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1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

This document constitutes an Addendum to the April 2010 Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) originally prepared for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port
Master Plan Amendment (CVBMP), which was certified by the Board of Port
Commissions on May 18, 2010, by Resolution No. 2010-78 (Clerk Document Number
56562). The FEIR for the CVBMP analyzed environmental impacts associated with the
redevelopment of land and water along the Chula Vista Bayfront with a variety of public
amenities, a resort conference center, hotel and retail commercial uses, and
environmental enhancements. As part of the redevelopment, several existing streets
were proposed to be extended and several new streets were proposed to be
constructed. In order to accommodate full build-out of the CVBMP, H Street was
proposed to be extended and constructed as a 4-lane major street as contemplated and
analyzed in the FEIR.

The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate whether revisions to the H Street
extension component of the CVBMP (hereafter referred to as the original Project) would
result in any new or substantially more adverse significant effects or require any new
mitigation measures not identified in the FEIR. No other changes are proposed to the
original Project.

Similar to the original Project, the revisions to the H Street extension component of the
original Project would consist of the construction of roadway improvements that would
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista’'s urban core and
the Chula Vista bayfront. H Street would continue to be extended westward from the
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE)
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. The minor revisions to the H Street extension
differ from the original Project in the following manner: :

o The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 1O-foot-W|de center turn- lane

will be added;
e The Iandscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet
wide;
» A 12-foot-wide Class | bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H
Street; and

¢ Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme.

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, would
be included in the revisions to the original Project.

This Addendum, togethér with the FEIR, will be used by the San Diego Unified Port
District (District) when considering approval of the minor revisions to the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 1 July 2013
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1.2 CEQA FRAMEWORK FOR ADDENDUM

When a lead agency has already prepared an EIR, the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) mandates that "no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact
report shall be required by the lead agency or any responsible agency, unless one or
more of the following events occurs: (a) substantial changes are proposed in the project
which will require major revisions of the environmental impact report; (b) substantial
changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being
undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report; (c)
new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available" (Cal. Pub.
Res. Code, §21166). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 clarifies that a subsequent
EIR or supplemental EIR is only required when "substantial changes" occur to a project
or the circumstances surrounding a project, or "new information" about a project
implicates "new significant environmental effects" or a "substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.”

When only some changes or additions to a previously certified EIR are necessary and
none of the conditions described in Public Resources Code Section 21166 or Section
16162 of the State CEQA Guidelines calling for the preparation of a subsequent or
supplemental EIR are met, CEQA allows the lead agency to prepare and adopt an
addendum. (State CEQA Guidelines, §15164(a).)

1.3 DETERMINATION

As verified in this Addendum, the analyses and the conclusions in the FEIR remain
current and valid. The proposed revisions to the H Street extension component of the
original Project would not cause new significant effects not identified in the FEIR nor
increase the severity of environmental effect as analyzed in the FEIR, and, hence, no
new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant effects (see Section
3.0 Environmental Checklist). No change has occurred with respect to circumstances
surrounding the revisions to the original Project that would cause new or substantially
more severe significant environmental effects than were identified in the FEIR. In
addition, no new information has become available that shows that the revisions to the
original Project would cause new or substantially more severe significant environmental
effects which have not already been analyzed in the FEIR.

Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum. This
Addendum incorporates all of the applicable mitigation measures detailed in the FEIR.
With this Addendum, the revisions to the original Project would still be within the
framework of the evaluation for the original Project as documented in the FEIR.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 2 : July 2013
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

21 LOCATION AND SETTING

The original Project is located along the northern boundary of the former Goodrich south
campus in Chula Vista, California. The original Project site occupies approximately 4.25
acres. - The revisions to the original Project would occur within the same footprint as the
original Project.

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The original Project included the construction of roadway improvements that would
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista's urban core and
the Chula Vista bayfront. The original Project proposed to extend westward from the
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE)
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. Proposed improvements associated with the H
Street extension included roadway paving, median, sidewalks, landscaping, drainage
and utilities. The original Project was implemented to fulfill the obligations established
by the 1999 Goodrich Relocation Agreement (Relocation Agreement) and the 2010
Second Amendment to Relocation Agreement (Second Amendment), and was also
found to be consistent with the build-out scenario contemplated under the approved
CVBMP.

The original Project included the following design features for the H Street extension
component:

¢ Divided roadway with a 24-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and a 16-foot-
wide landscaped median;

o 5-foot-wide sidewalks on each side of the roadway, with 7-foot wide landscaping
and swales between the curb and sidewalk;

e Minimum of 3 feet of landscape buffer between the sidewalk and Goodrich
property; ’

e Appropriate roadway transitions at each terminus point to existing roadway
improvements, including Marina Parkway between H Street and Sandpiper Way,
striping, signal modification, and pedestrian crossing at west side of Bay
Boulevard;

* Removal of existing railroad tracks and ties at non-operational crossing;
Driveway access to adjacent Goodrich property;

Storm drain systems to accommodate the ultimate build-out of the bayfront
analyzed in the CVBMP (i.e., 72-inches or less in diameter capacity);

o Potable water and recycled water system with lines of 8- to 16-inches in
diameter; ' ’

« Dry utilities, including gas, electric and communications;

o Street lighting;

e Landscape and irrigation system; and

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 3 July 2013
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o Post-construction storm water mitigation Best Management Practices (BMPs),
including Low Impact Development (LID) strategies.

