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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1  | Study Background and Purpose 

The current Clairemont community plan was approved in 1989, with six amendments incorporated since then.  The 

Clairemont community plan update process was initiated in 2016 to provide direction and guidance for future 

community growth and development. 

This ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ 

community character and managing change. The Mobility Element is one component of the community plan and 

directly correlates with the Land Use Element. This relationship supports the ability to plan and provide for a 

balanced, multimodal transportation network that can meet future community travel demands. Planned 

transportation networks will be identified in the Mobility Element, developed through an analysis of existing and 

future travel demands and transportation systems operations, and further shaped by community input. 

This Existing Conditions Report is the initial step towards updating the Mobility Element. This report provides an 

analysis of the existing physical and operational conditions related to the mobility system within the Clairemont 

community. The Clairemont mobility system consists of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit bus routes and 

stops, regional freeways, and local roadways. Each mode is discussed throughout the following chapters. This 

report also includes a description of the methodologies used to analyze each mode. 

1.2  | Study Location 

The Clairemont planning area includes approximately 9,000 acres in the center of the City of San Diego. The 

community is bound on the west by Interstate 5 (I-5) and on the east by Interstate 805 (I-805) and State Route 163 

(SR-163). The northern community boundary runs along SR-52.  The southern boundary generally follows Tecolote 

Canyon and the southern portion of Genesee Avenue.  Figure 1-1 displays the Clairemont community planning 

area within the San Diego region. 

Clairemont is comprised primarily of residential land uses, with commercial and industrial land uses scattered 

throughout the community.  Several topographic features ς including canyons and plateaus ς are present 

throughout the community, and can create challenges to mobility and accessibility. 
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Figure 1-1. Clairemont Community Vicinity 
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1.3  | Supporting Information 

Several previously-published planning documents will be used to guide the development of proposed 

improvements to the mobility network in Clairemont.  A more complete synopsis of these documents and their 

relationship to the Clairemont community are provided in Chapter 3.  Additionally, the proposed improvements 

included in the CPU will be incorporated into future local and regional planning efforts.  

1.4  | Community Plan Update Process 

A four-phased planning process is being undertaken for the Clairemont Mobility Element process as depicted in 

Figure 1-2 below.  

Figure 1-2. Community Plan Update Process 

 

Existing Conditions Assessment: This comprehensive existing conditions report was prepared for Clairemont 

addressing pedestrian, cycling, transit and vehicular systems and associated travel behaviors. Travel demands, 

deficiencies, opportunities and constraints were extensively analyzed and documented for each mode. 

Developing Recommendations: This phase will focus on identifying and crafting a vision for overall mobility in 

Clairemont, and then developing policy language and mobility network recommendations to help achieve the 

vision. TƘƛǎ ǇƘŀǎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ /ƛǘȅ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƪŜȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ 

Plan Development and Implementation Strategies: Following the development of a preferred network, the 

Mobility Element document will be initiated. The Mobility Element will summarize existing conditions and issues 

for each mode, supporting policies, and plan proposals. Implementation strategies will also be developed at this 

stage, including conceptual designs, project costing, project phasing and the identification of potential funding 

sources. 

Environmental Analysis: An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is anticipated for the Community Plan Update. The 

Transportation Section of the EIR will analyze and disclose potentially significant traffic impacts, as well as 

mitigation measures to lessen the impacts. The EIR will be circulated for a public review period to receive 
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comments. The project team will provide responses to the comments and identify and disclose any modifications 

to the Community Plan, if applicable, before being considered by City Council. 

1.5  | Organization of the Report 

Following this introductory chapter, the report is organized as follows: 

Á Chapter 2 describes the methodologies used to  analyze existing conditions of the Clairemont mobility 

network  

Á Chapter 3 summarizes planning documents relevant to the Clairemont Mobility Element 

Á Chapter 4 describes the existing conditions for the pedestrian and cycling environments, the transit 

system, and roadways and freeways. An overview of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM), airports, passenger rail, and goods movement within the 

community is also provided. 

Á Chapter 5 concludes with a summary of key mobility needs to be considered as the planning process 

moves forward. 
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2.0 ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The following section describes the processes and methodologies used for analyzing existing conditions for 

pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular network conditions within Clairemont. 

2.1  | Pedestrian Facilities Assessment 

Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using a variety of metrics which are described in more detail below. 

2.1.1  | PEDESTRIAN DEMAND 

¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻΩǎ Pedestrian Priority Model (PPM) was used to evaluate the relative pedestrian demand 

within the Clairemont community. The PPM evaluates pedestrian demand based on existing land use and other 

characteristics within the built environment.  The PPM determines demand based on three types of amenities: 

pedestrian trip attractors, trip generators, and trip detractors.  A summary of land uses and other amenities in 

each category is shown below in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1. Factors Contributing to Pedestrian Demand 

Category  Pedestrian Demand Factors 

Attractors 

Schools, Universities, Neighborhood Civic Facilities, 

Neighborhood and Community Retail, Parks and Recreation 

Facilities, Proximity to and Ridership at Transit Stops/Stations 

Generators 
Population and Employment Density, Age, Income, Disability 

Density, Mixed Land Density 

Detractors 
Collisions, Traffic Volumes, Traffic Speeds, Lack of Street 

Lighting, Barriers 
Source: City of San Diego (2017) 

Using the above factors, the PPM identifies pedestrian propensity land uses and population concentrations.  The 

PPM also considers factors indicating potential pedestrian barriers or safety issues. Using the PPM, high pedestrian 

demand areas were identified and are described in more detail in Section 4.1.1. 

The PPM was also used to determine the Pedestrian Study Area, which was used in the pedestrian quality and 

connectivity assessments.  A more thorough explanation of the approach used to assess pedestrian quality and 

connectivity is included in Section 2.1.3 and 2.1.4, respectively. 

2.1.2  | PEDESTRIAN SAFETY (INFORMATIONAL, ANALYZED FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS ONLY) 

In order to further understand existing pedestrian safety issues, a pedestrian safety assessment was performed.  

tŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǿŀǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ Ŏƻƭƭƛǎƛƻƴ Řŀǘŀ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻ tƻƭƛŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ 

Crossroads software (SDPD) and the University of California BerkelŜȅΩǎ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴƧǳǊȅ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ {ȅǎǘŜƳ 

(TIMS) for the period from January 2011 through December 2015.  Collisions from both SDPD and TIMS are 

geocoded and mapped to display the locations of pedestrian-involved collisions within Clairemont.  

The location and concentration of pedestrian-related collisions was taken into consideration when developing the 

Pedestrian Study Area, as locations with two or more collisions between 2011 and 2015 were included in the 
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pedestrian quality and connectivity assessments.  A map showing the spatial distribution of pedestrian-related 

collisions is also included. 

Several tables were also created to further understand pedestrian safety issues and trends within the community.  

These include high-frequency collision locations, cause of collisions, party at fault, and collision location types.  The 

collision location types are differentiated between intersection, midblock, and approaching/departaing.  Collisions 

that occurred within 100 feet of the center of the intersection, to account for vehicles that are queued at the 

intersection control, were identified as intersection collisions.  Collisions that occurred between 100 feet and 350 

feet from the center of the intersection were identified as approaching/departing collisions.  This net 250 feet is 

reflective of the stopping sight distance of a vehicle travelling at 35 mph.  Collisions that occurred at a distance 

over 350 feet away from the center of the intersection were identified as mid-block collisions. 

Sidewalk and crosswalk data was obtained from the City of San Diego and mapped to display locations of missing 

facilities within the community. The length of missing sidewalk and the number of missing crosswalks within the 

Pedestrian Study Area is also summarized. 

Each of the figures and tables mentioned above are located in Section 4.1.2. 

2.1.3  | PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT QUALITY EVALUATION (PEQE) 

A pedestrian quality assessment was performed to understand the overall quality of existing pedestrian facilities 

within the Pedestrian Study Area.  The Pedestrian Study Area includes areas which meet one or more of the 

following criteria: 

Á Existing Pedestrian Demand: areas with a PPM score that is one standard deviation above the 

community-specific mean 

Á Pedestrian Safety: locations with two or more pedestrian collisions over the previous five year period 

Á Proximity to Transit: areas within ½-mile of major transit stops1 

The quality of all existing pedestrian facilities (roadway segments, intersection crossings, and mid-block crossings) 

within the Pedestrian Study Area were evaluated using the Pedestrian Environment Quality Evaluation (PEQE) tool.  

