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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 | Study Background and Purpose

Thecurrent Clairemontcommunity plan waspprovedin 1989,with six amendmenticorporated sincehen. The
Clairemontcommunity plan update process was initiatedidl6 to provide direction and guidance for future

community growth and development.

ThsdzLJRF 6 SR LIX Iy |faz2 asSNBSa (2 RSaAONAGS GKS O2YYdzyAdeéQa
community character and managing change. The Mobility Element ismnpanent 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

transportaion 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 gtepards updating the Mobility Element. This report provides an
analysis of the existing physical and operational conditions related to the mobility system witl@haiihemont
community. TheClairemontmobility system consists of pedestrian and bicychilitées, 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

TheClairemontplanning area includes approximatéy000 acres in the centaf the City of San Diegdhe
community is bound on the west by Interstate Sjland on the east binterstate 805 @805) andState Route 163
(SR163). The northern community boundary runsmd) SR52. The southern boundary generally follows Tecolote
Canyon and the southern portion of Genesee Averkigurel-1 displays theClairemontcommunity planning

area within the San Diego region.

Clairemontis comprised primarily of residential land uses, with commercial and industrial land uses scattered
throughout the community. Several topographic featuggacluding canyons and plateagsare present
throughout the community, and can create challeng@snobility and accessibility.
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Figurel-1. ClairemontCommunity Vicinity
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1.3 | Supporting Information

Severapreviouslypublishedplanning documents will be used to guide the development of proposed
improvements to the mobility network i€lairemont A more complete synopsis of these documents and their
relationship to theClairemontcommunity are provided in Chapter 2dditionally, the proposed improvements
included in theCPUwill be incorporated into futurdocal and regiongblanning efforts

1.4 | Community Plan Updat@rocess

A fourphased planning process is being undertaken forGteremontMobility Element process as depictéed
Figurel-2 below.

Figurel-2. CommunityPlanUpdate Process

Community Outreach and Participation

S
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.. Developing Environmental
Conditions g and .
Recommendations . . Analysis

Assessment Implementation Strategies

Existing Conditions Assessmerithis comprehensive existing conditions report was prepare@faremont
addressing pedestrian, cycling, transit and vehicular systems and associated travel behaviors. Travel demands,
deficiencies, opportunities and constraints were extensively analgpeddocumented for each mode.

Developing Recommendationg his 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

visionn KAa LIKFasS gAft 0SS &dzZIRNISR o6& aAiAayAFAOLyld O2YYdzy Al

Plan Development and Implementation StrategieSollowing the development of a preferred network, the

Mobility Element document will be initiated. €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 andkethtification of potential funding
sources.

Environmental AnalysisAn Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is anticipated for the Community Plan Update. The
Transportation Section of the EIR will analyze and disclose potentially significant traffic inapagtd] 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, &pplicable, before being considered by City Council.

1.5 | Organization of the Report

Following this introductory chaptethe report is organized as follows:

A Chapter 2describes the methodologiassedto analyze existing conditions tfe Clairemontmobility
network

A Chapter 3summarizes planning documents relevant to BlairemontMobility Element

A Chapter 4describes the existing conditions for the pedestrian and cycling environments, the transit
system, and roadways and freeways. overview of Intelligent fAnsportation Systems (ITS),
Transportation Demand Management (TDM), airports, passenger rail, and goods movement within the
communityis also provided

A Chapter 5 concludes with a summary of key mobility needs to be considered as the planning process
movesforward.
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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 wili@miremont

2.1 | PedestrianFacilities Assessment

Existing pedestrian conditiomgere evaluatedusing avariety of metricsvhichare described in more detail below.

2.1.1 | PEDESTRIAXEMAND

¢KS / Al@& 2PEdedtriaryPridrity Balel (PRMjsusedto evaluate the relative pedestrian demand
within the Claremont community. ThePPM 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:
pedestriantrip attractors,trip generators, andrip detractors A summary of land uses and other amenities in
each category is shown belowTiable2-1.

Table2-1. Factors Contributing to Pedestrian Demand

Category Pedestrian Demand Factors

Schools, Universities, Neighborhood Civic Facilities,
Attractors Neighborhood and Community Retail, Paaksl Recreation
Facilities Proximity toand Ridership alransit Stops/Stations

Population and Employment Density, Age, Income, Disability
Generators ) ) )
Density, Mixed Land Density

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

Lighting, Barriers
Source: City of San Die(®917)

Using the above factors, the PPM identiffedestrian propensity land uses and population concentratiohise
PPM also considefactors indicating potential pedestrian barriers or safety issusing the PPM,igh pedestrian
demand areasvereidentifiedand are described in more detail 8ection 4.1.1

The PPM was also used to determine Bredestrian Study Areavhichwas used in the pedestriaguality and
connectivity assessment# more thorough explanation of the approach used to assess pedestrian quality and
connectivity is included iBection 2.1.3and 2.1.4, respectively.

2.1.2 | PEDESTRIAN SAFENFQGRMATIONAL, ANAEDZOR EXISTING CIONINS ONLY)

In order to further understand>dasting pedestrian safety issues, a pedestrian safety assessmaperformed.

t SRSAUNRIY alFSde ¢l a SOltdad GSR dzaAy3a O2fttAarazy RIGE
Crossroads software (SDPD) and the University of California8eérk@la ¢ N> ya L2 NI F GA 2y Ly 2dzNE

(TIMS) for the period from January 2011 through December 2Q@t#lisions from both SDPD and TIM&
geocoded and mapped to displéhye locations ofpedestriarinvolved collisios within Clairemont

The locatiorand concentration of pedestriarelated collisionsvastaken into consideration when developing the
Pedestrian Study Areas bcations with two or more collisions between 2011 and 20&se included in the

The City of Pages
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pedestrian quality and connectivity assessmersmap showing the spatial distribution of pedestriaatated
collisions is also included.

Several tables were also created to further understand pedestrian safety issues and trends within the community.
These includ@igh-frequency collision locationsause of collisiongarty at fault, and collision location type$he
collision location types ardifferentiated betweenintersection, midblockand approacling/departaing Collisions

that occurred within 100 feet of the center of the intersectjdga account for vehicles that are queued at the
intersection control were identified as intersection collisian€ollisionsthat occurred between 100 feet and 350

feet from the center of the intersectiowere identified as approaching/departing collisiorkhis 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 weatentified asmid-block collisions.