The revisions to the original Project, which are contemplated in this Addendum, include
the following minor changes:

e The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane

will be added;

e The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet
wide;

e A 12-foot-wide Class | bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H
Street;-and :

¢ Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme.

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, will be
included in the revisions to the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 4 July 2013
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

No
Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
: Significant Severe Previous
I. Aesthetics : Impact impact Analysis

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a N H X
scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, ] H XX
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along
a scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual _ ] ] X
character or quality of the site and its : '
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or ] O X
glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views .in the area?

a. — d. The revisions to the original Project would not include the 16-foot-wide
landscaped median; thus, west-facing views along H Street, which is identified. as a
Vista Area and View Corridor in the certified Port Master Plan, would be improved due
to the absence of tall trees and other vegetation. No scenic highway is located in the
vicinity of the Project site, so the revisions to the original Project would have no effect
on scenic highways. Furthermore, the original Project and revisions to the original
Project would improve the overall visual quality of the Project area by redeveloping a
visually degraded, highly underutilized site. Finally, the revisions to the original Project
would not introduce new lighting aside from that previously identified in the original
Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all
applicable aesthetics mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 5 July 2013
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Il. Agricultural and Forestry Resources

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

In determining whether impacts on agricultural

resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Department of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts on forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in
the Forest Protocols adopted by the California
Air Resources Board. Would the project:

.a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or conflict with a Williamson Act
contract? :

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?

O O <

O [ X
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d. Resultin the loss of forest land or ' 0 O X
conversion of forest land to non-forest _
use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing H ] =
environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? :

a. — e. The revisions to the original Project would have no effect on Farmland or forest
land. The revisions to the original Project would be located within an existing developed
area absent of Farmland or forest land. The impacts originally identified in the FEIR for
the CVBMP would remain unchanged with.implementation of the revisions to the H
Street extension component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 7 : July 2013
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
lil. Air Quality Impact Impact Analysis
When available, the significance criteria '
established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of N O] X
the applicable air quality plan? -
b. Violate any air quality standard or ] ' ! X
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
c. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net Il O X
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is a nonattainment area
for an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Il O =
pollutant concentrations? _
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a ] O X

substantial number of people?

a. — e. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR. No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar
to the original Project. Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway. Because there is no change in roadway
capacity, no change in air emissions from vehicular traffic would occur. Finally, the
revisions to the original Project would not release additional pollutants or objectionable
odors aside from those already identified in the FEIR. The revisions to the original
Project would continue to comply with all applicable air quality mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street
extension component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 8 July 2013
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IV. Biological Resources

No
Substantial
New , Change
Potentially More from
Significant - Severe Previous
Impact " Impact Analysis

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,

. on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marshes,
vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

O O X
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f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted ] O X
‘habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

a. — f. The revisions to the original Project would be completed within the same
footprint identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR, and, therefore, would
not have any new substantial adverse effect on the following: a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species; any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; any
federally protected wetlands; or the movement of any fish or wildlife species. The
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable biological
resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 10 July 2013
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No

' ~Substantial
‘New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
V. Cultural Resources Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] X

significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] O X
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

c. Disturb any human remains, including O | X
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

a. — c¢. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or
earthwork aside from that already identified for the original Project. In addition, no
additional existing structures would be demolished for implementation of the revisions to
the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with
all applicable cultural resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore,
the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged
with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project. . ~

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 11 July 2013
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VI. Geology and Soils

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fauit? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

2. Strong seismic ground shaking?

3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

4. Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable
as a result of the project and potentially
result in an onsite or offsite landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems in
areas where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

O oo oo

O 0o 0o

N XX KK
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f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O H X
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

a. — f. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same
footprint identified in the original Project. The revisions to the original Project do not
include the construction of new buildings or other structures aside from those already
contemplated in the original Project; thus, no new impacts related to fault rupture,
groundshaking, ground failure, landslides, or unstable soils would occur. Additionally,
the revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable geology
and soils mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 13 July 2013
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No

o Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
‘ Significant Severe  Previous
VIl. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. ‘Generate greenhouse gas emissions, O O] X

either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or ] ] =
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

a. - b. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR. No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar
to the original Project. Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway and would not increase roadway capacity.
Because there would be no change in roadway capacity, no change in greenhouse gas
emissions from vehicular traffic would occur. Finally, the revisions to the original Project
would provide a Class | bicycle path and sidewalks -on either side of the extended H
Street, which are intended to encourage non-automobile transportation; these
components may have a beneficial effect on greenhouse gas emissions when
compared to the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to
comply with all applicable greenhouse gas emissions mitigation measures identified in
the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would
remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension
component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 14 July 2013
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VIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

No
‘Substantial
Change

from -
Previous
Analysis

More
Severe
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials? "

. . Create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions or involve
handling hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Be located on a site that is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

Be located within an airport land use plan
area or, where such a plan has not been’
adopted, be within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, and result in a
safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Be located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip and result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?