Pedestrian facilities were assessed using the criteria described below in Table 2-2, and given a score of High, 

Medium or Low, based upon the following scoring system: 

Á Low: PEQE < 4 points 

Á Medium: PEQE = 4 ς 6 points 

Á High: PEQE > 6 points 

Exhibits showing the existing PEQE scores for facilities within the Pedestrian Study Area are included in Section 

4.1.3.  A more detailed table summarizing the PEQE scores for select pedestrian facilities within the Pedestrian 

Study Area are included in Appendix A-1.   

                                                      
1 Major transit stops are defined as stations containing a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit 
service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the 
morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 
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Table 2-2.  Pedestrian Environment Quality Ranking System 

Facility 
Type Measure Description/Feature Scoring 

Segment 

between two 

intersections 

Horizontal 

Buffer 

Between the edge of auto travel 

way and the clear pedestrian zone 

0 point:  < 6 feet 

1 point:  6 - 14 feet 

2 points:  > 14 feet 

Lighting  

0 point: below standard/requirement 

1 point:  meet standard/requirement 

2 points:  exceed standard/requirement 

Clear 

Pedestrian 

Zone 

рΩ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ 
0 point:  has obstructions 

2 points:  no obstruction 

Posted Speed 

Limit 
 

0 point:  > 40 mph 

1 point:  30 - 40 mph 

2 points:  < 30 mph 

Maximum 8 points 

Intersection ς 

Individual 

Crossing 

Physical 

Feature 

Enhanced/High Visibility Crosswalk  

Raised Crosswalk/Speed Table  

Advanced Stop Bar  

Bulb out/Curb Extension 

0 point:  < 1 feature per ped crossing 

1 point:  1 ς 2 features per ped crossing 

2 points:   >  2 features per ped crossing  

Operational 

Feature 

Pedestrian Countdown Signal 

Pedestrian Lead Interval 

No-Turn On Red Sign/Signal 

Additional Pedestrian Signage 

0 point:  < 1 feature per ped crossing 

1 point:  1 ς 2 features per ped crossing 

2 points:  >  2 features per ped crossing  

ADA Curb 

Ramp 
 

0 point:  no existing curb ramp 

1 point: existing curb ramp is below 

standard/requirement 

2 points:  curb ramp meets standard/requirement 

Traffic Control  

0 point: No control 

1 point: Stop sign controlled 

2 points: Signal/ Roundabout/Traffic Circle 

Maximum  8 points 

Mid-block 

Crossing 

Visibility  
0 point: w/o high visibility crosswalk 

2 points: with high visibility crosswalk 

Crossing 

Distance 
 

0 point: no treatment 

2 points: with bulb out or median pedestrian 

refuge 

ADA  

0 point:  no existing curb ramp 

1 point: existing curb ramp is below 

standard/requirement 

2 points:  curb ramp meets standard/requirement 
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Facility 
Type 

Measure Description/Feature Scoring 

Traffic Control  

0 point: No control 

1 point: Pedestrian Activated Warning Device (In-

pavement, RRFB, etc) 

2 points: Signal/Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon 

(HAWK) 

Maximum  8 points 
Source:  City of San Diego (2017)  
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2.1.4  | PEDESTRIAN NETWORK CONNECTIVITY 

Pedestrian network connectivity was evaluated within the Pedestrian Study Area as described above in Section 

2.1.3.    The Walkshed Ratio is calculated using the approach as described below. 

Walkshed Ratio 

Before assessing pedestrian network connectivity within the Pedestrian Study Area, the pedestrian network itself 

was developed.  The most current roadway GIS data, provided by SanGIS, was used as a base for developing the 

network.  Pedestrian connections including pathways through large parking lots, pathways within Mesa 

Community College, parks, trails, and walkways with shopping centers were manually added to the based network 

to more accurately reflect the existing pedestrian network.  Additionally, segments without pedestrian connections 

were manually removed. 

Using the pedestrian network, a Walkshed Ratio was calculated for study intersections within the Pedestrian Study 

Area. The Walkshed Ratio assesses the level of connectivity provided at each of the studied intersections within 

the Pedestrian Study Area.  The Walkshed Ratio was calculated by comparing the land area accessible within a ½-

mile pedestrian network buffer to the land areas accessible within a ½-mile as-the-crow-flies buffer.  The higher 

the Walkshed Ratio, the better the overall connectivity is at the intersection2.  The Walkshed Ratio utilizes the 

following formula: 

 

[ŀƴŘ !ǊŜŀ !ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ лΦр ƳƛƭŜ ǿŀƭƪǎƘŜŘ όŀŎǊŜǎύ

[ŀƴŘ !ǊŜŀ !ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ лΦр ƳƛƭŜ ŎǊƻǿ ŦƭƛŜǎ ōǳŦŦŜǊ όŀŎǊŜǎύ
 

 

An illustration of the variables that are used to 

compute a Walkshed Ratio is included in Figure 2-1.  

An overview of the existing Walkshed Ratio analysis 

for existing conditions at intersections within the 

Pedestrian Study Area is provided below in Section 

4.1.43.   

 

  

                                                      
2 65% is typically the highest Walkshed Ratio that can be achieved in even the most ideal communities (i.e. urban downtown 
settings with tight grid networks).  Therefore, any community with a connectivity ratio over 50% may be considered ideal. 
3 Future conditions will only show different results if new roadway or pedestrian facilities are identified as proposed 
improvements. 

Figure 2-1. Example Walkshed Ratio 
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2.2  | Bicycle Facilities Assessment 

Existing bicycle conditions were evaluated using a multi-faceted approach which is described in more detail below. 

2.2.1  | BICYCLE DEMAND  

The City ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻΩǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ 5ŜƳŀƴŘ Model (BDM) was used to evaluate facilities with high cycling demand or 

places warranting relatively higher considerations for bicycle infrastructure improvements within the Clairemont 

community. The BDM analyzes two components of demand: intra-community travel and inter-community travel. 

The Intra-community demand submodel is based on population characteristics combined with bicycle trip 

attractors and generators within the community. The inter-community demand model is based on higher intensity 

areas and their proximity to land uses typically associated with higher rates of cycling activity. A summary of land 

uses and other amenities in each category is shown below in Table 2-3. 

Table 2-3. Factors Contributing to Bicycling Demand 

Category  Cycling Demand Factors 

Attractors 

Schools, Universities, Neighborhood Civic Facilities, 

Neighborhood and Community Retail, Parks and Recreation 

Facilities, Proximity to and Ridership at Transit Stops/Stations 

Generators 
Population and Employment Density, Age, Income, Disability 

Density, Mixed Land Density 
Source: City of San Diego (2017) 

Using the BDM, high bicycling demand roadway segments were identified and are described in more detail in 

Section 4.2.1. 

The BDM was also used to determine the Bicycle Study Area, which is used in the bicycle quality and connectivity 

assessments.  A more thorough explanation of the approach used to assess bicycle quality and connectivity is 

included in Section 2.2.3 and 2.2.4, respectively. 

2.2.2  | BICYCLE SAFETY (INFORMATIONAL, ANALYZED FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS ONLY) 

In order to further understand existing bicycle safety issues, a bicycle safety assessment was performed.  Bicycle 

ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǿŀǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ Ŏƻƭƭƛǎƛƻƴ Řŀǘŀ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻ tƻƭƛŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ /ǊƻǎǎǊƻŀŘǎ 

ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ ό{5t5ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ .ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅΩǎ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀtion Injury Mapping System (TIMS) for the 

period from January 2011 through December 2015.  Collisions from both SDPD and TIMS were geocoded and 

mapped to display the locations of bicycle-involved collisions within Clairemont.  

The location and concentration of bicycle-related collisions was taken into consideration when developing the 

Bicycle Study Area, as locations with two or more collisions between 2011 and 2015 were included in the bicycle 

quality and connectivity assessments.  A map showing the spatial distribution of bicycle-related collisions is also 

included. 

Several tables were also created to further understand bicycle safety issues and trends within the community.  

These include: high-frequency collision locations, cause of collisions, party at fault, and collision location types.  

The collision location types are differentiated between intersection, midblock, and approaching/departaing.  
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Collisions that occurred within 100 feet of the center of the intersection, to account for vehicles that are queued at 

the intersection control, were identified as intersection collisions.  Collisions that occurred between 100 feet and 

350 feet from the center of the intersection were identified as approaching/departing collisions.  This net 250 feet 

is reflective of the stopping sight distance of a vehicle travelling at 35 mph.  Collisions that occurred at a distance 

over 350 feet away from the center of the intersection were identified as mid-block collisions. 