Sdewalk andcrosswalldatawasobtained from the City of San Diegad mappedo display locations of missing
facilities within thecommunity. The length of missing sidewalk and the numbenu$singcrosswalksvithin the
Pedestrian Study Arda also summarized

Eachof the figures and tables mentioned above are locate8dation 4.1.2

2.1.3 | PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMBRUALITWRBLUATION (PEQE)

A pedestrian quality assessment was performed to understand the overall quality of existing pedestrian facilities
within the Pedestria Study AreaThe Pedestrian Study Ara@ecludes areas which meet one or more of the
following criteria:

A Existing Pedestrian Demandreas with a PPM score that is one standard deviation above the
community-specific mean

A Pedestrian Safetylocations withtwo or morepedestrian collisions over the previofige year period

A Proximity to Transti areas withinzmile of major transit stop's

The quality of aléxistingpedestrian facilities (roadway segments, intersectimossing, and midblock crossings)
within the Pedestrian Study Aregere evaluated using the Pedestrian Environment Quality Evaluation (PEQE) tool.
Pedestrian facilities were assessed using the criteria described belbabla2-2, and given a score éfigh,
Medium or Low, based upon the following scoring system:

A Low PEQE 4 points

A Medium PEQE 4¢ 6 points

A High PEQE 6 points

Exhibits showing the existiPEQEcores for facilities within the Pedestrian Study Area are includ&edation
4.1.3 A more detailed table summarizing tREQE scosdor selectpedestrian facilieswithin the Pedestrian
Study Areare included iPAppendixA-1.

1 Major transit stops are defined as stationsntaining 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 minutesdorilegshe
morning and afternoon peak commute periods.
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Facility

Table2-2. Pedestrian Environment Quality Ranking System

Measure

Description/Feature

Scoring

Type

0 point: < 6 feet

Horizontal Between the edge of auto travel )
) 1 point: 6- 14 feet
Buffer way and the cleapedestrian zone .
2 points: > 14 feet
0 point: below standard/requirement
Lighting 1 point: meet standard/requirement
Segment . .
2 points: exceed standard/requirement
between two
) . Clear ) )
intersections . 0 point: ha®obstructions
Pedestrian pQ YAYAYdzy ) )
2 points: no obstruction
Zone
0 point: > 40 mph
Posted Speed .
o 1 point: 30-40 mph
Limit .
2 points: < 30 mph
Maximum | 8 points
Enhanced/High Visibility Crosswal . )
) ) 0 point: < 1 feature per ped crossing
Physical Raised Crosswalk/Speed Table . )
1 point: 1¢ 2 features per ped crossing
Feature Advanced Stop Bar . )
) 2 points: > 2 features per ped crossing
Bulb out/Curb Extension
Pedestrian Countdown Signal ) )
. ) 0 point: <1 feature per ped crossing
Operational Pedestrian Lead Interval ) )
) i : 1 point: 1¢ 2 features per ped crossing
Intersectiong | Feature No-Turn On Red Sign/Signal ) )
o . ) . 2 points: > 2 features per ped crossing
Individual Additional Pedestrian Signage
Crossing 0 point: no existing curb ramp
ADA Curb 1 point: existing curb ramp is below
Ramp standard/requirement
2 points: curb rampmeets standard/requirement
0 point: No control
Traffic Control 1 point: Stop sign controlled
2 points: Signal/ Roundabout/Traffic Circle
Maximum | 8 points
o 0 point: w/o high visibility crosswalk
Visibility . I -
2 points: with high visibility crosswalk
) 0 point: no treatment
Crossing . _ _ )
) ) 2 points: with bulb out or median pedestrian
Mid-block Distance
) refuge
Crossing - —
0 point: no existing curb ramp
1 point: existing curb ramjs below
ADA p -g &
standard/requirement
2 points: curb rampmeets standard/requirement
The City of Page7
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.'I:.%g'ty Measure Description/Feature Scoring
0 point: No control
1 point: Pedestrian Activated Warning Device (|

Traffic Control pavement, RRFB, etc)

2 points: Signal/Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon
(HAWK)

Maximum 8 points

Source City of San Diego (2017)
The City of " Page8
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2.1.4 | PEDESTRIAN NETWOGKNECTIVITY

Pedestrian network connectivity was evaluatedhin the Pedestrian Study Area as described abogeiction
2.1.3 The Walkshed Ratis calculated usinghe approachas describedbelow.

Walkshed Ratio

Beforeassessing pedestrian network connectivitighin the Pedestrian Study Area, the pedestrian network itself
was developed The most current roadway GIS data, provided by SanGIS, was used as a beselfming the
network. Pedestrian connectionscluding pathways througlarge parking lotspathways within Mesa
Community Colleggparks trails, andwalkways withshopping centersvere manually added to th&ased network

to more accurately reflect the existimgedestrian netwok. Additionally segments without pedestrian connections
were manually removed.

Using thepedestriannetwork, a Walkshed Ratio was calculated for study interseatioithin the Pedestrian Study
Area.The WalkshedRatioassesses the level of connectivityopided at eactof the studiedintersectiors within

the Pedestrian Study ArealrheWalkshed Ratiovas calculated by comparing the land area accessible within a
mile pedestrian network buffer to théand areas accessible withir/amile asthe-crow-fliesbuffer. The higher
the WalkshedRatio, the better the overall connectivity is at the intersecfioihe Walkshed Ratio utilizes the
following formula:

<

¢
zZ

&
(@
O«
w
Qx

A4A0fS GAGKAY | nop YAES

[FYR ! NBI | O03aaA0tS G6AGUKAY | ndp YAftS ONRS

An illustration of the variables thare used to Figure2-1. Example Walkshed Ratio

compute a Walkshed Ratio is included-igure2-1.

An overview of the existing Walkshed Ratio analysis
for existing conditions at intsections within the
Pedestrian Study Area is provided below in Section
4.14°

Walkshed Buffer (Acres)
Crow Flies Buffer (Acres)

265% 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 connigctiatio 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.
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2.2 | Bicyle Facilities Assessment

Existing bicycle conditions were evaluated using a Hfatteted approachvhichis described in more detail below.

2.2.1 | BICYCLEEMAND

TheCity2 ¥ { I y 5 A S 32 QModel RDMEwasusedide8alaate/fatilities with high cycling demaod
places warranting relatively higher considerations for bicycle infrastructure improvemséifis the Clairemont
community. The BDManalyzes two componestof demand: intracommunity travel and intecommunity travel.
The Intracommunity demand submodé& based ompopulation characteristiccombined with bicycle trip
attractors and generatorithin the community. The intecommunity demand model is based higherintensity
areasand theirproximity to land uses typically associated with higher rates of cycling aciviymmary of land
uses and other amenities in each category is shown beldvalie2-3.

Table2-3. Factors Contributing to Bicycling Demand

Category Cyclingdemand Factors

Schools, Universities, Neighborhood Civiclfasi,
Attractors Neighborhood and Community Retail, Paaksl Recreation
Facilities Proximity toand Ridership afransit Stops/Stations

Population and Employment Density, Age, Income, Disability
Generators

Density, Mixed Land Density
Source: City of San Die917)

Using theBDM high bicyclingdemandroadway segmentwere identified and are described in more detail in
Section 42.1.

TheBDMwas also used to determine thgicycleStudy Areawhichisused in thebicyclequality and connectivity
assessmentsA more thorough explanation of the approach used to asbéasglequality and connectivity is
included inSection 22.3 and2.2.4, respectively.