Impair implementation of or physically
interferé with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? :

O

] X
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h. Expose people or structures to a ] Nl X
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

a. — h. The revisions to the original Project would not transport or release additional
hazardous materials aside from those already identified in the original Project. The
truck haul route would also be identical to that identified in the original Project. The
revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint as the
original Project, so new impacts associated with hazardous materials sites, airports,
airstrips, or wildland fires would not occur. Also, appropriate emergency access would
continue to be included as part of the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable hazards
and hazardous materials mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project. :

Revisions to H Street Extension Project - 16 July 2013
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New
Potentially More
Significant Severe
IX. Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or ] H
waste discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies H O
or interfere substantially with groundwater ‘ :
recharge, resulting in a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage ] ]
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation
onsite or offsite?

“d. Substantially alter the existing drainage ] ' ]
pattern of the site or area, including

through the alteration of the course of a

stream or river, or substantially increase

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a

manner that would result in flooding onsite

or offsite? ' :

e. Create or contribute runoff water that I ]
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water [l O]
quality?

X

X
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood ' g - d =
hazard area, as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map? -

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area ] O X
structures that would impede or redirect
floodflows? ' _ _

i. Expose people or structures to a . O ] X

significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j. Contribute to inundation by seiche, | O X
tsunami, or mudflow?

a. - j. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same
footprint as the original Project and would- not necessitate additional grading or
‘earthwork than identified by the original Project. Therefore, new impacts related to
water quality and groundwater supplies would not occur. The revisions to the original
Project would alter the site’s existing drainage patterns; however, the revisions would
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages, which
would ensure that erosion, siltation, and flooding do not occur. As previously identified,
the revisions to the original Project would continue to implement appropriate BMPs and
LID strategies, which would further control stormwater runoff. Finally, no new structures
‘would be constructed aside from those identified in the original Project, so no new
impacts related to flood hazards, levee or dam failure, or seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all
applicable hydrology and water quality mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project. ‘ '

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 18 ' July 2013
Addendum :

s6@864 « PaGE 28



No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
X. Land Use and Planning - Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project: _
a. Physically divide an established Il ] X
community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, O W X
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to, a general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating. an environmental
effect? v
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat ] ] X

conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

a. - ¢. The revisions to the original Project would not divide an established community,
conflict with an applicable land use plan, or conflict with an applicable habitat
conservation plan. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the
same footprint identified in the original Project, and no established community exists
within the limits of the original Project. The revisions to the original Project are also
consistent with the certified Port Master Plan. The revisions to the original Project
would continue to comply with all applicable land use and planning mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street
extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant ~ Severe Previous
Xl. Mineral Resources Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known O ] X

mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?

b. Resultin the loss of availability of a locally ] O X
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

a. - b. The revisions to the original Project would not result in the loss of availability of
a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or state, or a locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local plan. The revisions to
the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint identified in the
original Project, and no mineral resources are known to occur or have been discovered
within the limits of the original Project site. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in
the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions
to the H Street extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
XIl. Noise Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Expose persons to or generate noise m N X
levels in excess of standards established '
in a local general plan or noise ordinance
or applicable standards of other agencies?
b. Expose persons to or generate excessive O O X

groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

c. Resultin a substantial permanent increase ] O] X
in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

d. Resultin a substantial temporary or H ] <]
periodic increase in ambient noise levels ‘
in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? '

e. Be located within an airport land use plan ] ] X
area, or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport and expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

f. Be located in the vicinity of a private OJ ] X
airstrip and expose people residing or '
working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

a.—f. The revisions to the original Project would not require any additional construction
aside from that identified for the original Project. In addition, it is anticipated that similar
construction methods to those proposed as part of the original Project would be
employed as part of the revisions to the original Project; thus, construction noise levels
would be similar to those identified in the FEIR. Therefore, no additional noise or
vibrations would be generated by the revisions to the original Project. Additionally, the
revisions to the original Project would not introduce new land uses that were not already
analyzed in the FEIR, so new permanent increase in ambient noise would occur.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 21 : July 2013
Addendum
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Finally, the revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same
footprint as the original Project, so additional impacts associated with airport noise
levels would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply
with all applicable noise mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 22 _ July 2013
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
Xlll. Population and Housing Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an N | X
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace a substantial number of existing W ] X
housing units, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c.. Displace a substantial number of people, ] ] X

necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

a. — ¢. The revisions to the original Project would not induce substantial population
growth or displace existing housing or people. The revisions to the original Project do
not involve the construction of homes or businesses, and no existing housing units or.
people occupy the original Project site. The revisions to the original Project would
continue to comply with all applicable population and housing mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street

extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More ‘from
' Significant Severe . Previous
XIV. Public Services Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities or a need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order.
to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the following public
services:
Fire protection? . H ] X
Police protection? - ] ] X
Schools? O O X
Parks? O ] X
Other public facilities? L] ] X

a. The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for fire or
police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities. Because the revisions to the
original Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users
would be accommodated that could cause the need for additional parks aside from
those already identified in the FEIR. The revisions to the original Project would continue
to comply with all applicable public services mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the revisions to the H Street
extension component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 24 July 2013
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
XV. Recreation Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project: B
a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood ] ] X -

and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated? '

b. Include recreational facilities or require the H ] ' X
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

a. — b. The revisions to the original Project would not result in an increase in use of
existing parks or other recreational facilities. Because the revisions to the original
Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users would
be accommodated that could cause the physical deterioration of existing parks. The
revisions to the original Project would include a Class | bicycle path; however, all
improvements would occur within the same footprint identified for the original Project.
Therefore, no additional physical effects on the environment would occur as a result of
the revisions. In addition, the Class | bicycle path would provide additional recreational
opportunities along the waterfront. The revisions to the original Project would continue
to comply with all applicable recreation mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.

Révisions to H Street Extension Project 25 July 2013
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No

Substantial
New . Change
Potentially More from
A Significant Severe Previous
XVI. Transportation/Traffic Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project: .
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, ] ] X

or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation, including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to,
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion O O X
management program, including, but not
limited to, level-of-service standards and
travel demand measures or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, 1l ] X
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in '
substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards because of ] O X
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Resultin inadequate emergency access?

OO
0O
X X

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

a.- f. The revisions to the original Project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or
ordinances related to the effectiveness of the circulation system because the roadway

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 26 July 2013
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extension would continue to be constructed and operate as a 4-lane major roadway. A
traffic memorandum entitled Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan Traffic Analysis Review,
California prepared by Rick Engineering in July 2013 (see Appendix A) identified that
the revisions to the original Project would continue to service the CVBMP at acceptable
level of service (LOS) ratios. The traffic memorandum identified that, since preparation
of the FEIR, a few of the land uses within the CVBMP area have changed. However,
the traffic memorandum concluded that the current roadway cross sections for H Street
are consistent with the CVBMP conceptual plans and comply with all applicable
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR; thus, no new significant effects on the
roadway network would occur. Finally, the traffic memorandum concluded that the
roadway geometry proposed for H Street and Bay Boulevard would operate at an
acceptable LOS for peak hour conditions and would accommodate all queued vehicles
without spilling onto the railroad tracks. Therefore, the revisions to the original Project
would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program. Also, no
changes to emergency access are proposed. Finally, no change in air traffic patterns
would occur from the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the revisions to the
original Project include a Class | bicycle path, which would augment existing bicycle
facilities in the area. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with
all applicable transportation/traffic mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project. '

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 27 Jﬁly 2013
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New
Potentially
: Significant
XVIl. Utilities and Service Systems Impact

More
Severe
Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment ]
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of O

new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

¢. Require or result in the construction of O
new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to O
serve the project from existing entitlements
~ and resources, or would new or expanded
entitlements be needed?

e. Resultin a determination by the O
wastewater treatment provider that serves
or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient ]
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local ]
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

O

[l

[

X

X

a. - g. The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for
wastewater treatment, water supplies, or landfill capacity as the revision propose

substantially the same features as the original Project.

No sanitary sewer facilities

would be included as part of the revisions to the original Project. Finally, no additional

Revisions to H Street Extension Project ) 28
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landfill capacity would be required as the scope of grading and earthwork. is
substantially similar to the original Project. In addition, the reduction in landscaping
from removal of the landscaped median would result in a small reduction in the overall
demand for water. The revisions to the original Project would not include any new
stormwater drainage facilities aside from those already identified in the original Project,
so no new physical impacts would occur. As previously noted, the revisions would
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages and would
continue to implement appropriate BMPs and LID strategies, which would further control
stormwater runoff. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with
all applicable utilities and service systems mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 29 . July 2013
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No

Substantial
New . Change
Potentially More from
: Significant Severe Previous
XVIIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance Impact Impact Analysis

a. Does the project have the potential to ] ] X
degrade the quality of the environment, .
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
‘population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are ] ] X
individually limited but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

c. Does the project have environmental W ] X
effects that will cause substantial adverse -
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

a.—-c. The revisions to the original Project would not have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, reduce biological resources, or eliminate cultural resources
because the revisions to the original Project are substantially similar to the original
Project and would occur within the same footprint identified in the original Project. The
revisions to the original Project would not result in new cumulatively considerable
impacts or new environmental impacts on human being because the scope of the
Project, including both construction and operation, would also be substantially similar to
that identified in the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue
to comply with all applicable mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project.
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Environmental Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[J ! find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[J 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions
to the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[] | find that the proposed project MAY have an impact on the environment that is
“potentially significant” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” but at least
one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards and (2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis, as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

X] | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the project, nothing further is required.

