PHF, Growth Faclors

Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 8
Vehs En‘ered 1700 1655 1709 1650 1617 1819 1659
Vehs Exiled 1695 1646 1736 1650 1612 1623 1625
Slarting Vehs 203 221 247 223 241 218 204
Ending Vehs 208 230 221 223 246 214 238
Denied Enlry Before 95 67 107 21 & 25 KX
Travel Dislance (mi) 578 564 575 573 571 556 579
Travel Time {hr) 86.9 87.2 88.0 83.5 94.5 745 74.4
Total Delay (hr) 65.8 66.6 7.1 427 439 54.4 534
Total Stops 2334 2415 2405 2247 2190 2184 24
Fuel Used (gal) 382 kY 385 326 324 345 353
Interval #2 Information

Start Time 5:15

End Time 530

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF. Growth Faclers.

Run Number Avg

Vehs Entered 1658

Vehs Exted 1857

Starting Vehs 22

Erding Vehs 221

Denied Entry Before 50

Travel Distance {mi) 51

Travel Time (hr) 1770

Total Delay (hr) £6.3

Totat Stops 31

Fuel Used (gal) 356

Cumulative SimTreffic Reporl
RAC. Page 3



Bayshore Bivd Road Diet

Cumulative 6/72013
Interval #3 information

Starl Tima 5:30

£nd Time 5:45

Total Time {min) 18

Volumes adiusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

T R 0N el el b 8
Vehs Enfered 1635 1569 1589 1522 1580 - 1615 1660
Vehs Exited 1654 1586 1561 1606 1562 1569 1662
Slarting Vahs 208 230 221 223 248 214 238
Ending Vehs 188 213 249 249 264 260 236
Denied Entry Belore 162 190 174 53 55 116 93
Travel Distanice {mi} 578 543 551 550 555 552 560
Travel Time thr) 835 111.8 1055 #1.1 877 925 836
Tolal Delay () 583 920 856 81.0 675 . 723 8248
Tolal Stops 2480 1977 2040 2155 2274 2040 2258
Fue! Used (gal) 384 427 #“7z 458 2 388 374
Interval #3 Information

Stait Time 5:30

£nd Time 54T

Total Time {min} 8

Volumes adjusted by Growlh Faciors, Anfi PHF.

RN L e

Vehs Enlercd 1611

Vehs Exited 1598

Starling Vehs 2

Ending Vehs 233

Denied Entry Before 119

Travel Distance (mi) 558

Travel Time {he) 931

Total Detay {hr) 72.8

Total Stops 2

Fuel Used {gal) 38.9

Cumuiative SimTraffic Report

RA.C. Page ¢




Bayshore Blvd Road Diet

Cumulative 8/7/2013
Interval #4 Information

Start Time 5:45

End Time 8:0)

Total Time {min) 15

volumes adjusted by Growlh Factors, Anfi PHF.

Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 8
Vehs Entered 1548 1573 1683 1654 164¢ 1627 1593
Vehs Exited 1549 1583 1648 840 1642 164L 1831
Starting Vehs 189 213 249 240 264 28C 236
Ending Vehs 188 203 264 254 266 247 198
Denied Eniry Before 175 277 254 N 149 207 1€0
Travel Distance {mi) 537 536 57¢ 591 581 585 578
Travel Time (hr) 983 127.8 128.6 105.9 11341 116.1 880
Tolal Delay (hr) 87 107.7 107.9 84.6 92.0 95.0 67.1
Tolal Stops 2092 2259 2308 2438 2410 2343 2131
Fuel Used (gal) 39.4 46.6 474 426 44.1 448 384
Interval #4 Information

Slart Time 5:45

End Time 6:00

Total Time {min) 15

Yolumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF

Run Number Avg

Vehs Enlered 1613

Vehs Exited “621

Starling Vehs 233

Ending Vehs 230

Denied Entry Before 181

Travel Distance {mi) 571

Travel Time (hr) 11114

Total Delay (hr) 904

Total Stops 2295

Fuel Used {gal) 43.3

Cumulative SimTraffic Repot
RAC. Page 5



Bayshore Blvd Road Diet
Cumulative

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by appmach Interval #1 5:00

12013

=28
-3

pproach e RSN A Ymeere
Demed Detay {hr) 67 {0 oo 0.0 0.7

Denied Deliveh {s) 816 0.0 08 1.7 5.2
Totat Delay (hr} 08 0.6 15 04 27
Totat DellVeh (s) 1158 1.0 98 332 208
Stop Delay {hr) 0.8 o 11 (.4 24
Stop DelVeh [5) 173 oo 451 361 180