2.2.2 | BICYCLE SAFETY (RWATIONAL, ANALYZEDR EXISTING CONDNS ONLY)

In order to further understand existinbicycle safety issues, a bicycle safety assessment was performed. Bicycle
alr¥Sde o+ a SOrfdad G6GSR dzaay3da O2ttAarazy RIEGE 200K AYSR FTNR'
a2F06FNB 6{5t50 |yR (KS ! yA @ StNdElduiyMappifig Systefn TAIS)Ndythe: . SNJ S
period from January 2011 through December 20Csllisions from both SDPD and TIMS wgrecoded and

mapped to displayhe locations of bicycknvolved collisios within Clairemont

The location and concentratioof bicyclerelated 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 $phigtaibution of bicyclerelated collisions is also
included.

Several tables were also created to further understand bicycle safety issues and trends within the community.
These include: higfrequency collision locations, cause of collisions, partyaltfand collision location types
The collision location types are differentiated between intersection, midblock, and approaching/departaing.

The City of Pagel0
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Collisions that occurred within 100 feet of the center of the intersection, to account for vehicles thateued)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 reflectiveof 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 asihodk collisions.

Each of the figures and tables mentioned above acatied inSection 4.2.2

2.2.3 | BICYCLE FACILITY IQUA

This section describes the specific methodology used iBtbgcleQuality /Level of Traffic Stress (LBRplysis. It
consists of two sections:

1. General Evaluation CriteridDefines the general LTS evaluation criteria for all facility types, in accordance
with methodology established by tHdineta Transportation Institutén its 2012 eport, a [ 2 ¢ { (i NS & &
Bigycling and Network Connectivigy.

2. KeyAssumptions:Provides more detil on the key assumptions employed in this analysis.

General Evaluation Criteria

As defined by the Mineta Institute and shownTiable2-4, LTS utilizs four primary criteria depending on the
facility type.

Table2-4: LTS Criteria by Facility Type

Criterion Class |/ IV Class Il Class Ill and Othe
Separated Bicycle Lanes Shared Roadway
Facilities

SpeedLimit or Prevailing Speed A A

Street Width (Auto Lanes) N/A A A

] ] ] (Generally assumed
Bike Lane/Parking Width A
to be LTS 1)
Bike Lane Blockage A

{2dz2NDSY a[26 {GNBaa .AOe0fAyd YR bSippaml /2yySOuArdrueszé aAySit
Class | 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 fromvehiculartraffic and therefore unaffected by the autwentric criteria listed imable2-5. As
explained by the Mineta Institute:

Bikeways that are physically separated from motor traffic have the lowest level of traffic
stress letween 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.gsu.edu/project/1005.html
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physical separation from motor traffic include, but are not limited to, cudised medians,
parking lanes, and flexible bollards.

This category includes sharede paths as well as bicycliogly facilities. (While there can

be some stress in sharing a path with pedestrjatns not in the same class as traffic danger;

it is moreakin 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.)

Class Il Bicycle Lanes

Striped Class Il bicycle lanes can cover the entire range of LTS levels, and thafioevdepends upon the largest
number of criteriaTable2-5 shows the criteria for Class Il lanes located alongside a parking lane Tahie2-6
shows the criteria for Class Il lanest located alongside a parking lane. As explained by the Mineta Institute:

Bike lanes can exhibit the full range of traffic stress. Where they have amgth and are
positioned on a road whose traffic is slow and simple (a single lane per direction), they can
offer cyclists a lovstress riding environment. However, bike lanes can also present-a high
stress environment when positioned on roads with Wigl speeds or turbulent traffic, or

next to highturnover parking lanes without adequate cleararice.

1 3aA3yAy3 |+ a4383vSydoa [¢{ fS50St NBldANBa ARSYGATFeAY3 O

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

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

GroftSa GKIFG F2ft2¢ dzasS y2GlFiA2ya adzOK & a[¢{ B HZ
traffic stress at level 2. Forexampi®, i I 4S3YSyiQa &A0GNBSi 6ARGK YI i0KSa
1, its prevailing speed matches LTS > 2, and its bike lane blockage matches LTS > 3, then the

segment as a whole has LTS 3.

s5¢[ 26 {GNB&aa . AO0&OfAy3 | yfanspoBaiiach mliute, p.2H Yy SOGASAGEZE aAySil
sg[ 26 {GNB&a . AO08OfAYy3I | yanspoBaiich haiute, p2 VIFSOG A SA G ¢ arySil
Ta[ 26 {GNB&A . AO8OfMFAEI & NiRnspodyiGaiRINde NI28/ v S O
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Table2-5: LTCriteriafor Class IBike Laneslongsidea Parking Lane

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

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

(through lanes per direction)

Sum of bike lane and parking lane wid 15ft. or more 14 or 14.5 ft.* 13.5ft. orless (no effec)

(includes marked buffer and paved

gutter)

Speed limit or prevailing 25 mph or less 30 mph 35 mph 40 mph or more
speed

Bike lane blockage (typically rare (no effect) frequent (no effect)

applies in commercial areas
{2d2NDOSY apPaOfaMBaEyYR bSGig2N] /2yySOGAgAGeze aAySial ¢NIyaLRNIFGA2Yy |
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 acceptableZor LTS

Table2-6: LTSCriteria forClass IBike LanedNot Alongside a Parking Lane

Criterion LTS >3 LTS >4
Street width 1 2, if directions are | more than 2, or 2| (no effect)
(through lanes per direction) separated by a without a
raised median separating
median
Bike lane width (includes marked buffg 6 ft. or more 5.5 ft. or less (no effect) (no effect)

and paved gutter)

Speed limit or prevailing 30 mph or less (no effect) 35 mph 40 mph or more
speed
Bike lane blockage (typically rare (no effect) frequent (no effect)

applies in commercial areas
{2d2NDOSY a[ 26 {GiNBaa .A0@0tAy3d yR bSi{psi8N)] /2yySOGABAGe&zZe aAySial ¢ NI
Note: (no effect) = factor does not trigger iagrease to this level of traffic stress.

Class lll and Other Shared Roadways

Class Il and other shared roadways rely on two critesimeet width and speed as shown inrable2-7. This

evaluation applies both to segments specifically designated as Class Ill (often marked by signs and sharrows) as
well as to all other local roadways that are not marked specificallpityrcles 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

0S dzyF TFSOGSR o0& aAaalyl3aS oSoIdhamredaneh | S w2dziSé 2N af
markings, or having a wide outside lane. Studies of shimeel 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 fane.