@[]@/7/;@@ 8/14/13

Signature Date

tesre~ NGHIH (LA

Printed Name For
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4.0 CONCLUSION

On the basis of the evaluation presented in Section 3, the revisions to the original
Project would not trigger any of the conditions listed in Section 1.2 of this Addendum,
requiring preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. Thus, this Addendum
satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164. The
revisions to the original Project do not introduce new significant environmental effects,
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant environmental
effects, or show that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible. )

Overall, the revisions to the Project would result in the substantially similar effects to
those of the original Project with similar construction and operations as those originally
proposed and would therefore generate substantially comparable effects. The revisions
to the original Project would not result in new significant effects or effects that would be
substantially more severe than those identified in the FEIR. All applicable mitigation
measures from the FEIR would be included as part of the revisions to the original
Project.

The analyses and conclusions in the FEIR remain current and valid. The revisions to
the original Project would not cause new or substantially more severe significant effects
than identified in the FEIR, and thus no new mitigation measures would be required. No
change has occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the revisions to the
original Project that would cause new or substantially more severe significant
environmental effects than identified in the FEIR, and no new information has become
available that shows that the project would cause significant environmental effects not
already analyzed in the FEIR. '

Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum to the
FEIR.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 32 July 2013
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BRICKE

ENGINEERING COMPANY
T e

Transportation Division
July.18, 2013

Ms. Linda Scott

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92112

SUBJECT: CHULA VISTA BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN TRAFFIC ANALYSIS REVIEW
(RICK ENGINEERING COMPANY JOB NUMBER 15939-K)

Dear Ms. Scott:

Rick Engineering Company performed a review of the traffic analyses performed to date for the Chula
Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP). More specifically, the following traffic analysis were reviewed:
CVBMP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (Dudek, April 2010), CVBMP Traffic Impact
Analysis (Kimley-Horn, March 2008), CVBMP Pacifica Development Traffic Analysis (Kimley-Horn,
October 2007), and CVBMP Gaylord Traffic Analysis (Kimley-Horn, October 2007). The review also
compares the existing approved uses for the CVBMP development, with the current land use plan, and
assesses the impact to the local roadways in the vicinity of the project. The following summarizes our
findings.

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (KIMLEY-HORN) AND FEIR (DUDEK)

The traffic studies were reviewed to verify accuracy and to compare to the current land use plan. The
following discrepancies were found with the review:

PhaseI:  Both traffic analyses reported the same number of total trips, however, the Dudek study
showed a Fire Station (located on Parcel H-17) proposed for this phase (Table 4.2-10),
and the Kimley-Horn study did not (Table 4-4). The Fire Station is shown to generate
400 daily trips.

Phase II:  Both traffic analysis reported the same number of total trips, however, the Kimley-Horn
study showed a 2-acre Industrial Business Park (located on Parcel H-17) proposed for
this phase (Table 4-5), and the Dudek study did not (Table 4.2-11). The Industrial
Business Park is shown to generate 400 daily trips.

Phase III: Both traffic analyses reported the same number of trips, and there are no discrepancies.
Phase IV: Both traffic analyses reported the same number of trips, and there are no discrepancies.

It should be noted that the discrepancy between Phase I and Phase II regarding the Fire Station and the
Industrial Business Park (both located on Parcel H-17) is considered negligible, with no additional impact
related to traffic, as both proposed developments are shown to be located on the same parcel and generate
the same amount of traffic. Refer to Attachment 1 for the trip generation tables from the Dudek and
Kimley-Horn studies.

5620 Friars Road * San Diego, California 92110-2596 =+ (619) 291-0707 <+ Fax (619) 291-4165 * rickengineering.com
SAN DIEGO  RIVERSIDE ORANGE SACRAMENTO SAN LUIS OBISPO  BAKERSFIELD PHOENIX TUCSON
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Ms. Linda Scott
July 18,2013
Pige 2 of 4

LAND USE.

‘Since th¢ preparation of the FEIR, ‘a few of the land uses withifi the CVBMP larid area have changed.
The changes are as-follows:

PhaseI: 'S-1 (Sweetwater District) moved from Phase IV to Phase I,.and the land use was revised
’ from a 750 room Resort Hotel to:a 237 stall RV Park.

H:-3'.(Harbor District) decreased from -a 2,000 room Hotel to a 1,600 rgom Resort
Conference Center. Access:for this parcel was previously assumed to be primarily along
H Street, with the main entrance and -exit on H Street, west of Marina Parkway, and a
truck driveway located along H Street; directly opposite-Marina Parkway. A. secondary
driveway for:the parcel.was assumed on E- Street, north of H Street.

‘Phase [I:  H-23 increased fiom a 500 room Hotel to a 1,250 room Resort: Hotel; the 100, 000: 5f of
Cultural use decreased to 25,000 sf, anid the: 100,000 sf of Retail increased to 175000 sf:
Theré has not been a focused analysis completed for this: :parcel, |dent1fymg aceess points,

Phase IIl: No-charige.

Phase IV: -1 was removed.and assumed to be:constructed és a 237 stall RV Park in Phase 1.