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #2 5:15

SRRERIS G B We B S8 AW Al

Denied Delay (h) 21 0o (1Y ge a1
Deniad DelfVeh (3) 2210 a0 0o 17 1583
Toial Delay (hn) 10 G0 20 5 35
Total Delfveh (s) 180.5 10 285 388 258
Stop Delay (b 10 oo 18 03 3.1
Stop Deitvieh (s) 1§18 00 205 48 227
292: Ravehore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach interval #3 5; 30

Denied Delay (17 20 00

Denied DelfVeh (s) 743 00 00 21 319
Total Delay (hr} 14 00 16 05 38
Total DeliVeh (5) 1595 10 198 445 281
Stop Delay {hr} 15 00 12 06 32
Stap DellVeh (5] 1639 00 155 466 238

22 Bayshar& & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #4 5:45

Appromch WE  NB 5B NW Al
Denied Cle»lay {hn) 4.4 00 0.0 21 4.4
Daried DeiiVeh (5) 4215 0.0 6.0 43 324
Total Delay (hr} 12 00 18 05 3B
Tolal Deliveh {8) 1824 11 A8 M3 BT
Stop Delay (k) 1.2 G0 1.5 R kW)
Stop DelfVeh {s) 1651 g0 188 435 234
Cumuiative SimTraffic Report




Bayshore Blvd Road Diet

Cumulative

6/7:2012

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

Approach WB NB  SB NW Al
Denied Delay (hr) 11.4 0.0 0.0 01 115
Denied Del/Veh (s) 384.1 090 0.0 25 218
Total Delay (hr} 4.4 0.2 8.9 18 133
Total DelVeh (s) 174.3 10 229 418 253
Stop Delay {hr) 45 00 54 20 19
Stop DeifVeh (s} 177.5 00 180 440 228
Cumulative SimTralfic Report
RAC. Page 7



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet

38: Bayshore & Quint

Movement .
Lane Configurations
Voiume (veh/h)
Sign Conirol

Grade

Peak Hour Faclor
Hourly flow-rate (vph)
Pedestrians

Lane Width {ft)
Waking Speed {t/s)
Percent Blockage
Rignt turn flare (veh)
Median type

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal ift)
pX; platcon unblocked
(3, conflicting volurne
w21, stage 1 conf vol
v(2, stape 2 conf vol
vEu, unblocked vol
1C, single (s}

tC, 2 stage {8)

tF (s}

p0 queue free %

¢ capacity {vehih)

Directior, Lane #
Volume Total
Vohume Left
Wolume Right

¢8H

Yolume %o Capacily
Quaue Length 95t (1)
Conteol Delay {5)

Lane LOS

Approach Delay.(s)
Approach LOS

Average Delay

lntarsection Summary

Intersection Capacity Utilizaticn

Analysis Period {rmin)

42.9%
18

61712013
t F w | ¢ v
NBT NBR SBL SBT SWL SWR
M %
808 100 18 508 53 2
Free Free  Siop
0% 0% 0%
po8 008 D98 088 098 098
g0 102 18 610 54 2
100 100 100
11.0 1.0 110
40 40 40
8 8 8
THLTL TWLTL
2 2
731 792
§22 1213 581
77
442
822 1213 581
44 58 69
58
22 35 a3
98 84 99
742 334 AD2
0 NsdoNB2S 5B SB2 . GWi
444 309 922 407 56
0 0 18 0 54
0 102 0 0 2
1700 1700 742 1700 336
024 018 002 024 047
0 0 2 0 15
00 00 11 00 178
A C
0.0 04 178
C

ICU Level of Service A

Cumuialive
RAL.