Table2-7: LTSCriteria forClass Il Shared Roadways

Street Width
Speed Limit 2-3 lanes 4-5 lanes 6+ lanes
Up to 25 mph LTSlor2* LTS 3 LTS 4
30 mph LTS2or3* LTS 4 LTS 4
|35+ mph __ |LT1s4 LTS4 LTs4 o
{2dNDSY a[ 26 {GNBaa .A080tAy3 FyR bS{peaN] /2yySOGA@riGeszé aiySilt ¢NIy

Note: Use lower value for streets without marked centerlines or clakasieesidential and with fewénan 3 lanes; use higher value otherwise.
Key Assumptins

Applying the general LTS methodology to the specific conditio@$aifemontrequires several data sources and
key assumptionsThe sources and key assumptions for each criterion are:

A Traffic SpeedThe85" percentilespeed limit forvehicular traffc, gathered from field observation

A Street Width (Auto LanesYhe number of auto through lanes in each direction, gathered from field
observation as well as functional classification data.

A Bike Lane/Parking Widtissumed standard widths of 5 feet fot @lass Il bicycle lanes and 8 feet for all

parking lanes alongside Class Il bicycle lanes.

A Bike Lane Blockag®his criterion i®© 4§ SI2 NAT SR &AYLIX & Ayid2 GCNBIljdsSyidé |
generally applying only in busy commercial districts. Assumed: NB¢ F2NJ It f | NBFa 6A0K
2.2.4 | BICYCLE NETWORK CEENNVITY
The overall connectivity of the bicycle network measures the accessibility it provides to the community,
particularly to and from bicycteriented land uses. This is measured i tways, both using thArcGIS Network
Analyst tool:
1) Bikeshed Ratio
2) LowsStress Bicycle Connectivity
¢KS FANBG &aGSLI A& ARSy(GAFeAy3d (GKS O2YYdzyAléeqQa oAaA0edts

community.Table2-8 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 W& aO2y aAraidSyd AGK GKS
community submodel,cept where noted.
¢tKA&d lylfeaira ARSYGAFTASR o0A0e0tsS tlyR dzaSa Ay SIFOK 27
bicycle study area the entire community Gfairemont
826 {GNBaa .AO02O0fAy3d | yrRnspoBaiion hdidute, pR30Y.SOGAGA (eS¢ aAy St
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Generators

Residential Land
Use$

Table2-8: Bicycle Land Use Categories

Attractors

Retall

Office?

Class | Bike Path Access Points
Transit Stations
Parks/Recreational Uses/Beaches
Schools/College/ Universities
Neighborhood Civic Uses

Inter-community Access Poirits

‘ Not Included as Bicycle Land Uses

Retail Catering to Automobiles/Automobile Services (car
dealers, service stations, etc.)

Passive or Losntensity Recreation (Golf Courses,
etc.)/Open Space/Preserves

Comnunications/Utilities Infrastructure
Industrial/Warehousing/Junkyards/Landfills

Agricultural

Police/Fire Stations

Military Base

Source: City of San Diego (2017)

Notes:

1. The Intracommunity BDM submodel includes population densities by various types, such as youth, bicycle commuters, and zero
PSKAOE S Kz2dzaSK2t Ra® ¢KAA
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. Inte-community Access Points were not included in the {@enmuniy submodel since that facet of travel was modeled via the

Ay Llzi KlFa 06SSy &AYLX ATA Sénce &

GNBaARSY

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

The City of

SAN DIEGO)

Pagel5



Clairemont Community Plan Update June2017
Mobility Element Existing Conditions Report

BikeshedRatio

The Bikesheda&io measures overall bicycle connectivity from any given point, by comparing the area reachable
AL GKS 0A1S ySGg2N] ¢AGKAY | IAGSy UGN @St RAaGlIyOS ol
covering the same travel distance:

I NBlF a8 DOSS OAl (KS o0AO0eO0fS ySGg2N] o0& GNI @St
I NBI F00S&&8A0(3 bhla GKS ONRBs TFEtASEbH o8& NI ¢

A higherBikeshedRatioat a given pointndicatesthat the network providedetter overall bicycle connectivity
from that location Due to the presence of natural features and other constrai®®) is typically the highest
Bikeshed Rtio that can be achieved in em the most ideal communities. In general, any score 6@8bis
considered ideal

This analysis examined over 1,300 pokitgy G KS 02 Y Y dzy A (it@r@ladingintedsedidnsSbetyie@nii 6 2 NJ|
segments, as well as key inflection points along segmetagprovide a comprehensive picture of the community

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

each point. (The inner area within 0.25 miles from each point was removed, as#lisedo be dominated by

pedestrian trips)

The ArcGIS Network Analyst tool conducted the core analysis using the Service Area floyogienerating a

doughnutshaped (0.28a ®n YA f S0 GaASNBAOS I NBIFé¢ F2N SIFOK LRAYyG GKIFG
that land area by the land areaof a 0850 n &l & GKS ONRg FfASa¢é¢ R2dzAKydzi omIyy
for each point.

LowStress Bicycle Connectivity

TheLow{ 1 NBaa .A0e0ftsS /2yySOiArAdArie lylrteara SolFftdziSa SI OF
low-stress routes, characterized as LTS 1 or 2. The analysis assigns each TAZ a connectisgdcnndte

following ratio:

AL

bdzZYo SNJ 2F ¢! »amiidIB&saa Nefd
|.

i SAAlO[fCd 6 MmkH 2y o
bdzZYo SNJ 2F ¢! %3 O00Saan

0fS8S GAl Fff NRdAzGS

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 analys@ducing the numerator of the ratio

abova constrained the network to lovetress routes only (classified as LTS 1 or 2), with LTS 3 and 4 routes not

only removed as potential pathways, baiso acting as barriers to crossing. The second anelpstiucing the
denominator of the ratio above analyzed paths between TAZs using the entire bicycle network, with potential

routes unconstrained by higétress paths.

Thisresults in each TAZ witticycleland uses being assigned a percentage reflecting its level of connectivity to
2 0 KSNJ ¢ bicydeiand gsasin e community
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2.3 | Transit

Existing transit conditions were evaluated using a nfalteted approachvhichis described in more detail bmhb.
2.3.1 | TRANSIT DEMAND

Transit Ridership

Transit demand is affected by both current ridership and potential ridershipnsit demandvasevaluated for all
stations/stops withinClairemontby 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 statiopspalation and
employment To determinethe relative level of potential transiidershipwithin the community a set of
pedestrianwalksheds was generated from both major and other transit stops. A pedestrian walkshauite

was generated around majoransit stops, and &mile walkshed was generated aroundather transit stops

Each walkshed was then overlaid on togopulation and employment data to determine the number of dwelling
units and jobs within walking distance frogachtransit 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 TRRISSIB/STATION (INRMATIONAL, ANALYZED EO®RSTING
CONDITIONS ONLY)

Historic collision datavasanalyzedwithin 500 feet of each transit station/stop. Collision datascollected from

a combination of sourcesincluding the City of San Diegoli0S 5 SLJ NI YSy (i Q& ahdNi:&d a NP2 | Ra
University of California, Berkeley Transportation Injury Mapping SystS{¢ for the period fromJanuary 2011
through December 2018Collisions withirClairemontwere mapped and taken into consideration when evaluating
potential improvements near transétations or stops.