TRIP GENERATION

Brzef Gutde of Vehzcular Tmﬁic Generanon Rates for the. San. Dzego Regwn, Aprﬂ 2002 (whlch is the'
same methodology utilized in the: Krmley-Hom and Dudek studies), and compared to the trip. generatmn
inthe FEIR. The revised trip.generation.is summarized 4s follows:-

FEIR : Current Land Use Plan Difference
PhaseI: 30,842 veli/day - 28,427 veb/day 2,415 fewer daily trips
PhaseIl: 25.190 veh/day . 34,090 veh/day 8.900 more daily trips
Phase 1&IT 6,485 more daily trips
PhaseIll: 8,685 vel/day __8.685 veh/day no cL_ge
Phase I, I, &I ) 6,485 more dazl{v trips
Phase IV: - 14,600 veh/day 8600 veh/day . 6,000 fewer pl@ﬂvf‘trins,
Phase I, II, IH, & 1V' 79,317 veh/day. 78,317 veh/day 485 more daily trips

Referto At_taclinie‘n,t;‘zv for summary of the trip generation for each phase of the current land use plan.
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Ms.:Linda Scott
July 18,2013
Page3 of4.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

‘The traffic generated by the current land use plan was distributed to the project vicinity for Phase II,
"Phasg III, and Phase IV, and compared to City of Chiila’ Vista ‘General Plan roadway- classification
-capacmes, -and the. Mmgatlon Measures documented in FEIR Section 4.2.5. No further - anilysis ‘was
prepared for Phase I, as this phase is projected to.generate: less traffic ‘with the current fand use plan..

“The total additional traffic: generated by thie current land use plan (485 daily-trips) is not antlclpated 0.
have any sigrificant impacts on the roadway network: within the vicinity of the project; assuming that the.
roadway cross séctioiis arg constructed as follows:

Segment’ ‘Roadway Cross Section
'H Street, Marina. Parkway:to Street A "4 Lan "Ma_)or Street
‘H Street, Street'A t6 1-5 Ramps . § Lane Major Street’
‘Street C, Marina. Parkway to;Street A " 2 Lane Class Il Collector
1 Street; Marina Parkway to'Street A : 4 Lane Major Street’

] Street, Streét A'to Bay Boulevard ‘6Lane Ma_]or Street

I Street, Bay Boulevard to.I:5 Ramps " ‘6:Liane Major Street
Marina Parkway, H Street to Street C J'Lane: Class hs Collector~
Marina Parkway, Street C to.J Street - 3Lane Class II Collector
Street A, H Street to Street C 4 Lane Class I Collector
Street A, Street C to J-Street * 4Lane Class I Collector

The roadway cross sections. identified above-are consmtent wnth ‘the current:Chula Vista: Bayfront-Master
Plan, Sweetwater and Harbor Districts,. Conceptual Plan — June 19, 2013, the plans for the H Street
Extension Project - July 11, 2013 and the; Mxtlgatxon Measures Section 4.2.5 of‘the FEIR.

Refer io Attachnient 3 for the Phase II, Phase 111, and Phase IV mitigation requirements. from the FEIR
and the current fand use:plan.

H STREET AND BAY BOULEVARD INTERSECTION GEOMETRY

‘The intersection of H-Stréet-and Bay Botilevard was: analyzed- usmg the Synchro software to détermine if
the geometry ‘proposed: by the current land use plan is adequate for peak hour conditions. Based on the:
results of the capacity and queuing analysis; for all phases of development, the geometry as proposed is'
anticipated to ‘operate .at- an acceptable LOS for peak hour conditions, and accommodate: all queued'
vehicles without: spilling across.the railroad tracks. The: geometty is proposed as follows:

Intersectzon -of H Street and Bay Boulevard

o Eastbound: 3 through lanes, 1 right-turn.lane
Westbouind: 2 through lanes with a shared right-turn lane
Northbound: 1 left-turn:lane, 1 shared through/nght—turn lane
‘Seuthbound: 1 left-turn lane, 1 shared: through/rlght-tum lane
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Ms: Linda Scott:
. July 18,2013
Page4.of4

Refer to Attachmeiit. 4 for the capacity analysis. printouts.

CONCLUSION

The charige in land use for the CVBMP is anticipated to- result in a minor ‘increase in traffic: when
compared -to the trip generatlon in ‘the FEIR (485 more daily trips) for full ‘build condltlons (all four
phases of development). As:a result of the‘net’incréase in trips, no additional impacts are. antxcxpated to.
ocgur,. as lorig as the roadway cross sections described in the Potential Impacts ‘section.of this letter are
constructed. The roadway cross sections-described above.correspond with thefollowing plan setsi

o Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan; Sweetwater and Harbor Districts, Concéptital Plan — June 19,
2013. :
- '@ HStreet Extension Prolect ~Jiily 11,2013,

It is. recommended that ofice drivéway locations are determinedfor H-23: that a focused traffic analysis is

prepared for this parcel, to determineif ary ‘additiondl impacts will occur at the-adjacent. intersections.and

roadwdys. Add itionally;: if-any access points change fot H-3, a revision to the traffic analysis prepared for

this parcel should be. performed to determine-any impacts'to the adjacent intersections. and roadways, and
o verify that the currently planned crosssections are adequate.