8ynechro 8 Reporl
Page 1




Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet
40: Bayshore & Donner

8/7/2013

Tf‘klf"\

Movemen{ NBT NBR  SBL  SBT NWL NWR
Lane Configurations L3S 4 b

Yolume (vehih) 686 9 36 643 3 18
Sign Cortrol Free Free  Slop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Facler 0c8 0968 98 038 088 098
Hourly flow rate (vph) 700 3 37 £56 3 18
Pedestrians 100 100 100

Lane Width {f 1.0 10 110

Walking Speed {fifs) 4.0 40 4.0

Perceni Biockage 8 8 8

Right lurm flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal [f!) 529 094

pX, platoon unbiocked

vC, conflicling volume 809 1306 555
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 805

vC2, stagae 2 conf vol 502

yCu, unbiocked vol 809 1306 555
{C, single (s) 41 68 69
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.8

tF s 22 35 33
pQ queue free % 95 a9 g5
oM capacity {vehih) 750 312 406
Diteclion, Lane & NB1 NB2  SB1 SB2 NN

Volume Total 467 23 285 437 21

Volume Left ] 0 37 0 3

Volume Right ] 9 0 0 18

c3H 1700 700 750 1700 389

Volume to Capacity 027 014 005 026 008

Queue Length 95th ilt) 0 0 4 0 4

Control Delay (3) 00 0.0 1.9 00 148

Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 2.0 0.7 14.8
Approach LOS B
Intarsection Summery

Average Delay 056

Intersection Capacity Utiization 56.7% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Cumulative Syncheo 8 Report
RAC. Page 4



Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet
36: Bayshore & Fitzgerald 6712013

2N B

Movement WBL WBR  NMBT NBR SBL 8RR - & o o
Lare Configurations W A g4
Voluma {veh/h) & 18 853 3 12 753
Sign Controt Siop Frse Frae
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Facior D88 €98 ¢I8 QB8 098 098
Hourly flow rate (vph) § 19 889 3 12 768
Pedestrians 100 100 100
Lane Widih [#) 1.0 1.0 110
Walking Speed {{t/s) 4.0 40 4.0
Percent Blockage 8 g 8
Right turn fare (veh)

Median type None None
Median storage veh)

Upstraam signal (f) 1252 380
pX. plalcon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 491 642 984

w31, stage 1-conf vol
¥C2 stage 2 confvol

¥Cu, unblocked vol et a2 984
tC, single {s) 638 6.9 41
IC. 2 slage {s)

R (5) 35 33 2.2
pl quéu free % 94 85 98
oM capatity (vehih) 96 356 645
Direction, Lane# ~ ~  WB1 NBYi NB2 SB1 SB2Z
Volume Totzl 26 887 287 88 B2
Volume Left 8 0 0 12 0
Volume Right 19 0 3 g 0
¢SH 215 17000 1700 e48 1H0
Yolume o Capacity 01z 035 047 002 030
Queue Length 95th (fl) 10 0 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 2490 00 G0 07 8.0
Lane LOS C A
Approach Delay (s) 20 0.0 0.2
Approach LGS C

Infersection Summary aa e

Average Delay 45

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.68% 1CU Level of Service A
Analysis Period {min) 15

Cumdlative Syrohro 8 Repor
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Bayshore & Silver