Each of the figures and tables mentioned above are located in Section 4.2.2. 

2.2.3  | BICYCLE FACILITY QUALITY 

This section describes the specific methodology used in the Bicycle Quality / Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) analysis. It 

consists of two sections: 

1. General Evaluation Criteria: Defines the general LTS evaluation criteria for all facility types, in accordance 

with methodology established by the Mineta Transportation Institute in its 2012 report, ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ 

Bicycling and Network Connectivity.έ4  

2. Key Assumptions: Provides more detail on the key assumptions employed in this analysis. 

General Evaluation Criteria 

As defined by the Mineta Institute and shown in Table 2-4, LTS utilizes four primary criteria depending on the 

facility type.  

Table 2-4: LTS Criteria by Facility Type 

Criterion Class I / IV 

Separated 
Facilities 

Class II  

Bicycle Lanes 

Class III and Other 

Shared Roadways 

Speed Limit or Prevailing Speed 

N/A 

(Generally assumed 

to be LTS 1) 

Å Å 

Street Width (Auto Lanes) Å Å 

Bike Lane/Parking Width Å  

Bike Lane Blockage Å  

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΣ pp. 17-21. 

Class I and Class IV Separated Facilities 

Traditional LTS presumes separated bicycle facilities to be LTS 1, the lowest level of stress, as they are physically 

separated from vehicular traffic and therefore unaffected by the auto-centric criteria listed in Table 2-5. As 

explained by the Mineta Institute:  

Bikeways that are physically separated from motor traffic have the lowest level of traffic 

stress between intersections, LTS 1. They include standalone paths as well as those that run 

alongside a road that may be called cycle tracks, sidepaths, or segregated lanes. Means of 

                                                      
4 http://transweb.sjsu.edu/project/1005.html  

http://transweb.sjsu.edu/project/1005.html
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physical separation from motor traffic include, but are not limited to, curbs, raised medians, 

parking lanes, and flexible bollards. 

This category includes shared-use paths as well as bicycling-only facilities. (While there can 

be some stress in sharing a path with pedestrians, it is not in the same class as traffic danger; 

it is more akin to congestion which can force a traveler to go slow, and, unlike traffic danger, 

is rarely a factor that keeps people from riding a bike.)5 

Class II Bicycle Lanes 

Striped Class II bicycle lanes can cover the entire range of LTS levels, and their evaluation depends upon the largest 

number of criteria. Table 2-5 shows the criteria for Class II lanes located alongside a parking lane, while Table 2-6 

shows the criteria for Class II lanes not located alongside a parking lane. As explained by the Mineta Institute: 

Bike lanes can exhibit the full range of traffic stress. Where they have ample width and are 

positioned on a road whose traffic is slow and simple (a single lane per direction), they can 

offer cyclists a low-stress riding environment. However, bike lanes can also present a high- 

stress environment when positioned on roads with highway speeds or turbulent traffic, or 

next to high-turnover parking lanes without adequate clearance.6 

!ǎǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ŀ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘΩǎ [¢{ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǿŜŀƪŜǎǘ ƭƛƴƪέ ŀƳƻƴƎ ŀƭƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΥ 

For any given segment, these criteria aggregate following the weakest link principle: the 

dimension with the worst level of stress governs. For this reason, traffic stress levels in the 

ǘŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǎŜ ƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά[¢{ Ҕ нΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ Ǉǳǘǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻǊ ƻƴ 

traffic stress at level 2. For example, iŦ ŀ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ǿƛŘǘƘ ƳŀǘŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ [¢{ Ҕ 

1, its prevailing speed matches LTS > 2, and its bike lane blockage matches LTS > 3, then the 

segment as a whole has LTS 3.7  

                                                      
5 ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ Transportation Institute, p. 17. 
6 ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ Transportation Institute, pp. 17-18. 
7 ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ ¢Ǌŀnsportation Institute, p. 18. 
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Table 2-5: LTS Criteria for Class II Bike Lanes alongside a Parking Lane 

Criterion LTS > 1 LTS > 2 LTS > 3 LTS > 4 

Street width 

(through lanes per direction) 

1 (no effect) 2 or more (no effect) 

Sum of bike lane and parking lane width 

(includes marked buffer and paved 

gutter) 

15 ft. or more 14 or 14.5 ft.* 13.5 ft. or less (no effect) 

Speed limit or prevailing 

speed 

25 mph or less 30 mph 35 mph 40 mph or more 

Bike lane blockage (typically 

applies in commercial areas 

rare (no effect) frequent (no effect) 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΣ ǇΦ муΦ 
Note: (no effect) = factor does not trigger an increase to this level of traffic stress. 
*     If speed limit < 25 mph or Class = residential, then any width is acceptable for LTS 2. 

 

Table 2-6: LTS Criteria for Class II Bike Lanes Not Alongside a Parking Lane 

Criterion LTS > 1 LTS > 2 LTS > 3 LTS > 4 

Street width 

(through lanes per direction) 

1 2, if directions are 

separated by a 

raised median 

more than 2, or 2 

without a 

separating 

median 

(no effect) 

Bike lane width (includes marked buffer 

and paved gutter) 

6 ft. or more 5.5 ft. or less (no effect) (no effect) 

Speed limit or prevailing 

speed 

30 mph or less (no effect) 35 mph 40 mph or more 

Bike lane blockage (typically 

applies in commercial areas 

rare (no effect) frequent (no effect) 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΣ p. 18. 
Note: (no effect) = factor does not trigger an increase to this level of traffic stress. 

Class III and Other Shared Roadways 

Class III and other shared roadways rely on two criteriaτstreet width and speedτas shown in Table 2-7. This 

evaluation applies both to segments specifically designated as Class III (often marked by signs and sharrows) as 

well as to all other local roadways that are not marked specifically for bicycles and are therefore implicitly shared. 

As explained by the Mineta Institute: 

Where cyclists share space on the road with motor traffic, level of traffic stress is assumed to 

ōŜ ǳƴŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎƛƎƴŀƎŜ όŜΦƎΦΣ ά.ƛƪŜ wƻǳǘŜέ ƻǊ ά{ƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ wƻŀŘέ ǎƛƎƴǎύΣ ǎhared-lane 

markings, or having a wide outside lane. Studies of shared-lane markings have shown that 
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they have a small beneficial effect but nothing comparable to the benefit of designating an 

exclusive bicycling zone by marking a bike lane.8 

Table 2-7: LTS Criteria for Class III Shared Roadways 

Speed Limit 

Street Width 

2-3 lanes 4-5 lanes 6+ lanes 

Up to 25 mph LTS 1 or 2 * LTS 3 LTS 4 

30 mph LTS 2 or 3 * LTS 4 LTS 4 

35+ mph LTS 4 LTS 4 LTS 4 
{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΣ p. 21. 
Note: Use lower value for streets without marked centerlines or classified as residential and with fewer than 3 lanes; use higher value otherwise. 

Key Assumptions 

Applying the general LTS methodology to the specific conditions of Clairemont requires several data sources and 

key assumptions.  The sources and key assumptions for each criterion are: 

Á Traffic Speed: The 85th percentile speed limit for vehicular traffic, gathered from field observation. 

Á Street Width (Auto Lanes): The number of auto through lanes in each direction, gathered from field 

observation as well as functional classification data. 

Á Bike Lane/Parking Width: Assumed standard widths of 5 feet for all Class II bicycle lanes and 8 feet for all 

parking lanes alongside Class II bicycle lanes. 

Á Bike Lane Blockage: This criterion is ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƛƴǘƻ άCǊŜǉǳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ άwŀǊŜΣέ ǿƛǘƘ άCǊŜǉǳŜƴǘέ 

generally applying only in busy commercial districts. Assumed άwŀǊŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ /ƭŀǎǎ LL ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜǎΦ 

2.2.4  | BICYCLE NETWORK CONNECTIVITY 

The overall connectivity of the bicycle network measures the accessibility it provides to the community, 

particularly to and from bicycle-oriented land uses. This is measured in two ways, both using the ArcGIS Network 

Analyst tool: 

1) Bikeshed Ratio 

2) Low-Stress Bicycle Connectivity 

¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŜǇ ƛǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

community. Table 2-8 identifies land use types associated with bicycle trip generators and attractors, as well as land 

uses that should not be considered in this evaluation.  These land uses aǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ .5aΩǎ LƴǘǊŀ-

community submodel, except where noted. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ун ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ½ƻƴŜǎ ό¢!½ǎύΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

bicycle study area the entire community of Clairemont.  