'S"’i‘nCere"lly,

. RICK ENGINEERING COMPANY

Brian R Stephenson, P.E, T:E., P.T.0.E.
Principal Pre_;ect Manager

Attachments

¢c:  Kevin Gibson; Rick Engineeriiig Company.
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Trip Generation from Dudek and Kimley-Horn Studies
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... .Trafficand Circulation = =~

TABLE 4213

Summary of Phase IV Trip Generation

;Phase Parcel’

Land Use.

- A.M Peak Hﬁur i

M. PaakHour

i n ( Out | Total

In_|.Out [ Total

Sweetwater District _

V1S3 -Mixed.Use. Commercial

120

ksf’

26

265

57

229 |

286

v _Ts4 | Office

120

ksf ]

239.'

26

265

o7

229

(286

AR =N Resort Hotel

180

120

300 -

168

252 .

4207

| 750 |

172 |

‘830

282

"719

992 ’

Rarbor District.

v H-1Z | Fermry Tefminal/Restatirant

25

f [ 1

15

10

1140

60

200

v . H-18 | Office

100

kst |

252

28

280 |

52,

-208

260,

v  HP-28: | H Street Pier

040

ac

1

5

3

1

1

2

| :Subtotal

268 |

40 7 308

193

269

482

926

242 11138

a5

5979}

1,456

SOURCE: Kimiey-Hom and: Associates 2008
ksf = tholisand square fest

The.Intensity of each fand use was provided by the: Part of Sari Diego.

2Tnp Genetation rates:are based on SANDAG's. (Not So). Brief Gulde o7 Vehicular Traflic Generation. Rates.forthe: San Diego: Regian, Aprll 2002,

April 2010,

'5703-01

Finaf-Environmental fmpéct Report (EIR) for. the Chu!a Vista' Bayfront Master P(an

68864
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TABLE ¢4
PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE I TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

H-3 Hotel 2,000 m 16 / m 20,000 720 480 | 1200 | 960 | 640 | 1600
4P-1 __ Signature Park 18 ac 50/ ac 960 58 | 17 | 41 | 40 | &
H-13/H-14 Residential 1,500 du 6/ du 9,000 144 576 | 720 | 567 | 243 810
501 Al 84 ac 5/ ac 42 1 1 b 2 1 3
TES:
1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each fand use description.
) The intensity-of each land use was provided by thie Part of San Diego
ip Generation rates are based on SANDAGs:Brief Guide. of Vehicular Traffic. Generation Rates for the San 2002
KAC8345 00 TralTi Bel\Optina 24SP T GenstamfPT Trip Geserssion i
4-9
&84
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PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE I TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

H9 Retail/Commercial Recreation 50 kst 40/t | 2000 | 36 | 24 | &0 | 90 | 90 | 180
H-15 Mixed Use Office. 210 ksf 17 / ksf 3,570 418 46 464 | 100 400 500
H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 oo 8/m 2,000 60 40 100 56 84 140
las Retil 120kt | 407kt | 4800 | 36 | s8 | 144 | 26| 26
15 General Office 0kt |  20/wsr | 1m0 | 27 | 25 |22 | w7 | wm
| H-17 Industrial Business Park 2 ac 200/ sc 400 38 10 48 10 38
23 Hotel _ s0em | 10/m | s000 | 180 | 120 | 300 | 240 | feo
m 2 Culturel tokst | 16/ksf | 160 | 2 | 10| 2 | s | 80 | 160
In  fux Retail 100kt | 40/kst | 4000 | 7 | 48 | 120 | 180 | 10 | 30 |
; . ,

subtoral foes Fachoe Distyict 235,890 383 LK 1,029

25.190

INOTES:
(1) Ses Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator catcgory used for each Iand use description.
The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diégo
rip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Di

410

ca86Y4 PaGE U7




TABLE 4-6
PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE Il TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

H-21 Retail 150 ksf 40 / ksf 6000 108 72 | 180 | 270 | 270 | 540
HP-23A Industrial Business Park 1.0 ac 50/ ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 5
_ Otay District
0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park 4. 1,200 115 20 | 144 | 29 | us | 144
03 RV Park 236 du 5/ gu{ 1180 28 66 94 78 52 | 130
OP-1/OP-3 South Park S1 aé S/ w 255 5 5 10 10 | 10 20
OTES: :

(1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use deseription.
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego

) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002
4) The size of the industrial business park has not been

KD9S451000ATr D{SF Trp

-y

but trips for the use, which is consistent with the General- have been assumed as shown.