€17/2013

Volume {vph} 92 39 244 K7 T 4 330 1227 108 60 536 149
Ideal Flow (vphpl} 1900 1900 12C0 1300 1900 1900  180C 1903 1800 1900 1900 1860
Lane Width 12 14 12 10 10 10 10 12 12 10 13 12
Total Lost time (s) 40 40 40 4.9 40 4.0 40
Lane Util. Factor 095 0.95 100 055 100 100 1.00
Frph, pedfvikes 398 0.99 100 1.00 100 100 089
Fipb, ped/bikes 2.99 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 100
Fr 295 098 100 099 1.0 100 0.85
Fit Protected 399 1.00 095 100 st 100 100
Satd. Flow (prol) 3118 2865 1486 2043 1486 1732 1263
Flt Permitted 2.80 0.80 €95 100 0.85 160 100
Sald. Flow (perm| 2518 2310 1485 2943 1486 1732 1283
Peak-hour factor, PHF 088 098 098 098 098 096 098 088 088 098 088 088
Adj. Flow {vph} 9% 7 A 33 30 46 37 1252 110 81 §98 182
RTOR Redugtion {vph} 0 88 0 0 14 ¢ 0 B 0 0 0 29
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 &N 0 0 68 ¢ 337 135 ] 61 598 53
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 100 20 20 00 100 20 20 120
Bus Blockages (#hr! 5 0 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
Parking (#/hr) 5 5
Tura Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prat NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 ]
Permifled Phases 4 8 6
Acluated Green, G(s) 230 23.0 171 383 31 243+ 243
Effective Green, g (s} 24.0 240 18.1 393 41 283 283
Actualed ¢/C Ratio 0.30 6,30 223 049 o0t 032 032
Ciearance Time (s) 5.0 50 50 50 5¢C 50 &0
Vehicle Extension (s) 20 2.0 29 20 28 20 Z0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 760 598 338 1456 % 5% 402
vis Ratie Prot ¢0.23 . 046 0.04 ¢0.35
vfs Ratio Perm £0.25 0.18 . : - . 004
vic Ratio 083 0.53 {100 * 093 080 Hog\ 013
Uniform Delay, d1 258 23.0 6 188 ;2 21 192
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 100
Ingremental Delay, d2 7. 0.3 78 124 419 635 0.7
Delay {s) 329 23.3 784 - 30.8 791 906 198
Leve! of Service c C E c E F B
Aporoach Delay (g) 3249 233 40.3 768

c C D E

Approach LOS

HCM 2000 Control Delay 451 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Voldime o Capacity ratio 0,97

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 79.4 Sum of lost time {s) 12.0
Interseclion Capasily Utilization 110.5% ICU:Level of Service H
Analysis Period {min} 15

¢ Crilica Lane Group

Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet Project 5:00 pm 8/11/2012 Cumulative plus Project
RA.C.

Synchro 8 Report
“age 2



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Bayshore & US 101 Off Ramp/Gas Station ‘ &7/2013

La : Conﬁguratrcns

Total Lest fime [s,

Lane Ul Factor

Frpb, pedfikes

Flpb, pedibikes

Frt

Fit Protected

Sald. Flow {prot)

Fit Permitted

Satd, F&aw@ ) 1’*9&

Peak-hour factor, PHF ﬁ§8 3%

Adj. Flow (wph) 250 3 57

RTOR Reduction {vph} 4 g 14
oug Flow (vph} 0 28 11
B k) ' W

- Bt NA  Perm custom .
Aclualed Green, G (g} 00 100 100
Effective Green, g (s) 00 100 100
Aclugled g/CRatle 318 018 018
Clearance Time (s} 9. 40
Vehicle Exlension (s) 4 4. 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph] . 25 ‘
vis Ratio Prot
visRatioPerm
vic Ratio

. Gumotlosttime (s)
__ICU Level of Serw:e

Anaiysas?amd
¢ Crifical Lane Group

Bayshore Bivd. Road Diel Project 5:00 pm 9/11/2012 Cumulative plis Project Synchro & Report
RACG Fage1