                                                      
8 ά[ƻǿ {ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣέ aƛƴŜǘŀ Transportation Institute, pp. 20-21. 
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Table 2-8: Bicycle Land Use Categories 

Generators Attractors Not Included as Bicycle Land Uses 

Residential Land 

Uses1 

Retail 

Office2 

Class I Bike Path Access Points 

Transit Stations 

Parks/Recreational Uses/Beaches 

Schools/College/ Universities 

Neighborhood Civic Uses 

Inter-community Access Points3 

Retail Catering to Automobiles/Automobile Services (car 

dealers, service stations, etc.) 

Passive or Low-Intensity Recreation (Golf Courses, 

etc.)/Open Space/Preserves 

Communications/Utilities Infrastructure 

Industrial/Warehousing/Junkyards/Landfills 

Agricultural 

Police/Fire Stations 

Military Base 
Source: City of San Diego (2017)  

Notes:   
1. The Intra-community BDM submodel includes population densities by various types, such as youth, bicycle commuters, and zero-

ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ since 
having all inputs by TAZs will facilitate GIS analysis processes.  

2. Office land uses were not included in the PPM or the BDM, but were deemed as possibly important at the community level. 
3. Inter-community Access Points were not included in the Intra-Community submodel since that facet of travel was modeled via the 

Inter-community submodel.  These connection points just outside the community were deemed as important attractions for this 
community-level connectivity assessment.  
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Bikeshed Ratio  

The Bikeshed Ratio measures overall bicycle connectivity from any given point, by comparing the area reachable 

Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ōƛƪŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ όǘƘŜ άōƛƪŜǎƘŜŘέύ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŀƴ άŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƻǿ ŦƭƛŜǎέ ŎƛǊŎƭŜ 

covering the same travel distance: 

 

!ǊŜŀ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ōȅ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ·

!ǊŜŀ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ Ϧŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƻǿ ŦƭƛŜǎϦ ōȅ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ·
 

 

A higher Bikeshed Ratio at a given point indicates that the network provides better overall bicycle connectivity 

from that location. Due to the presence of natural features and other constraints, 65% is typically the highest 

Bikeshed Ratio that can be achieved in even the most ideal communities. In general, any score over 50% is 

considered ideal. 

This analysis examined over 1,300 points ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪτincluding intersections between 

segments, as well as key inflection points along segmentsτto provide a comprehensive picture of the community 

bicycle connectivity. The analysis focused specifically on the area reachable between 0.25 miles and 1.0 mile from 

each point. (The inner area within 0.25 miles from each point was removed, as it is assumed to be dominated by 

pedestrian trips.) 

The ArcGIS Network Analyst tool conducted the core analysis using the Service Area function, by generating a 

doughnut-shaped (0.25-мΦл ƳƛƭŜύ άǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀŎƘŀōƭŜ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΦ 5ƛǾƛŘƛƴƎ 

that land area by the land area of a 0.25-мΦл άŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƻǿ ŦƭƛŜǎέ ŘƻǳƎƘƴǳǘ όмΣуупΦфр ŀŎǊŜǎύ ȅƛŜƭŘǎ ǘƘŜ .ƛƪŜǎƘŜŘ wŀǘƛƻ 

for each point. 

Low-Stress Bicycle Connectivity 

The Low-{ǘǊŜǎǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜǎ ŜŀŎƘ ¢!½Ωǎ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ǿƛŀ 

low-stress routes, characterized as LTS 1 or 2. The analysis assigns each TAZ a connectivity score based on the 

following ratio: 

 

bǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ¢!½ǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ Ǿƛŀ ƭƻǿπǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ ό[¢{ мκн ƻƴƭȅύ

bǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ¢!½ǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ Ǿƛŀ ŀƭƭ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ
 

 

The ArcGIS Network Analyst tool conducted the core analysis in two parts using the Closest Facility function, which 

creates the shortest available paths to/from each TAZ. The first analysisτproducing the numerator of the ratio 

aboveτconstrained the network to low-stress routes only (classified as LTS 1 or 2), with LTS 3 and 4 routes not 

only removed as potential pathways, but also acting as barriers to crossing. The second analysisτproducing the 

denominator of the ratio aboveτanalyzed paths between TAZs using the entire bicycle network, with potential 

routes unconstrained by high-stress paths.  

This results in each TAZ with bicycle land uses being assigned a percentage reflecting its level of connectivity to 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ¢!½Ωǎ ǿƛǘƘ bicycle land uses in the community. 
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2.3  | Transit 

Existing transit conditions were evaluated using a multi-faceted approach which is described in more detail below. 

2.3.1  | TRANSIT DEMAND 

Transit Ridership 

Transit demand is affected by both current ridership and potential ridership.  Transit demand was evaluated for all 

stations/stops within Clairemont by examining ridership data obtained from MTS and looking at commute mode 

share as reported in recent US Census Bureau data. 

Station Area Potential Ridership 

One of the primary factors that determines transit ridership is the proximity of stations to population and 

employment.  To determine the relative level of potential transit ridership within the community, a set of 

pedestrian walksheds was generated from both major and other transit stops.  A pedestrian walkshed of ½-mile 

was generated around major transit stops, and a ¼-mile walkshed was generated around all other transit stops.  

Each walkshed was then overlaid on top of population and employment data to determine the number of dwelling 

units and jobs within walking distance from each transit stop.   

Demographic data was obtained from the most recent United States Census information at the Census block level.  

Using this approach, housing data was obtained from the 2010 Census, and employment data was taken from the 

2014 American Community Survey (ACS). 

A summary of population and employment within walking distance of each transit stop is included below in Section 

4.3.1.  

2.3.2  | SAFETY NEAR A TRANSIT STOP/STATION (INFORMATIONAL, ANALYZED FOR EXISTING 

CONDITIONS ONLY) 

Historic collision data was analyzed within 500 feet of each transit station/stop.  Collision data was collected from 

a combination of sources ς including the City of San Diego PoliŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ /ǊƻǎǎǊƻŀŘǎ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ and the 

University of California, Berkeley Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) ς for the period from January 2011 

through December 2015. Collisions within Clairemont were mapped and taken into consideration when evaluating 

potential improvements near transit stations or stops. 

A map that displays the location of each pedestrian and bicycle collision, over the most recent five-year period, 

within 500 feet of each transit stop was produced and is included below in Section 4.3.2. 
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2.3.3  | TRANSIT QUALITY 

Station Quality: Presence of Amenities 

Transit stations and stops were reviewed to identify the presence or absence of the following amenities: 

Á Shelters 

Á Benches 

Á Trash Receptacles 

Á Station Signs 

Á Maps/Wayfinding 

Á Lighting 

Á ADA compliancy 

Table 2-9 outlines the standard amenities that should be provided at transit stations/stops based on the projected 

daily passenger boardings (across all routes), according to MTS bus stop features guidelines9. 

  

                                                      
9 Designing for Transit: A Manual for Integrating Public Transportation and Land Development in the San Diego Metropolitan 
Area.  San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB).  1993. 
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Table 2-9.  Transit Amenity Standards by Ridership Levels 

Amenity 
Daily Passenger Boardings by Station/Stop 

< 50  50 -100  101 -200  201 ς 500  > 500 

Sign and Pole  X X X X  

Built-in Sign      X 

Expanded Sidewalk    X X X 

Bench   X X X X 

Shelter    X X X 

Route Designations  X X X X X 

Time Table     X X 

Route Map    X X X 

System Map      X 

Trash Receptacle     X X 

Lighting    X X X 

ADA Compliant  X X X X X 
Source: Design for Transit, MTS (1993)  

Amenities by all stations/stops in the Clairemont study area are reported in Section 4.3.3, indicating station 

ridership levels and whether station amenity requirements are met.  

Station Quality: Transit Speeds 

On-time bus performance can be directly affected by vehicular traffic congestion along roadways serving bus 

routes. A roadway arterial speed analysis will be used to identify locations where on-time performance is currently 

underperforming, or may be impacted under future conditions, due to vehicular traffic congestion. To identify 

areas where roadway congestions affects transit on-time performance, an HCM arterial speed analysis was 

performed for all bus route serving roadways. 