Amap that displays the location of each pedestrian and bicycle collision, over the most receygdiveeriod,
within 500 feet ofeachtransit stopwas produced and is included belowSection 43.2.
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2.3.3 | TRANSIT QUALITY

Station Quality: Presence of Ameaag
Transit stations and stopgerereviewed to identify the presence or absence of the following amenities:

Shelters

Benches

Trash Receptacles
Station Signs
Maps/Wayfinding
Lighting

ADA compliancy

v v D> D D D

Table2-9 outlines the standard amenities that should be provided at transit stations/stops based on the projected
daily passenger boardings (across all routes), according tdoMS Stop features guidelings

9 Designing for Transit: A Manual for Integrating Public Transportation and Land Development in the San Diggulitdet
Area San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB). 1993.

Pagel8

The City of

SAN DIEGO)



Clairemont Community Plan Update June2017
Mobility Element Existing Conditions Report

Table2-9. Transit Amenity Standards by Ridership Levels

Daily Passenger Boardings by Station/Stop

Amenity
50-100 101-200 201¢ 500

Sign and Pole X X X X

Builtin 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 th@&airemontstudy area are reporteth Section 4.3.3, indicating station
ridershiplevels and whethestation ameniy requirementsare met.

Station Quality: Transit Speeds

Ontime bus performance can be directly affected by vehicular traffic congestion along roadways serving bus
routes. A roadway arterial speed analysil be used to identify locations where etime performance is currently
underperforming or may be impacted under future conditions, due to vehicular traffic congestion. To identify
areas where roadway congestions affects transktiome performance, an HCM aatial speed analysisas
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 andomaptsin Section4.4.

2.3.4 | QUALITY CONNECTIORSTRANSIT
¢KS tFGiSyd RSYFYR S@IFftdzt A2y RSEONAROSR dzy RSNJ G ¢ NI yard !
(residents and employees) within the vicinity of each major stop/station, using a 0.2pedisstrian network
walkshed and a 0.75 mile bicycle network traveled.

Thequality connections assessment draws from the quality walking analysis and quality cycling analysis results
0dzaAy3d 2Rf{ ¥SKRKHAEK Kz f AGe ySi g paddsthian analgsiS)Ro idenfify quiliy o A Oe Of
0.25 mile pedestrian and 0.75 mile bicycle networks surrangichajor transit stations/stops. These distances

were defined and based upon information in the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, AppersiNDiS

Regional Transit Oriented Development Strategy, and represent-aifivete travel distance for pedestrians and

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

presented on a map usinthe following equations:

5,,,)\ré(1 FyOS FTNRBY ¢N

. NI FNRBY ¢NIyad

v EAGE L ATS vdzl £ A8 S, ,5AallyO0S FNRY ¢NJ-¥
TN2% C NN FENS s Ney engyvard

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

maps, for each major transit station/stop.

4w VdZIf}\L,]é
vdzZ t AGe 211 wk 7

2.4 | Vehicular System

The vehicular system within tHélairemontcommunity boundaryill be assessed in botaxistingand future
scenarios The primary study area encompasses @GairemontCommunity Planning Area and one segment and
intersection beyondhe boundary where not separated by freeways and natural barriers, in order to capture
potential transportation impacts to the ag@gent communities associated with ti@airemontCommunity Plan
Update.

Roadway Segment®ll Circulation Element designated roads, and approximately one segment beyond the
community planning arewere evaluated for a total ofi3roadway segments.

Intersections All of thefreewayramp intersections that provide access to the community, and intersections
where both streets meet one of the following conditionsre evaluated
A Four or more lanes;

A 3-lanes roadways carrying more than 15,000 ADT; or
A 2-ane rmdways carrying more than 10,000 ADT.

Additional intersections needed to conduct arterial analygise also included for evaluation for a total 50
study area intersections.

Freeway SegmentsAll freeway segments within the Community Planning Area and one interchange beyond
(approximatelyl2 bidirectionalfreeway segmentsyere also evaluated

2.4.1 | VEHICULAR DEMAND

Existing deman#vasdetermined using a combination of data obtained from vehicutarnts conducted in
support of this project.

2.4.2 | VEHICULAR SAFETFQRMATIONAL, ANALFAHOR EXISTING CAONDNS ONLY)

Historic vehicular collision data was obtained fromthéd & 2F {ly 5AS832 t2t A0S 5SLI NIY
(SDPD) and the UniversBy¥ / I ft AT2NY Al . SNJ St Se@Qa ¢ NI yfathiepsdod GA2Y Lyac
from January 2011 through December 20This datavasgeocoded and mapped to display vehicular collision

locations inClairemont Additional focusvasplaced on theséocations when considering vehietelated

improvements.

Several tables were also created to further understand vehicular safety issues and trends within the community.
These include higfrequency collision locations, cause of collisions, party at fantf, collision location typesThe
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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
gueued 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 traveilj at 35 mph. Collisions that occurred at a distance over 350 feet away from the
center of the intersection were considered rditbck collisions.

2.4.3 | VEHICULAR SYSTEMRPHEONSQUALITY

Analysis of the vehicular systemmsoadways, intersections and freewsy were prepared for this study in

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

an evaluatiorof vehicular operations at intersections and along roadway and freeway segments. A desaipti

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

[ S@St 2F {SNBAOS o[ h{0v A& I ljdzZydAdaGlriA@S YSI adz2NE NBLINE:
LOS A represents optimal conditions foe tdriver, while LOS F represents the worstble2-10 describes

generalized definitions of auto LOS A through F.

Table2-10. Vehicular Level of Service Definitions

LOS Characteristics

Primarily freeflow operation. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffig
A stream. Controlled delay at the boundary intersections is minimal. The travel speed exceeds 85% of the bag
flow speed.

Reasonably umpeded operation. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted a
B control delay at the boundary intersections is not significant. The travel speed is between 67% and 85% of

free-flow speed.

Stable operationThe ability to maneuver and change lanes at+sgdment locations may be more restricted thg
C at LOS B. Longer queues at the boundary intersections may contribute to lower travel speeds. The travel sf
between 50% and 67% of the base fift@v speed.

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

D travel speed. This operation may be due to adverse signal progression, high volume, or inappropriate signal
at the boundary intersectiom The travel speed is between 40% and 50% of the baséldreespeed.

Unstable operation and significant delay. Such operations may be due to some combination of adverse sigt
E progression, high volume, and inappropriate signal timing at the boyniddersections. The travel speed is
between 30% and 40% of the base fift@v speed.

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

delay and extensive queuing. The travel speed is @0Rgss of the base frefow speed. Also, LOS F is assigned

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

capacity ratio greater than 1.0.
Source: Highway Capacity ManuBtansportation Research Board (2010)
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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 basedfendtional classification of
the roadway, the maximum capacity, roadway geometrics, and existing or forecast Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
volumes.Table2-11 presents the roadway segment capacity and LOS standards utilized to analyze roadways
evaluated in this report.

These standards are generally used as@mge planning guidelines to determine the functional classification of
roadways. The actuahpacity 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 basedeamdtical 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.