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

12: Bayshore & Paul £7/2013

Movermanie 70 T TERR VBT [ BEE T VSBY ;
Lane Configurations q ol ) ¥ ¥ 4 f % ‘1\ I
Velume {vph) 8% 200 27 24 309 15 37 522 30 143 456 138
ideal Fiow (vphgl) 1500 1900 1900 1500  190C 4900 1800 1900 1900 19CC 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 i1 12
Total Lost time (5) 3.0 30 3.0 40 30 .3 60 34 3.0 50
Lane Util. Facter .00 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 160
Frpb, pedibikes 10¢  C85 100 091 100 103 C88 100 100 088
Fipb, ped/bikes 08e 100 09 100 09 100 100 086 100 100
Fri 106 C.85 1.00 2.85 1.00 100 Q.85 1.00 1.00 085
Fit Protected 099 100 100 100 085 100 100 08 100 100
Satd. Flow {prot) ‘312 11 1846 1258 1693 1630  13%4 1587 1801 1394
Fit Permitted 075 1.00 097 100 037 100 100 033 100 109
Satd. Fiow ‘perm} “383 1181 1792 1268 665 1630 1384 548 1801 1394
Peak-hour factor, PHF 098 098 0% 0% 098 Q98 098 088 088 088 098 098
Adi. Flow {uph}) 88 204 280 24 319 147 79 533 A 146 476 141
RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 0 118 ¢ 0 74 0 0 18 0 0 72
Lane Group Fiow (vph) 0 292 162 ¢ 33 43 379 533 15 146 478 59
Cenfl, Peds. (#fhr} 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Parking (#hr) 5 5 5
Turn Type Perm NA  Peim Pem NA  Perm ~ Perm NA  Pemm Perm MA  Pemr
Protected Phasas 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 & 2 2 6 )
Actuated Green, G {s) 230 230 280 23¢ Mo 30 %0 0 Mo N
Effective Green, ¢ (g) 280 250 250 240 340 340 320 340 340 320
Actuated g/C Ratio 238 038 038 037 052 052 049 052 052 049
Clearance Time {s) 50 5.0 50 50 8.0 6.0 8.0 6.0 6.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap {vph) 531 454 689 484 347  B52 686 286 942 686
v/s Ratio Prot 0.33 0.26
v/s Ratio Parm ¢d.29 014 D19 002 057 00 027 0.08
vic Ratio 055 036 049 00¢ 109 083 002 05t 051 010
Uniform Delay, d1 15.8 14.3 15.2 13.4 15.5 11.0 8.5 10.% 100 &8
Progressior: Factor 1.00 1.00 00 100 1€0 1006 100 100 100  1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.1 2.2 25 04 753 38 0.1 64 1.9 0.3
Ddlay (s) 197 185 77 138 808 144 85 165 120 ¢
Level of Service B B 8 B F B A g B A
Approach Defay (s) 18.1 8.7 450 123

B B 0 B

Approach LOS

C1 2600 Contro Delay

HCM 2000 Level of Service

HCM 2€00 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.%6 , ‘ ;
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0
Intersection Capacity Utilizalion 91.3% 10U Level of Service £

Analysis Period {min) 15
¢ Crifical Lane Group

Bayshore Blvd. Reao Diet Preject 5:00 pm 9/11/2012 Cumulative plus Project
RAC.

Synchre 8 Report
Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
18: Bayshore & Bacon/Phelps & Egbert 87/2013

Lane Configurations
Yolume (vpa) . 2 ik | 175 59 163 489
[deal Flow {vphpl} 1900 1900 1800
Lane Width ' . K 12 12 : 10 11
Total Lost time (s) . 4.0 3 50 50
Lane Uil Factor 100 100 100 100
Frob, pedfbikes . ; 1.08 . .00 087
Fipb, pedibikes . | 697 { a9y 100
Fri . . 1.00 : 100 098
Flt Protected 095 10 . bm ) 085 100
Satd. Flow;pfot} 1587 1437 1322
Fit Permitied : . 050 100 Q27 160
Said, Flow iperm G 1360 _ 818 1046 92 1322
Paak-hour factar, PHF 098 . 5 . 098 0% 098 (98
Adi. Flow (uph) 102 142 179 60 166 459
RTOR Reduclion (vph) g | g 0 D 0
Lane Graup Flow (vph§ 102 0 3 g 166 &7
{zuuﬂ ?uua. VE’J’?:I} - ’i%ﬂ‘ . i 100 igﬂ
Parking {#hr} . 5 5 3
Tumn Type . Perm , Petm NA.  Fem  Pemm NA
Protected F’ﬁases 8 2
Permilled Phases 4 ‘ 8 g 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 280 280 260 260 380 380
Effective Green, g (s} 218 210 270 220 380 ¢ 390
Actuated gfC Ralio 036 3 36 ’ 0 36 ; b2 952
Clearance Time (s} 50 B0 .60 50 BD. 6D
‘ 3.0 30 3.0 30 3.0
Laﬂ&ﬁfpﬂap (whi 29 el 2N .24 887
vis Ratio Prot as ) cl
wis Ratio Perm . Bl Bl L Doe 040
wic Ratio , ) 1 ] 0.78
UniformDelay, d1 =~ : ' .‘ 24 145
Progressior Faclor 400 1, 100 100
ingremental Delay,d2 =~ 12 52 . )2 238
Delay (s} 194 25 ! : 381

e iCU Level of Sermca
e

é Crifical Lane Gmup

Bayshere Blvd, Road Diel Project 5:00 pm 97112012 Cismuifadive plus Projsct Synchrg B Report
RAC. Paged