Existing and future peak hour (AM and PM) arterial speeds and LOS are reported, by direction, for all study 

roadways serving bus routes. The information is presented in tabular and map formats in Section 4.4. 

2.3.4  | QUALITY CONNECTIONS TO TRANSIT 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǘŜƴǘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ά¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ 5ŜƳŀƴŘέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǳǎŜǊǎ 

(residents and employees) within the vicinity of each major stop/station, using a 0.25 mile pedestrian network 

walkshed and a 0.75 mile bicycle network traveled.   

The quality connections assessment draws from the quality walking analysis and quality cycling analysis results 

όǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅ άƘƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŘƛǳƳέ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ pedestrian analysis) to identify quality 

0.25 mile pedestrian and 0.75 mile bicycle networks surrounding major transit stations/stops. These distances 

were defined and based upon information in the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, Appendix U4 ς SANDAG 

Regional Transit Oriented Development Strategy, and represent a five-minute travel distance for pedestrians and 

cyclists. 
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A Quality Walk Ratio and a Quality Bicycle Ratio were then developed for each major transit station/stop and 

presented on a map using the following equations: 

vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ²ŀƭƪ wŀǘƛƻ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘҐ 
vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ²ŀƭƪƛƴƎ 5ƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ

/Ǌƻǿ CƭƛŜǎ .ǳŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ
 

vǳŀƭƛǘȅ .ƛƪŜ wŀǘƛƻ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘҐ 
vǳŀƭƛǘȅ .ƛƪŜ 5ƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ

/Ǌƻǿ CƭƛŜǎ .ǳŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ
 

The resulting Quality Walk Ratio from Transit and Quality Bicycle Ratio from Transit are presented on separate 

maps, for each major transit station/stop. 

2.4  | Vehicular System 

The vehicular system within the Clairemont community boundary will be assessed in both existing and future 

scenarios. The primary study area encompasses the Clairemont Community Planning Area and one segment and 

intersection beyond the boundary, where not separated by freeways and natural barriers, in order to capture 

potential transportation impacts to the adjacent communities associated with the Clairemont Community Plan 

Update.   

Roadway Segments: All Circulation Element designated roads, and approximately one segment beyond the 

community planning area were evaluated for a total of 43 roadway segments. 

Intersections:  All of the freeway ramp intersections that provide access to the community, and intersections 

where both streets meet one of the following conditions were evaluated: 

Á Four or more lanes; 

Á 3-lanes roadways carrying more than 15,000 ADT; or 

Á 2-lane roadways carrying more than 10,000 ADT. 

Additional intersections needed to conduct arterial analysis were also included for evaluation for a total of 50 

study area intersections. 

Freeway Segments:  All freeway segments within the Community Planning Area and one interchange beyond 

(approximately 12 bi-directional freeway segments) were also evaluated. 

2.4.1  | VEHICULAR DEMAND 

Existing demand was determined using a combination of data obtained from vehicular counts conducted in 

support of this project. 

2.4.2  | VEHICULAR SAFETY (INFORMATIONAL, ANALYZED FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS ONLY) 

Historic vehicular collision data was obtained from the /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻ tƻƭƛŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ /ǊƻǎǎǊƻŀŘǎ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ 

(SDPD) and the University ƻŦ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ .ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅΩǎ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴƧǳǊȅ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ό¢La{ύ for the period 

from January 2011 through December 2015. This data was geocoded and mapped to display vehicular collision 

locations in Clairemont. Additional focus was placed on these locations when considering vehicle-related 

improvements. 

Several tables were also created to further understand vehicular safety issues and trends within the community.  

These include high-frequency collision locations, cause of collisions, party at fault, and collision location types.  The 
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collision location types are intersection, midblock, and approaching/departing.  Intersection collisions were 

considered to have occurred within 100 feet of the center of the intersection to account for vehicles that are 

queued at the intersection control.  Approaching/departing collisions were considered to have occurred between 

100 feet and 350 feet from the center of the intersection.  This net 250 feet is reflective of the stopping sight 

distance of a vehicle travelling at 35 mph.  Collisions that occurred at a distance over 350 feet away from the 

center of the intersection were considered mid-block collisions. 

2.4.3  | VEHICULAR SYSTEM OPERATIONS - QUALITY 

Analysis of the vehicular systems ς roadways, intersections and freeways ς were prepared for this study in 

accordance with City of San Diego and SANTEC/ITE Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. The vehicular analysis provides 

an evaluation of vehicular operations at intersections and along roadway and freeway segments. A description of 

the methodologies employed to evaluate vehicular travel is outlined throughout this section. 

[ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό[h{ύ ƛǎ ŀ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ 

LOS A represents optimal conditions for the driver, while LOS F represents the worst. Table 2-10 describes 

generalized definitions of auto LOS A through F.  

Table 2-10.  Vehicular Level of Service Definitions 

LOS Characteristics 

A  

Primarily free-flow operation. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic 

stream. Controlled delay at the boundary intersections is minimal. The travel speed exceeds 85% of the base free-

flow speed.  

B  

Reasonably unimpeded operation. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and 

control delay at the boundary intersections is not significant. The travel speed is between 67% and 85% of the base 

free-flow speed.  

C  

Stable operation. The ability to maneuver and change lanes at mid-segment locations may be more restricted than 

at LOS B. Longer queues at the boundary intersections may contribute to lower travel speeds. The travel speed is 

between 50% and 67% of the base free-flow speed.  

D  

Less stable condition in which small increases in flow may cause substantial increases in delay and decreases in 

travel speed. This operation may be due to adverse signal progression, high volume, or inappropriate signal timing 

at the boundary intersections. The travel speed is between 40% and 50% of the base free-flow speed.  

E  

Unstable operation and significant delay. Such operations may be due to some combination of adverse signal 

progression, high volume, and inappropriate signal timing at the boundary intersections. The travel speed is 

between 30% and 40% of the base free-flow speed.  

F  

Flow at extremely low speed. Congestion is likely occurring at the boundary intersections, as indicated by high 

delay and extensive queuing. The travel speed is 30% or less of the base free-flow speed. Also, LOS F is assigned to 

the subject direction of travel if the through movement at one or more boundary intersections have a volume-to-

capacity ratio greater than 1.0.  
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (2010) 



Clairemont Community Plan Update  June 2017 
Mobility Element - Existing Conditions Report 
  

  
Page 22 

 
 

Roadway Segment Analysis 

Roadway segment level of service standards and thresholds provided the basis for analysis of arterial roadway 

segment performance. The analysis of roadway segment level of service is based on the functional classification of 

the roadway, the maximum capacity, roadway geometrics, and existing or forecast Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

volumes. Table 2-11 presents the roadway segment capacity and LOS standards utilized to analyze roadways 

evaluated in this report. 

These standards are generally used as long-range planning guidelines to determine the functional classification of 

roadways. The actual capacity of a roadway facility varies according to its physical and operational attributes. LOS 

D is considered acceptable for Mobility Element roadway segments in the City of San Diego. Often, a roadway 

segment that is analyzed to be LOS E or F based on theoretical capacity is found to operate acceptably in practice. 

In such cases, HCM arterial analysis may be conducted and utilized (or intersection analysis, if arterial analysis is 

not applicable) to provide a more accurate indication of LOS. 