Table2-11. City of San Diego Roadway Segment Daily Capacity &fsbtandards

Level of Service

Roadway Classification

< < <
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
102/
Expressway 6 199 <30,000| <42,000| <60,000| <70,000| < 80,000
. . 102/
Prime Arterial 6 129 <25,000| <35,000| <50,000{ <55,000| <60,000
. . 102/
Major Arterial 6 12 <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
urn lane) 4 72/92 | <10,000| <14,000| <20,000| < 25,000| < 30,000

Collector(w/ two-way left
3 64 /92 < 7,500 | <10,500| < 15,000 < 19,000 | < 22,500

turn lane)
Collector(w/o two-way left
4 64 /84
turn lane)
<5,000 | <7,000 | <10,000| <13,000| < 15,000
Collector (w/two-way left 5 50/ 70

turn lane)

Collector (no frontin
( g 2 40/ 60 <4,000 | <5500 | <7,500| <9,000 | <10,000

property)
Collector (w/o tweway left 40-
2 <2,500 <3500 | <5000 | <6,500 | <8000
turn lane) 50/60-70
The City of Page22
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SubCollector (singldamily) ‘ 2 ‘ 36 /56 - - < 2,200 - ‘ -
SourceCity of San Bgo Traffic Impact Study Manual, Table 2, Pag@ #98)
With input from City of San Diego Planning Deparment Mobility Staff, z
1 Cross Section: Curb to Curb width (feet) / Radtwray width (feet)

Peak Hour Arterial Analysis

Theaverage 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, factousls as inappropriate signal timing, poor progression, and increasing
traffic flow can substantially degrade the arterial LOS.

Table2-12 shows the LO®hiresholds used for the arterial speed analysis. The computerized analysis of arterial
speed analysigasperformed utilizing theSynchr®.0 (200 HCM methodologyjaffic analysis software (by
Trafficware, 2011).

Table2-12. Arterial Analysis Level of Service Thresholds

Arterial Class I Il 11

Range of Free Flow Speed 45 to 35 35to0 30 30to 25
(mph)
Typical Free Flow Speed 40 mph 33 mph 27 mph

(mph)

Level of Service Average Travebpeed

Analysis

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 Aanemont 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. fdllewing assumptions were utilized in conducting all intersection
level of service analyses:

A Pedestrian Calls per HouDbtained from existing pedestrian counts.

A Heavy Vehicle FactoA heavy vehicle factaf two percentwill be assumed for all inters¢ions within
the study areaHeavy vehicles are defined as vehicles with three or more axles. Two perteat
standard, default heavy vehicle factor provided in HCM and Syr&c@rsoftware. This numbewill be
compared with vehicle classification cdudata collected in support of this projectAny considerable
deviations from 2% will be noted and included in the analysis
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A Peak Hour FactorObtained from existing peak hour counts.
A Signal TimingObtained from existing signal timing plans (as of Jangad7).

Signalized Intersection Analysis

The signalized intersection analysis utilized in this study conforms to the operational analysis methodology
outlined in2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCWVhis method defines LOS in terms of delay, or more spaityfi
average control delay per vehicle (seconds/vehicle).

The2000 HCMmethodology sets 1,900 passenggars per hour per lane (pcphpl) as the ideal saturation flow rate
at signalized intersections based upon the minimum headway that can be sustaineedmetieparting 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 widtistr@®t parking, bustops,
pedestrian volume, traffic composition (or percentage of heavy vehicles), and shared lane movements (e.g.
through and rightturn movements sharing the same lane). The LOS criteria used for this technique are described
in Table2-13. The computerized analysis of intersection operatiwiilé be performed utilizing theSynchr®.0

(2000 HCM methodologyfraffic analysis software (by Trafficware, 2011).

Table2-13. Signalized Intersection Level of Service HCM Operational Analysis Method

Average Control Level of Service (LOS) Characteristics
Delay per Vehicle

<10.0 LOS A occurs when the volustgecapacity 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
during the green indication and travel through the inection without stopping.

10.1¢ 20.0 LOS B occurs when the volwtmecapacity ratio is low and either progression is highly favorable
the cycle length is short. More vehicles stop than with LOS A.

20.1¢ 35.0 LOS C occurs when progression is fablar or the cycle length is moderate. The number of
vehicles stopping is significant, although many vehicles still pass through the intersection witl
stopping.

35.1¢55.0 LOS D occurs when the volusttecapacity ratio is high and either progressisnnieffective or the

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

55.1¢ 80.0 LOS E occurs when the volwteecapacity ratio is high, progression is unfavorable, and the cyc|
length is long. Individual cycle failures are frequent.

>80.0 LOS F occurs when the voluteecapacity ratio is very high, progression is very poor, aeciitle

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

Unsignalized Intersection Analysis

Unsignalized intersections, including tma@y and alway stop controlled intersections were analyzed using the

2000 HCMunsignalized intersection analysis methodology. The Syr&zBreoftware supports this methodology
andwill beutilized to produce LOsults. The LOS for a tweay 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 computedeasuned average control delay of
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all movementsTable2-14 summarizes the level of service criteria for unsignalized intersections. Consistent with
Ciy policy, LO® will beused in this study as the minimum acceptable LOS for peak hour intersection operations.

Table2-14. Level of Service Criteria for Stop Controlled Unsignalized Intersections

AverageControl Delay (sec/veh) Level of Service (LOS)

<10.0 A
10.1¢15.0 B
15.1¢25.0 C
25.1¢35.0 D
35.1¢50.0 E

>50.0 F

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

Queuing analysiwas alsaconducted at all of the studgrea offramps, congested and/or closely spaced
intersections, and each metered freeway-tamp during peak hours.

Freeway/State Highway Level of Service Standards and Thresholds

Freeway level of service analysis is based upon procedures developed by<Bistrict 11.V/C and LOS was
calculated along freeway segments only, excluding weave, diverge and merge movements. Volume data was
obtained from Caltran3raffic Volumes on California State Highways (20A&k hour volumes are estimated
(ADT) volume3he base capacities were assumed to be 2,350 pass@agerer hour per main lane (pc/h/In) and
1,800pc/h/In for auxiliarylane.A 092 peakhour 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 showmable2-15. 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 ordtter is used in this study as the threshold for acceptable freeway operations based upon Caltrans and
the SANDAG Regional Growth Management Strategy (RGMS) requirements.

Table2-15. Caltrans District 11 Freeay Segment Level of Service Thresholds

LOS VIC 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' 0.630.79 None to minimal Stable flow, moderate volumes, freedom to maneuver

noticeably restricted.

"D 0.80-0.92 Minimal to Approaches unstable flow, heavy volumes, very limited freed
substantial to maneuver.
"E' 0.931.00 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 delay8 >60.
seconds/vehicle.

Used for Freeways and Expressways
Considerable @ Forced flow, heavy congestion, long queues form behind
acCné 1.01¢1.25 hour delay) breakdown points, stop and go.