Bayshore Blvd Road Diet
Cumulative plus Project 6/7/2013

Summary of All Intervals

Start Time 4:50 4:50 4:5C 450 4:50 4:50 450
End Time 6:00 5:00 6:0C 6:00 8.00 6.00 6:00
Total Time [min) 70 70 7C PN 70 70 70
Time Recorded {min) 60 60 6C 80 60 60 60
# of Intervals 5 5 £ 5 5 5 £
# of Recorded mScheduledinlervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Vehs Entered 5861 6051 £Q87 5028 8072 5374 5365
Vehs Exited 5848 8030 £972 5035 8059 584! 58493
Slarting Vehs 250 246 247 238 229 225 208
Ending Vehs 263 267 261 332 42 360 280
Denied Enltry Before 3 15 62 43 32 28 A
Travel Dislance {mi) 1970 © 2017 2032 2041 2025 2005 2001
Travel Time (kr) 6710 592.9 7382 766.5 816.6 6580 866.9
Tatal Delay (hr) 599.2 519.4 £62.2 6943 543.0 584.9 593.5
Tolai Stops 8529 9139 8765 g4y 8449 8825 8162
Fus! Used {gal) 2159 1998 2320 2392 205.3 2133 2156

Summary cf All Intervals

Start Time 450

End Time ‘ 6:00
Total Time {min} 70
Time Recorded {min} 80
#of Intervals 5
# of Recorded mScheduledintervals 4
Vehs Entered 5894
Vehs Exited g 5939
Starling Vehs 233
Ending Vehs 285
Denied Enfry Before K]
Travel Distance {mi) 2013
Travel Time (br) 67248
Tolal Delay (hr) 599.5
Total Stops 9074
Fuet Used (gal) 217.3

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 450
End Time 5.00
Total Time {min) \ S [

Velumes adjusted by Growth Factors.
No datx recorded this interval.

Cumulative SimTraffic Report
RALC. Page 1



Bayshore Bivd Road Diet
Cumulative plus Project 6742013

Interval #1 Information

StatTime = g v
EndTime G5
Total Time (min) ;

Velumes adjusted by Gmwth Faci@rs Antl PHF.

\fehs Entered \ V » 1404 1677
VehsExted ™ = i 480 1498 W2 1498
Starling Vehs ; o 47 238
Ending Vehs . = ‘ ; e 323
Danied Entry Before 62 48
Travel Distance {mi} : . |
Travel Time {hr} 73, BB.1 1064
Totz| Delay {hr) | 78.6 90z
Tolal Stops 5 1926 2716
Fuel Used [gal) ' . : 34 3t M2

Interval #1 infarmaiion

Statfime L EOg
end Time 815
Tolal Time {min} o 8

Welumes adjusted by Growth Faclors, Anli PHF.

Vehs Entered
Vehs Exited

Starding Vehs
Ending Yehs

Denied Entry Before:
Travel Distance (mi)
Travel Time (hr

Tolal Delay (hr

Tolal Stops

Curmuialive SimTraffic Report
RAC, Paga 2




Bayshore Blvd Road Diet
Cumulative plus Project 1712013

Interval #2 Information

Start Time 515
End Tire 5:30
Total Time (min) 15
Yoiumes adjusted by PHF  Grawth Faclors.

Vens Entered 1534 1524 1476
Vehs Exited 1451 1833 1490 1469 1482 1480 1458
Starting Vehs 254 265 218 323 228 278 249
Ending Vehs 268 285 23 295 280 323 267
Derded Entry Before 150 134 281 205 182 1536 1580
Trave! Distance {mi) 485 512 501 506 504 537 476
Travel Time {hr) 131.8 1207 169.3 158.8 "324 1410 141 4
Total Defay (hr} t14.2 101.9 1410 1414 114.1 1226 124.0
Total Stops 2033 Z411 1663 2278 2080 2508 2218
Fuel Used (gal) 455 438 52.1 523 46.1 479 47.5

Interval #2 Information

Start Time 515
End Time 530
Total Time (min) 15

Vehs Exited 1481
Starting Vehs 257
Ending Vehs 279
Denied Entry Before 187
Travel Distance {mi) 498
Travel Time {hr) 140.9
Total Delay {(hr} 1228
Total Stops 211
Fuel Used {gal) 47.9
Cumulaiive Sim Traffic Report

RAC, Page 3



Bayshore Bivd Road Diet

Cumulative plus Project 6712013
Interval #3 Information

Start Time o 530

End Time 5:45 _

Total Time {min} e “ .