Table 2-11.  City of San Diego Roadway Segment Daily Capacity and LOS Standards 

Roadway Classification Lanes 
Cross 

Section 

Level of Service 

A B C D E 

Freeway 8  < 60,000 < 84,000 
< 

120,000 

< 

140,000 

< 

150,000 

Freeway 6  < 45,000 < 63,000 < 90,000 
< 

110,000 

< 

120,000 

Freeway 4  < 30,000 < 42,000 < 60,000 < 70,000 < 80,000 

Expressway 6 
102 / 

122 
< 30,000  < 42,000  < 60,000  < 70,000  < 80,000  

Prime Arterial 6 
102 / 

122 
< 25,000  < 35,000  < 50,000  < 55,000  < 60,000  

Major Arterial 6 
102 / 

122 
< 20,000  < 28,000  < 40,000  < 45,000  < 50,000  

Major Arterial 4 78 / 98 < 15,000  < 21,000  < 30,000  < 35,000  < 40,000  

Collector (w/ two-way left 

turn lane) 
4 72 / 92 < 10,000  < 14,000  < 20,000  < 25,000  < 30,000  

Collector (w/ two-way left 

turn lane) 
3 64 / 92 < 7,500  < 10,500  < 15,000  < 19,000  < 22,500  

Collector (w/o two-way left 

turn lane) 
4 64 / 84 

< 5,000 < 7,000 < 10,000 < 13,000 < 15,000  
Collector (w/ two-way left 

turn lane) 
2 50 / 70 

Collector (no fronting 

property) 
2 40 / 60 < 4,000  < 5,500  < 7,500  < 9,000  < 10,000  

Collector (w/o two-way left 

turn lane) 
2 

40-

50/60-70 
< 2,500  < 3,500  < 5,000  < 6,500  < 8,000  
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Sub-Collector (single-family) 2 36 / 56 - - < 2,200  - - 
Source: City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, Table 2, Page 8, (1998) 

With input from City of San Diego Planning Deparment Mobility Staff, 2017 
1 Cross Section: Curb to Curb width (feet) / Right-of-way width (feet) 

Peak Hour Arterial Analysis 

The average travel speed is computed from the running time on the arterial segment(s) and the intersection 

approach delay. Average speed is strongly influenced by the number of signals per mile and the average 

intersection delay. On a given facility, factors such as inappropriate signal timing, poor progression, and increasing 

traffic flow can substantially degrade the arterial LOS. 

Table 2-12 shows the LOS thresholds used for the arterial speed analysis. The computerized analysis of arterial 

speed analysis was performed utilizing the Synchro 9.0 (2000 HCM methodology) traffic analysis software (by 

Trafficware, 2011). 

Table 2-12.  Arterial Analysis Level of Service Thresholds 

Arterial Class I II III 

Range of Free Flow Speed 

(mph)  

45 to 35 35 to 30 30 to 25 

Typical Free Flow Speed 

(mph)  

40 mph 33 mph 27 mph 

Level of Service 
Analysis 

Average Travel Speed 

A 35 30 25 

B 28 24 19 

C 22 18 13 

D 17 14 9 

E 13 10 7 

F < 13 < 10 < 7 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (2010) 

Peak hour arterial analyses will be conducted along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Balboa Avenue, Clairemont Drive, 

and Genesee Avenue. 

Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Standards and Thresholds 

This section presents the methodologies used to perform peak hour intersection capacity analysis, for both 

signalized and unsignalized intersections. The following assumptions were utilized in conducting all intersection 

level of service analyses: 

Á Pedestrian Calls per Hour: Obtained from existing pedestrian counts. 

Á Heavy Vehicle Factor: A heavy vehicle factor of two percent will be assumed for all intersections within 

the study area. Heavy vehicles are defined as vehicles with three or more axles.  Two percent is the 

standard, default heavy vehicle factor provided in HCM and Synchro 9.0 software. This number will be 

compared with vehicle classification count data collected in support of this project.  Any considerable 

deviations from 2% will be noted and included in the analysis. 
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Á Peak Hour Factor: Obtained from existing peak hour counts. 

Á Signal Timing: Obtained from existing signal timing plans (as of January 2017). 

Signalized Intersection Analysis 

The signalized intersection analysis utilized in this study conforms to the operational analysis methodology 

outlined in 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM. This method defines LOS in terms of delay, or more specifically, 

average control delay per vehicle (seconds/vehicle). 

The 2000 HCM methodology sets 1,900 passenger-cars per hour per lane (pcphpl) as the ideal saturation flow rate 

at signalized intersections based upon the minimum headway that can be sustained between departing vehicles at 

a signalized intersection. The service saturation flow rate, which reflects the saturation flow rate specific to the 

study facility, is determined by adjusting the ideal saturation flow rate for lane width, on-street parking, bus stops, 

pedestrian volume, traffic composition (or percentage of heavy vehicles), and shared lane movements (e.g. 

through and right-turn movements sharing the same lane). The LOS criteria used for this technique are described 

in Table 2-13. The computerized analysis of intersection operations will be performed utilizing the Synchro 9.0 

(2000 HCM methodology) traffic analysis software (by Trafficware, 2011). 

Table 2-13.  Signalized Intersection Level of Service HCM Operational Analysis Method 

Average Control 
Delay per Vehicle 

Level of Service (LOS) Characteristics 

<10.0  LOS A occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either progression is exceptionally 

favorable or the cycle length is very short. If it is due to favorable progression, most vehicles arrive 

during the green indication and travel through the intersection without stopping.  

10.1 ς 20.0  LOS B occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either progression is highly favorable or 

the cycle length is short. More vehicles stop than with LOS A.  

20.1 ς 35.0  LOS C occurs when progression is favorable or the cycle length is moderate. The number of 

vehicles stopping is significant, although many vehicles still pass through the intersection without 

stopping. 

35.1 ς 55.0  LOS D occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is high and either progression is ineffective or the 

cycle length is long. Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable.  

55.1 ς 80.0  LOS E occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is high, progression is unfavorable, and the cycle 

length is long. Individual cycle failures are frequent.  

>80.0  LOS F occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is very high, progression is very poor, and the cycle 

length is long. Most cycles fail to clear the queue.  
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (2010) 

Unsignalized Intersection Analysis 

Unsignalized intersections, including two-way and all-way stop controlled intersections were analyzed using the 

2000 HCM unsignalized intersection analysis methodology. The Synchro 9.0 software supports this methodology 

and will be utilized to produce LOS results. The LOS for a two-way stop controlled (TWSC) intersection is 

determined by the computed or measured control delay and is defined for each minor movement. The LOS for an 

all-way stop controlled (AWSC) intersection is determined by the computed or measured average control delay of 
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all movements. Table 2-14 summarizes the level of service criteria for unsignalized intersections. Consistent with 

City policy, LOS D will be used in this study as the minimum acceptable LOS for peak hour intersection operations. 

Table 2-14.  Level of Service Criteria for Stop Controlled Unsignalized Intersections 

Average Control Delay (sec/veh) Level of Service (LOS) 

<10.0 A 

10.1 ς 15.0 B 

15.1 ς 25.0 C 

25.1 ς 35.0 D 

35.1 ς 50.0 E 

>50.0 F 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (2010) 

Queuing analysis was also conducted at all of the study area off-ramps, congested and/or closely spaced 

intersections, and each metered freeway on-ramp during peak hours. 

Freeway/State Highway Level of Service Standards and Thresholds 

Freeway level of service analysis is based upon procedures developed by Caltrans District 11.   V/C and LOS was 

calculated along freeway segments only, excluding weave, diverge and merge movements.  Volume data was 

obtained from Caltrans Traffic Volumes on California State Highways (2015). Peak hour volumes are estimated 

from the aǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƘƻǳǊ όάYέύΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ όά5έύ and heavy vehicle όάHVέύ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ 5ŀƛƭȅ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ 

(ADT) volumes.The base capacities were assumed to be 2,350 passenger-car per hour per main lane (pc/h/ln) and 

1,800 pc/h/ln for auxiliary lane. A 0.92 peak-hour factor (PHF) is utilized for this analysis. 

The resulting V/C ratio is then compared to acceptable ranges of V/C values corresponding to the various levels of 

service for each facility classification, as shown in Table 2-15. The corresponding level of service represents an 

approximation of existing or anticipated future freeway operating conditions in the peak direction of travel during 

the peak hour. 

LOS D or better is used in this study as the threshold for acceptable freeway operations based upon Caltrans and 

the SANDAG Regional Growth Management Strategy (RGMS) requirements. 

Table 2-15.  Caltrans District 11 Freeway Segment Level of Service Thresholds 

LOS V/C Congestion/Delay Traffic Description 

Used for freeways, expressways and conventional highways 

"A" <0.41 None Free flow.  

"B" 0.42-0.62 None Free to stable flow, light to moderate volumes.  

"C" 0.63-0.79 None to minimal Stable flow, moderate volumes, freedom to maneuver 

noticeably restricted.  

"D" 0.80-0.92 Minimal to 

substantial 

Approaches unstable flow, heavy volumes, very limited freedom 

to maneuver.  

"E" 0.93-1.00 Significant Extremely unstable flow, maneuverability and psychological 

comfort extremely poor.  
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Used for conventional highways 

"F" >1.00  Considerable  Forced or breakdown flow. Delay measured in average travel 

speed (MPH). Signalized segments experience delays >60.0 

seconds/vehicle.  