Severe (22 hour
aCwmé 1.261.35 delay) Very heavy congestion, very long queues.

Very severe (:3 hour | Extremely heavy congestion, longer queues, more numerous
aCHE 1.361.45 delay) breakdown points, longer stop periods.

Extremely severe (3+

aCoé >1.46 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 mdemes. Freeway ramp meter analysis estimates the peak hour
gueues and delays at freeway ramps by comparing existing volumes to the meter rate at the given location.

Meter rates usd in the analysis were obtained from Caltrans. Ramp metering asdtysatulate delays at the
study area freeway onamps were conducted based upon procedures outlined inGhg of San Diego Traffic
Impact Study Manual (1998)

Ramp metering analysis is conducted at all freewayaonps with metering that provide primarfyeeway
outbound access for the community (approximately 1iramps).

2.4.4 | VEHICULAR CONNEQMVI

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) was signed into law in September 2013, modifying the existing California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) by removing auto delay, lef/skovice (LOS), parking and other vehicular capacity measures as
metrics of transportation system impacts for mixade, infill or transit oriented development projects. Vehicle

miles travelled (VMT) is considered the new analysis metric used to meaanspbrtation impacts. VMT is a
reflection of theland usetype, intensity and location in relation to the capadiyd roadway connectivitgf the
transportation network. It is also influenced by the availability and quality of multimodal facilitiessyatem
operations.
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3.0 REVIEVW OF REHVANT LOCAL PLANNING
DOCUMENTS

This chaptesummarizes th@lanning documents used to guide and inform the development of future year
circulation element alternatives for th€lairemontCPU Where appropriate, projects angblicies 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 asummarized below:

City of San Diego General Ptaiobility Element (Last Amended June 2015)
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan (1989)

Clairemont Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan (2002)

City of San Diego Capital Improvement Program (2015)

City of San DiegClimate Action Plan (2015)

City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan (2013)

City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan (2006)

Morena Boulevard Station Area Planning Study (2014)

Morena Corridor Specific Plan (ongoing)

Balboa Avenue Revitalization Action Pragi@005)

Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (ongoing)

City of San Diego Traffic Unfunded Needs List (2016)
SANDAG San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (2015)
SANDAG San Diego Regional Bike Plan: Riding to 2050 (2010)
Local Private Development Projsct

DD DD D DD DD D D> D>

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

City of San Diego General Paiobility Element

Adopted in2008 and amended in 2055 (i KS / A (i & GedcFalPkariMybility IS iQentifies the

proposed transportation network and strategies that have been designed to meet the future transportation needs
generated by planned land uses in the General Plarepurposeof the Mobility Element igo improve mobility
through development of a balanced, mutibdal transportation network The Mobility Element includes several
programs, including but not limited:

Walkable Communities

Transit

Street and Freeway System
Intelligent Transportation Systems
Transportation Demash Management
Bicycling

Parking management

Goods Movement/Freight

Regional Coordination/Financing
Passenger Rail

BB D B D D D D D
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Clairemont Community Plan Update June2017
Mobility Element Existing Conditions Report

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

Current Clairemont Mesa CommitynPlan

Adopted in 1989, the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan includes a segeslsfandecommendations that

guided development in the community for the subsequBtyears. The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan
contains a series of goals and objectivetablishedwith 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:

A Improvethe streetsysté | & ySOSaal Ne G2 FO002YY2RIGS GKS O2YYdzy A
adverse effects on existing residential, industrial and commercial uses and the open space system.

A Develop a bicycle system that will join parks and recreational areas, schools,rantkogal activity
centers in the community and the City.

A 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.

A Enhance pedestn circulation, particularly between higher density residential and commercial areas and
to active and passive recreational facilities.

A 9yKIyOS GKS O2YYdzyAaidieQa AYF3AS GKNRAdAK aiNBSGaol LIS A
along major streets

A 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 communityThe following projects are recommendationstire current
community plan but have not yet been completed:

A Balboa Avenueroadway widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes betwednand Clairemont Drive, modification
of traffic signals, addition of a class Il bike lane, and the addition of sidewalks.

A GeneseeAvenue Standard curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be constructed on Genesee Avenue from
Sauk Avenue to north of Derrick Drividen from five to six lanes between Derrick Drive and Mt. Alifan
Drive as adjacent property develops or redeveldfygdden to faur lanes with bike lanes from Boyd Avenue
south to the communitypoundary.

A Morena Boulevard Access from Morena Boulevard t should be improved. The current access route
takes motorists from Morena to Clairemont Drive via Ingulf Street, impactingariséd neighborhoods.
Direct freeway access from Morena Boulevard-foshould be provided. A direct ramp from Morena
Boulevard to Clairemont Drive should be developed to provide direct acce$s fthls would reduce the
through traffic on adjacent redential streets attempting to access the freeway.

A Morena Boulevard at Tecolote Roadodify intersection lane configuratiorie provide two northbound
turn lanes, one southbound lefurn lane, one southbound through/rigkttirn lane, and an exclusive
southbound rightturn lane.

A Knoxville Street provide a connection to West Morena Boulevard. The conneetibralso require the
widening of Morena Boulevard from Knoxville Street to Tecolote Road, including the bridge over Tecolote
Creek, to provide twmorthbound turn lanes, one southbound I€firn lane, one southbound
through/right-turn lane, and an exclusive southbound rightn lane.

A Mt. Alifan Drive The roadway has beestripedto 4-lanes per the community plan improvement,
however onstreet parkng was removed in order tprovide for the additional travel lanes and therefore
has not met he provision of bike lanes and parking per the Street Design Manual
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Clairemont Mesa Public Facilities Financing Plan

Adopted inApril 2002, the Clairemont MesaiBlic 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 irhe PFFP were anticipated to be needed over the next approximately 20 years when the
ultimate buildout of the community is expected. The PFFP inventories the existing and needed facilities within the
community, and the potential financing mechanisms toduhese facilities

The projects outlined in the Clairemont Mesa PFFP include modifications to several roadways, including Genesee
Avenue, Morena Boulevardit. Alifan Drive, and Balboa Avenue. Since its adoption, many of these projects have
been completd. The following projects have not yet been completed:
A Balboa AvenueBetween 45 and Clairemont Drive, roadway widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes,
modification of traffic signals, addition of a class Il bike lane, and the addition of sidewalks.
A Genesee Avenet From Sauk Avenue to 200 feet north of Derrick Drive, prosahstruction of standard
curb, gutter, and sidewalks where these features do not currently exist
A Genesee AvenueFrom Mt. Etna Drive to Mt. Alifan Driveadway widened from 5 lanes to 6 las)e
addition of class Il bike lane within existing roadway Fgfvay
A Genesee Avenuerrom Boyd Avenue to southerly community boundary, roadway widened from 2 lanes
to 4 lanes, addition of class Il bike lane, and addition of sidewalk
A Morena Boulevard at &colote Road Modify intersection lane configurationie provide two northbound
turn lanes, one southbound lefurn lane, one southbound through/rigkitirn lane, and an exclusive
southbound rightturn lane.
A Knoxville Streetroadway extended to interse®est Morena Boulevard, with a traffic signal included at
the new intersection.