Volumes ad;z;sted tiy Growzh Far:tefs Anti PHF.

Vehs Entered ‘ 1448 1571 18 1533

Vehs Exited ' 8. e 5 1523 . 140
Starting Vebs o 285 1. 260

Ending Vehs 28 247 ’ R g 275
Denied Eniry Bafore 4 292 97 : 374 g
Travel Distence (mi) 0 _ e D i E K o
Travel Time (hr) 159.8 220, 29, 180.0

Total Delay (hr) - 1323 201 . . G

Tolal Stops 2148 , 2168

Fuzel Usad {gal} 841 689 .

Interval #3 Information

Start Time:
End Time

Total Time (min) e
Volumes adgusled oy Growth Factafs Anfl F’HF

Yehs Entered
Vehs Exiled

Starting Vehs
Ending Vehs

Denied Zniry Before
Travel Distance {mf}
Travel Time {hr)
To'el Delay (hr)
To:al Stops

Cumulative SimTraffic Report
RAEL. Page 4




Bayshore Bivd Road Diet
Cumulative plus Project 6/7/2013

Interval #4 Information Recording

Start Time 545
End Time 6:00
Total Time (min} 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

Ron e - i E

Vehs Enlered 1510 1480 1475 1375 1478
Vehs Exilec 1484 1615 1546 1450 1506 1327 1493
Starting Vehs 285 247 297 302 273 2 295
Ending vehs 263 267 261 332 242 KIH] 280
Denied Entry Before 638 454 666 685 524 522 594
Travel Distance {mi) 506 508 526 447 493 462 503
Travel Time (hr) 2626 2827 260.0 2701 2191 2403 2457
Total Detay (br} 2341 224.2 240.8 2520 201.2 2234 2264
Tola! Stops 2159 2073 2403 2356 2012 2422 2225
Fue! Usad (gal) 73.7 57.1 754 773 €5.7 9.5 7

interval #4 Information Recording

Start Time 545

End Time 6:00

Tolal Time {min} 15

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.
RinNamber™ 00 1 \ ‘
Vehs Entered 473
Vehs Exited 1475
Starting Vehs 287
Ending Vehs 285
Denied Entry Before 589
Travel Cistance {mi) 499
Travel Time {hr) 244.1
Total Delay (hr) 2259
Total Stops 222
Fuel Usad {gal) 71.6
Cumulaiive SimTraffic Report

RAC. Page &




Bayshore Bivd Road Diet
Cumulative plus Project 6712013

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #1 5:00

Denled Delay (1) 01 00 00 0
Oenied Deld/eh (s) . 0.0 i) 61

Total Delay (hr) % 0.1 0.4 G4
Tolal Deliveh (s) . 23 78 388
Stop Delay thel , 00 Q4 6.5 .
Stop Delveh (s} .‘ 03 ‘B3 408 0

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #2 5:15

{}KQ . e =

Denied Delay (hr} 0.3 00

Denied DelfVeh (s) 364 00 .00 264
Total Delay (hr) .9 0.1 245 05
Total Deliveh (s) 1314 26 0 74 421
Stop Defay th) 10 49 0.4 0.5
Stop Detiveh (s) 1338 04 82 438

-arroll & Thornton Performance by apnroach Interval #3 5:30

22 Rayshor

Deried Delay (br)
Denled DelfVeh ()
Total Delay {hr)
Total DelfVeh (s}
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/veh (s)

22: Bayshore & Carroll & Thornton Performance by approach Interval #4 5:45

Devied Dalay {ar)

Total Delay (hr)
Total DelfVeh (s}
Stop Delay (hr)
Step DelVeh (s}

Cumuiative SimTreflic Repent
R.AC Page &




Bayshore Blvd Road Diet
Cumulative plus Project 6/7/2012

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

0.6 2.3

Denied Delay {h} . 0.