Used for Freeways and Expressways 

άCлέ  1.01ς1.25  

Considerable (0-1 

hour delay)  

Forced flow, heavy congestion, long queues form behind 

breakdown points, stop and go.  

άCмέ  1.26-1.35  

Severe (1-2 hour 

delay)  Very heavy congestion, very long queues.  

άCнέ  1.36-1.45  

Very severe (2-3 hour 

delay)  

Extremely heavy congestion, longer queues, more numerous 

breakdown points, longer stop periods.  

άCоέ  >1.46  

Extremely severe (3+ 

hours of delay)  Gridlock.  
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (2010) 

Ramp Metering Analysis 

Ramp metering is a means of controlling the volume of traffic entering the freeway with the goal of improving the 

traffic operations and flow on the freeway main lanes. Freeway ramp meter analysis estimates the peak hour 

queues and delays at freeway ramps by comparing existing volumes to the meter rate at the given location. 

Meter rates used in the analysis were obtained from Caltrans. Ramp metering analysis to calculate delays at the 

study area freeway on-ramps were conducted based upon procedures outlined in the City of San Diego Traffic 

Impact Study Manual (1998). 

Ramp metering analysis is conducted at all freeway on-ramps with metering that provide primary freeway 

outbound access for the community (approximately 11 on-ramps). 

2.4.4  | VEHICULAR CONNECTIVITY 

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) was signed into law in September 2013, modifying the existing California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) by removing auto delay, level of service (LOS), parking and other vehicular capacity measures as 

metrics of transportation system impacts for mixed-use, infill or transit oriented development projects. Vehicle 

miles travelled (VMT) is considered the new analysis metric used to measure transportation impacts. VMT is a 

reflection of the land use type, intensity and location in relation to the capacity and roadway connectivity of the 

transportation network. It is also influenced by the availability and quality of multimodal facilities, and system 

operations. 
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3.0 REVIEW OF RELEVANT LOCAL PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS 

This chapter summarizes the planning documents used to guide and inform the development of future year 

circulation element alternatives for the Clairemont CPU.  Where appropriate, projects and policies which are 

identified in the following planning documents will be considered as proposed improvements in the CPU. 

The documents researched include City of San Diego plans and programs, regional planning documents, and local 

plans and projects as summarized below: 

Á City of San Diego General Plan ς Mobility Element (Last Amended June 2015) 

Á Clairemont Mesa Community Plan (1989) 

Á Clairemont Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan (2002) 

Á City of San Diego Capital Improvement Program (2015) 

Á City of San Diego Climate Action Plan (2015) 

Á City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan (2013) 

Á City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan (2006) 

Á Morena Boulevard Station Area Planning Study (2014) 

Á Morena Corridor Specific Plan (ongoing) 

Á Balboa Avenue Revitalization Action Program (2005) 

Á Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (ongoing) 

Á City of San Diego Traffic Unfunded Needs List (2016) 

Á SANDAG San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (2015) 

Á SANDAG San Diego Regional Bike Plan: Riding to 2050 (2010) 

Á Local Private Development Projects 

3.1  | City of San Diego Plans, Programs, and Projects 

City of San Diego General Plan ς Mobility Element 

Adopted in 2008 and amended in 2015Σ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻΩǎ General Plan Mobility Element identifies the 

proposed transportation network and strategies that have been designed to meet the future transportation needs 

generated by planned land uses in the General Plan.  The purpose of the Mobility Element is to improve mobility 

through development of a balanced, multi-modal transportation network.  The Mobility Element includes several 

programs, including but not limited:

Á Walkable Communities 

Á Transit 

Á Street and Freeway System 

Á Intelligent Transportation Systems 

Á Transportation Demand Management 

Á Bicycling 

Á Parking management 

Á Goods Movement/Freight 

Á Regional Coordination/Financing 

Á Passenger Rail 
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Within each of the above programs is series of policies designed to help achieve the goals of the program itself. 

Current Clairemont Mesa Community Plan 

Adopted in 1989, the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan includes a series of goals and recommendations that 

guided development in the community for the subsequent 28 years. The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan 

contains a series of goals and objectives established with input by the residents, property owners, and business 

owners of the Clairemont Mesa Community, and were also consistent with citywide policies and the time of its 

adoption. The objectives for transportation include: 

Á Improve the street systeƳ ŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊƛƴƎ 

adverse effects on existing residential, industrial and commercial uses and the open space system.  

Á Develop a bicycle system that will join parks and recreational areas, schools, and commercial activity 

centers in the community and the City.  

Á Provide an efficient and high level of public transit within and surrounding the community. Design and 

plan land uses that will support and make use of the future light rail transit.  

Á Enhance pedestrian circulation, particularly between higher density residential and commercial areas and 

to active and passive recreational facilities.  

Á 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƳŀƎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƛƎƴǎ 

along major streets.  

Á Minimize adverse noise impacts on major streets.  

 

The current Community Plan includes recommended changes to the arterial roadway, public transit, and bikeway 

systems within the Clairemont Mesa community.  The following projects are recommendations in the current 

community plan but have not yet been completed: 

Á Balboa Avenue: roadway widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes between I-5 and Clairemont Drive, modification 

of traffic signals, addition of a class II bike lane, and the addition of sidewalks. 

Á Genesee Avenue: Standard curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be constructed on Genesee Avenue from 

Sauk Avenue to north of Derrick Drive. Widen from five to six lanes between Derrick Drive and Mt. Alifan 

Drive as adjacent property develops or redevelops. Widen to four lanes with bike lanes from Boyd Avenue 

south to the community boundary. 

Á Morena Boulevard: Access from Morena Boulevard to I-5 should be improved. The current access route 

takes motorists from Morena to Clairemont Drive via Ingulf Street, impacting residential neighborhoods. 

Direct freeway access from Morena Boulevard to I-5 should be provided. A direct ramp from Morena 

Boulevard to Clairemont Drive should be developed to provide direct access to I-5. This would reduce the 

through traffic on adjacent residential streets attempting to access the freeway. 

Á Morena Boulevard at Tecolote Road: Modify intersection lane configurations to provide two northbound 

turn lanes, one southbound left-turn lane, one southbound through/right-turn lane, and an exclusive 

southbound right-turn lane. 

Á Knoxville Street: provide a connection to West Morena Boulevard.  The connection will also require the 

widening of Morena Boulevard from Knoxville Street to Tecolote Road, including the bridge over Tecolote 

Creek, to provide two northbound turn lanes, one southbound left-turn lane, one southbound 

through/right-turn lane, and an exclusive southbound right-turn lane. 

Á Mt. Alifan Drive: The roadway has been striped to 4-lanes per the community plan improvement, 

however on-street parking was removed in order to provide for the additional travel lanes and therefore 

has not met the provision of bike lanes and parking per the Street Design Manual. 
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Clairemont Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan 

Adopted in April 2002, the Clairemont Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) sets forth the major public 

facilities needs in several areas of transportation, including roadways, storm drains, traffic signals, and other 

facilities for the Clairemont Mesa community.  

The facilities included in the PFFP were anticipated to be needed over the next approximately 20 years when the 

ultimate build-out of the community is expected. The PFFP inventories the existing and needed facilities within the 

community, and the potential financing mechanisms to fund these facilities. 

The projects outlined in the Clairemont Mesa PFFP include modifications to several roadways, including Genesee 

Avenue, Morena Boulevard, Mt. Alifan Drive, and Balboa Avenue.  Since its adoption, many of these projects have 

been completed. The following projects have not yet been completed: 

Á Balboa Avenue: Between I-5 and Clairemont Drive, roadway widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes, 

modification of traffic signals, addition of a class II bike lane, and the addition of sidewalks. 

Á Genesee Avenue: From Sauk Avenue to 200 feet north of Derrick Drive, provide construction of standard 

curb, gutter, and sidewalks where these features do not currently exist 

Á Genesee Avenue: From Mt. Etna Drive to Mt. Alifan Drive, roadway widened from 5 lanes to 6 lanes, 

addition of class II bike lane within existing roadway right-of-way 

Á Genesee Avenue: From Boyd Avenue to southerly community boundary, roadway widened from 2 lanes 

to 4 lanes, addition of class II bike lane, and addition of sidewalk 

Á Morena Boulevard at Tecolote Road: Modify intersection lane configurations to provide two northbound 

turn lanes, one southbound left-turn lane, one southbound through/right-turn lane, and an exclusive 

southbound right-turn lane. 