These projects, their potential implicatioremdthe funding mechanisms that enable their construction is
important to consider when developing proposed improvements as patioClairenont Mesa Community Plan
Update.

City of San Diego Capital Improvements Program (CIP)

The City of San Diego Capital Improvements Program (CIP) is tgedivelan for all individual capital
improvement projects and funding sources. CIP prgj@ce 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 provideservices 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 withi€lairemontare identified in the CIP as beingthin the design, bid and award, or
construction phase:

A Claremont Mes&aBoulevardand DianeAvenue 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 equipme(iVPIE

A Citywide Street Lightsinvolves installing newtrget lights to City of San Diego standards to enhance
safety along existing roadways.
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A Sidewalk Repair and Replacemeritvolves sidewalk repair and replacement along various roadways.

A Sidewalk Installation This projet will install sidewalk, curb and gat on the east side of Genesee
Avenue from Chateau Drive to Sauk Avenue.

A Balboa Avenue Corridor Improvement$his projecincludes several improvemengong Balboa
Avenue Within theClairemontcommunity, thisncludes traffic signal modificatiormsd ADA upgrades at
intersections withMoraga Avenugas well as th@stallation of median landscaping lsit. Alifan/ Mt.
Abernathy Avenue.

A ClairemontBoulevard and Genesee Avenulastall (3) new signal mast arms; install near side head FSBT.

City of Sabiego Climate Action Plan

Adopted inDecember 2015 and amended in July 20164 K S / A { & Clithdte ActiorPlanECARRENR @ a

reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to specific targets in the year 2020 and 2035. The CAP aims to reduce
emissions irpart through a variety of improvements to existing veliér, pedestrian, bicycling, and transit

networks. It includes goals to create walkable and pedestirimdly neighborhoods and to promote active
transportation and rapid transit systems.

Several bthe targets included in the CAP are related to performance within transit priority areas. Per California
{SYyIFLGS . Aff Tno 6{. TnoLZI a&¢ NI yhalfimie of ANdajdrNtAnsitastoptiaBBs: ¢ Y St y
existing or planned, if the @ahned 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
CSRSNI t wS3dzA I A2y & dé I a lif@@aNRlblicNREsguicksiCode (CPRAI Sektian RS T A Yy S|
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 frequéesewie 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:

Achieve mass transit mode share of 12% by 202025% by 2035 in Transit Priority Areas.

Achieve walking commuter mode share of 4% by 2820 7% by 2035 in Transit Priority Areas.

Achieve 6% bicycle commuter mode share by 2020 and 18% mode share by 2035 in Transit Priority Areas.
Retime 200 traffisignals by 2020.

Install roundabouts at 15 intersections by 2020 amdadditional 20 intersections by 2035.

Reduce werage vehicle commute distance by twoles through implementation of the General Plan City

of Villages Strategy by 2035.

v v D D D D

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

A Implement bicycle improvements concurrent with streetserfacing projects, including lane diets, green
bike lanes, sharrows, and buffered bike lanes.

A Implement a bicycle shariigN2 I3 NJ Y A G K 5S02. XRhaBiér gap by@emsaddyShati KS am Y
further expansion of the bike share program is designed and implemented to reduce the distance needed
to travel between transit stops and destinations.

A ldentify and addressgapsin§h / A& Qa LISRSAIGNAIY ySig2N] | yR 2LILI2NI
ONRPAAAYIAS dAAYy3d (GKS /AGeQa t SRSAGNAFY al Ad8NItEly
A TR2LIG /AGeE LRNIA2YAE 2F {!b5! DQAa F2NIKO2YAhtgsdo FANKG Y

Transit strategies in Transit Priority Areas.
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Clairemont Community Plan Update June2017
Mobility Element Existing Conditions Report

A Coordinate pedestrian counting programs with SANBAGSDSU Active Transportation Research
Programs.

A 58S@St2LJ I tINJAy3 tfly (2 AyOfdzRS YSIadaNBa &adzOK I a
residential sectors in urban areas.

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

A Achieve better walkability and transsupportive densities by locating a majority of all new residential
development within TransiPriority Areas.

A Develop a new priority ranking for capital improvement projects in Transit Priority Areas that will be
integrated into Council Policy 8d@t, Community Development Block Grant and other grant
opportunities, and Public Facilities FinancitanB.

A In addition to commuting, implement infrastructure improvements includin@® 2 YLJX SGS aGNBSGaé
facilitate alternative transportation modes for all travel trips.

A The most recent version of the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Asse§SEBHHA)
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 transielated infrastructure improvements and capital improvements.

City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan

l R2LJGSR AY 5SOSYOSN)I Hnmo3 KS (BMR)résenss & visjoh fgr bisydleS 32 Qa . A O&
transportation, recreation and quality of life in San Dieg¢.S @A aA2y A& Of2aSte FtA3IYySR 4
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 framewornkfoving bicycling through 2030

and beyond.

The goals of th&MPare to create:

A A city where bicycling is a viable travel choice, particularly for trips of less than five miles
A A safe and comprehensive local and regional bikeway network
A Environmentabuality, public health, recreation and mobility benefits through increased bicycling

TheBMPproposes the following key bicycle facilities within tBliremontcommunity planning area:

A Class | bike path south of SR between 45 and 4805, eventually comecting with the Kearny Mesa and
Tierrasanta communities

A 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 bDive, 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.

A Bicycle boulevard connecting Clairemont Drive and Genesee Avenkeeld Streetivit. Acadia
Boulevard, Acworth Avenue, and Boyd Avenue.

A Bicycle boulevard connecting Balboa Avenue to Mesa College Drive via Eckstrom Avenue and Ashford
Street.

A Class Il bicycle facility along Clairemont Drive from Mission Bay to ClairétasaBoulevard(portions of
which have can be Class Ill facilities if needed)

A Class Il Bicycle facility along Morena Boulevard connecting from Linda Vista Community to Avati Drive.
North of Avati Drive to Jutland is designated Class Il or Il whicheoittyfes feasible.

A Class Il bicycle facility along Genesee Avenue from Linda Vista Community to UniversityS2ity (SR

The City of Page31
SAN DIEGO)



Clairemont Community Plan Update June2017
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Several of the bicycle facilities identified above have been either partially or completely implemented. These
include facilities alog Genesee Avenue, Clairemont Drive, and Morena Boulevard. Bicycle facilities which have not
been implemented to any extent will be considered as proposed improvements i@l#ieemontCommunity Plan
Update.

Existing and planned bicycle facilities per BidPare shown below ifrigure3-1. Table3-1 includesa description
and exampleof each bicycle facility type

10 Source: City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan (2013)
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Table3-1. Overview of Bicycle Facility Types

The City of Page33
SAN DIEGO)
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