Denied Dal/Veh (s) 53.4 00 00 47 56

Total Delay (hr) 30 04 20 19 73

Total DelfVenh (s) 97.0 30 864 438 160

Step Delay (hr) 30 21 17 2.0 68

Stop DelfVeh (s) 9594 2.9 71 455 150

Cumulalive SimTraffic Repor:

RAC. Hage 7



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
38; Bayshore & Quint

RN

6712013

Wolume (veh/h)
Sign Contred
Grade
Peak Hour Faclor
Hourly fow rate (vph}
Pedesirans

Lane Wdth (ft)
Walking Speed (Ttis)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare {veh)
Median type
tdedian storage veh)
Upstream signal ()
pX, platoon unblocked
¥C, condicting volume
w31, stage 1 conf ol
vC2 'stane 2 conf ol
¥Ou, tnblocked vol
1€, single (s)

iC, 2 stage {s}
tF(s}

p0 queue free %
¢l capacily (veh/h)

Ditect ne

Volume Total

Valume Left

Volume Right

¢SH

Volume fo Capecity

Quevs Lengin 95 () O 16 I
Conlrol Delay(sf.. .. = 00 . : a0
LaelOS |

Approach Delay (3}

Approach LOS

Intersection Capacily Utilization ' 1CU Level of Service:
Analysis Period (min) ‘

Bayshore Blvd. Road Diet Project 5:0C pm £/11/2012 Cumuiative plus Project Symcheo 8 Report
RAC. Page 8




HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
40: Bayshore & Donner 6712012

by e A

SR SEETSE )
Lane Configurations t f L'
Volume {veh/h) 886 § 36 643 3 18
Sign Contrel Free Free  Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 098 09 098 098 098 08E
Heurly flow rate {vph) 700 9 37 656 3 18
Pedesirians 100 100 1€0
Lane Width (f}) 1.0 110 120
Walking Speed {fi's) 40 40 4.0
Perceni Blockage 8 8 8
Right turn flare (veh)
Madian type TWLTL TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2 2
Ugstream signal (ft) 528 995
pX, platoon untilocked
vC, conflicting velume 809 1834 908
vC1, stage 1 corf vl 805
¥C2, stage 2 corfval . 830
vCu, unblocked vol 809 1634 908
1C, singie {s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
1C, 2 stage {s) 5.4
IF (s) 22 35 32
pO queve free % 95 69 «4
cM capacny {vek/n) 748 262 284
Volume Total 709 693 21
Volume Lef: 0 KN 3
Vclume Right 9 0 18
¢SH 1700 748 264
Volume to Capacity 042005 008
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 4 8
Control Delay (s} g0 3 187
Lane LOS A C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 13 187
Approadw LOS c
Average Delay 09
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.2% ICt) Leved of Service v
Analysis Period (min) 15
Bayshore Bivd. Road Diet Project 8:0C pm 8/11/20" 2 Cumulative plus Project Synchro 8 Report

RA.C. Page 7




HCM Unsignalized intersection Capacity Analysis
36: Bayshore & Fitzgerald 6/7/2013

L.ane Conficurations
Voiurne [vehih)

Sign Control

Grede :
Feak Hour Factor
Haurly flow sale [vphy
Pedestrians

Lana Width {ft}
Walking Speed (fts)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare {veh}
Medianlyppe =

TWUTL

Median slorage veh} ‘ 2
Upstream signal (fy 1252
DX, platoon unblocked

vC, canflicting volume

¥C1, stage 1 confvol

vC2 stane P oonfusl

wCu, unblocked voi

i€, single (s}

1C, 2 stage (s}

iE {5

clqueus free %
oM capeaity (vehth)

Volume Tolal

Volurne Left

Volume Right

CSH , N

Voluime o Capacly
Length B5i {ft)
Defay (s}

ch Dslay (s)
Approach LOS

{ntersection Capacity Ufilizaticn |Gl Level of Service
Analysis Period (min)

Bayshore Bivd, Road Diet Project 5:00 pm 91142012 Cumulative plus Project Synchra § Report
RAC. Page 5
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