Á Knoxville Street: roadway extended to intersect West Morena Boulevard, with a traffic signal included at 

the new intersection. 

These projects, their potential implications, and the funding mechanisms that enable their construction is 

important to consider when developing proposed improvements as part of the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan 

Update. 

City of San Diego Capital Improvements Program (CIP) 

The City of San Diego Capital Improvements Program (CIP) is the five-year plan for all individual capital 

improvement projects and funding sources. CIP projects are unique construction projects that provide 

improvements or additions such as land, buildings, and infrastructure.  

The CIP helps enhance the overall quality of life in the City by improving the physical structures, systems, and 

facilities that provide services to the community. CIP projects are generally large and expensive, and the assets 

they install, replace, or rehabilitate will likely be required for decades of public use. 

The following projects within Clairemont are identified in the CIP as being within the design, bid and award, or 

construction phase: 

Á Claremont Mesa Boulevard and Diane Avenue: upgrade curb ramps, install signal poles with signal mast 

arms for NB and SB traffic, install pedestrian countdown timers, upgrade vehicle heads, and install 

emergency vehicle preemption equipment (EVPE). 

Á Citywide Street Lights: involves installing new street lights to City of San Diego standards to enhance 

safety along existing roadways. 



Clairemont Community Plan Update  June 2017 
Mobility Element - Existing Conditions Report 
  

  
Page 30 

 
 

Á Sidewalk Repair and Replacement: involves sidewalk repair and replacement along various roadways. 

Á Sidewalk Installation: This project will install sidewalk, curb and gutter on the east side of Genesee 

Avenue from Chateau Drive to Sauk Avenue. 

Á Balboa Avenue Corridor Improvements: This project includes several improvements along Balboa 

Avenue.  Within the Clairemont community, this includes traffic signal modifications and ADA upgrades at 

intersections with Moraga Avenue, as well as the installation of median landscaping at Mt. Alifan/ Mt. 

Abernathy Avenue. 

Á Clairemont Boulevard and Genesee Avenue: Install (3) new signal mast arms; install near side head FSBT. 

City of San Diego Climate Action Plan 

Adopted in December 2015 and amended in July 2016Σ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻΩǎ Climate Action Plan (CAP) aims to 

reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to specific targets in the year 2020 and 2035.  The CAP aims to reduce 

emissions in part through a variety of improvements to existing vehicular, pedestrian, bicycling, and transit 

networks. It includes goals to create walkable and pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods and to promote active 

transportation and rapid transit systems. 

Several of the targets included in the CAP are related to performance within transit priority areas.  Per California 

{ŜƴŀǘŜ .ƛƭƭ тпо ό{. тпоύΣ ά¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀέ ƳŜŀƴǎ άŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƻƴŜ-half mile of a major transit stop that is 

existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a 

Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of 

CŜŘŜǊŀƭ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ  ! aŀƧƻǊ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ {ǘƻǇΣ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ŀlifornia Public Resources Code (CPRC) Section 

21064.3, means: a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail 

transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes each having a frequency of service of 15 

minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 

Among others, the CAP specifically identifies the following actions as targets which would reduce overall GHG 

emissions: 

Á Achieve mass transit mode share of 12% by 2020 and 25% by 2035 in Transit Priority Areas. 

Á Achieve walking commuter mode share of 4% by 2020 and 7% by 2035 in Transit Priority Areas. 

Á Achieve 6% bicycle commuter mode share by 2020 and 18% mode share by 2035 in Transit Priority Areas. 

Á Retime 200 traffic signals by 2020. 

Á Install roundabouts at 15 intersections by 2020 and an additional 20 intersections by 2035. 

Á Reduce average vehicle commute distance by two miles through implementation of the General Plan City 

of Villages Strategy by 2035. 

The CAP also identifies the following supporting measures for walking, biking, and transit: 

Á Implement bicycle improvements concurrent with street re-surfacing projects, including lane diets, green 

bike lanes, sharrows, and buffered bike lanes. 

Á Implement a bicycle sharing ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǿƛǘƘ 5ŜŎƻ.ƛƪŜǎΦ wŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ άм ƳƛƭŜέ barrier gap by ensuring that 

further expansion of the bike share program is designed and implemented to reduce the distance needed 

to travel between transit stops and destinations. 

Á Identify and address gaps in thŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ 

ŎǊƻǎǎƛƴƎǎΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ tŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΦ 

Á !ŘƻǇǘ /ƛǘȅ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ {!b5!DΩǎ ŦƻǊǘƘŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƳƛƭŜκƭŀǎǘ ƳƛƭŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ {ŀŦŜ wƻutes to 

Transit strategies in Transit Priority Areas. 
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Á Coordinate pedestrian counting programs with SANDAG and SDSU Active Transportation Research 

Programs. 

Á 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ tŀǊƪƛƴƎ tƭŀƴ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǳƴōǳƴŘƭŜŘ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎέ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƴǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

residential sectors in urban areas. 

Á Prepare a Commuter Report with measures to increase commuting by transit for City employees. 

Á Achieve better walkability and transit-supportive densities by locating a majority of all new residential 

development within Transit Priority Areas. 

Á Develop a new priority ranking for capital improvement projects in Transit Priority Areas that will be 

integrated into Council Policy 800-14, Community Development Block Grant and other grant 

opportunities, and Public Facilities Financing Plans.  

Á In addition to commuting, implement infrastructure improvements including άŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎέ ǘƻ 

facilitate alternative transportation modes for all travel trips. 

Á The most recent version of the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 

CalEnviroScreen tool will be used as one method to identify and help prioritize, when possible, 

underserved communities in census tracts ranking in the top 30% of CalEnviroScreen scores, which may 

be locally normalized, for transit-related infrastructure improvements and capital improvements. 

City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan 

!ŘƻǇǘŜŘ ƛƴ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмоΣ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ 5ƛŜƎƻΩǎ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ (BMP) presents a vision for bicycle 

transportation, recreation and quality of life in San Diego. TƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ нллу DŜƴŜǊŀƭ tƭŀƴΩǎ 

mobility, sustainability, health, economic, and social goals. The bicycle network, projects, policies, and programs 

included in the Bicycle Master Plan provide the City with a strong framework for improving bicycling through 2030 

and beyond.  

The goals of the BMP are to create: 

Á A city where bicycling is a viable travel choice, particularly for trips of less than five miles 

Á A safe and comprehensive local and regional bikeway network 

Á Environmental quality, public health, recreation and mobility benefits through increased bicycling 

The BMP proposes the following key bicycle facilities within the Clairemont community planning area: 

Á Class I bike path south of SR-52 between I-5 and I-805, eventually connecting with the Kearny Mesa and 

Tierrasanta communities 

Á Bicycle boulevard connecting Regents Road and Linda Vista Road via Luna Avenue, Coconino Way, 

Merrimac Avenue, Appleton Street, Lehrer Drive, Ensign Street, Conrad Avenue, Limerick Avenue, 

Chandler Drive, Hathaway Street, Petit Street, Auburndale Street, Beagle Street, and Stalmer Street.  This 

also includes a spur connection to Genesee Avenue at Auburndale Avenue along Marlesta Drive. 

Á Bicycle boulevard connecting Clairemont Drive and Genesee Avenue via Field Street, Mt. Acadia 

Boulevard, Acworth Avenue, and Boyd Avenue. 

Á Bicycle boulevard connecting Balboa Avenue to Mesa College Drive via Eckstrom Avenue and Ashford 

Street. 

Á Class II bicycle facility along Clairemont Drive from Mission Bay to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard (portions of 

which have can be Class III facilities if needed) 

Á Class II Bicycle facility along Morena Boulevard connecting from Linda Vista Community to Avati Drive. 

North of Avati Drive to Jutland is designated Class II or III whichever facility is feasible. 

Á Class II bicycle facility along Genesee Avenue from Linda Vista Community to University City (SR-52) 
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Several of the bicycle facilities identified above have been either partially or completely implemented.  These 

include facilities along Genesee Avenue, Clairemont Drive, and Morena Boulevard.  Bicycle facilities which have not 

been implemented to any extent will be considered as proposed improvements in the Clairemont Community Plan 

Update. 

Existing and planned bicycle facilities per the BMP are shown below in Figure 3-1.  Table 3-1 includes a description 

and example of each bicycle facility type10. 

                                                      
10 Source: City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan (2013) 
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Table 3-1.  Overview of Bicycle Facility Types 

  
































































































































































































































































































