4-11

c286u

PAGE us




TABLE 4-7
PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE IV TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

Subtotal for: Sweerwaier District TS0

IIV H-12 Ferry Terminal/ Restaurant 25 ksf 100 / ksf 2,500 15 10 25 140 200
H-18 Office 100 ksf’ 20./ ksf 2,000 252 28 280 52 260
P28 H Street Pler 040 ac 50/ ac 20 1 s 1.5 s 2
l)&e*&hMWMSANDAGWMMMW&MWMM
)Tbmmofudzhndmmwbyumﬁwbm
Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guids of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Di April 2002
R203543 100 TentTlo\Bncl\Opticen 2T Trip Gensdsmn PV Trip Generation
4-12
60864
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TABRLE 4-8
_ PROPOSED PROJECT
TOTAL PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

S-1 Resort Hotel 750 o 8/ m 6,000 180 120 | 300 | 168 | 252 | 420
s2 _ Signature Park 18.0 ac 50 / ac 200 59 s8¢ | 11z | 41 | 40 | 81
s3 Mixed Use Commercial 120 ksf 17/%sf | 2040 239 26 | 265 | 57 | 220 | 286
S4 Office 120 ksf 17 / kst D40 239 26 | 265 | 57 | 229 | 286
Harbor District
B3 Hotel 000 rm 10/m | 20000 720 | 480 | 1,200 | 960 | 640 | 1600
H-8/HP-1 Signature Park 18.0 ac 50 / ac 900 59 58 | 7 i 41 | 40 | @
HY Retail/Commercial Recreation 50 ksf 40/ksf | 2,000 36 24 | 60 | % | s0 | 180
H-12 Ferry Terminal/ Restaurant 25 ks’ 100/ ksf | 2,500 15 10 | 25 | 140 | 60 | 200
H-13/H-14  Residential 1,500 du §/du_| 9000 144 576 | 720 | 567 | 243 | 810
H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 ksf 17/kf | 3,570 418 46 | 464 | 100 | 400 | s00
H15 Visitor Hotel 250 m 8/ mi 2,000 60 40 | 100 | 56 | 84 | 140
H-15 _Retail 120 faf 40 7 ksf | 4,300 86 58 | 144 | 216 | 216 | 432
H-15 General Office 90 ksf 20 /ksf | 1,800 227 25 | 252 | 47 | 187 | 234
H-17 Industrial Business Park 202c 200 / ac 400 38 10 | 48 | 10 | 38 | 48 |
B:18 Office 100 ksf 20/ksf | 2,000 252 28 | 280 | 52 | 208 | 260
H-21 Retail 150 kst 40/ ksf | 6,000 108 72 | 180 | 270 | 270 | 540
H23 Hotel 500 m__ 10/m | 5000 180 120 | 300 | 240 | 160 | 400
H23 Cultural 100 ksf 16/ ksf | 1,600 2 10 | 32 | 8 | 80 | 160
H.23 Retail 100 ksf 40/ %sf_| 4000 72 48 | 120 | 180 | 180 | 36¢
HP-03 50 Baywalk 84 2c 5/ 42 1 1 2 | 2 1 3
|HP-23A Industrial Business Park 1.0 ac 50 / 8¢ 50 3 4 7 2 3 5
HP-28 H Street Pier 04 ac 50/ 3 20 1 2 3 1 1 3
HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50 / ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2
Otay District
0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park* 1,200 115 29 | 144 | 29 | 115 | 144
03 _RV Park 236-du S1 dul 1,180 66 | 94 | 78 | 52| 130
OP-1/0P-3 South Park 51.0 ac 5/ dc | 255 5 5 10 | 10| 10 | 20
OTES:

1) Seé Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use description.
) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego
(3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002
4) The size of the industrial business park has got been but trips for the use, which is consistent with the General Plan, have been assuimed as shown.
KAQD54S 1 000RT il TroelOption T{BP Teip Gen. xdam[Trip Generntion

4-i4

68864 PAGE 5@




Attachment 2

Summary of Current Land Use Plan Trip Generation
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Attachment 3

Mitigation Requirements from DEIR
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Chufa Vista Bayiront Master Plan
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Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan
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Chula Vista Bayfront Master Pian
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Chilla Vista Bayfront Master Plan_____
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42 , o . o ~ Trafficand Circulation

capamty of a roadway is equal to the maxtmum LOS E pursuant to the Chula Vlsta General Plan
(2005). Table 4.2-1 suinimarizes.the. capacttles and LOS for each Circulation Elementand Urban
Core Circulation Element roadway.

TABLE 4.2-1
‘Roadway Segment Capacity and Level of Service

" Lovel of Service (LO
BLY | c(8 | DLy

- Facility
, " Class* | Lane:
:Circulation Element Roadways
",Bcpressway h 78

-'ane i B

‘E:(4.0)

A ]

52500 | 61,300 | 70,000 | 78,800 | 87500
| 37500 | 43800 | 50000 | 56300 | .62.500 |
30,000 | 35000 | 40,000 | 45000 | 50,000 |
26250 | 30850 | 35000 | 39400 | 43750 |
22500 | 26300 | 30000 | 33800 | 37500 |
16,500 | 19,300 | 22000 | 24800, | 27.500 |
9000 | 10500 | 12000 | 13500 | "15,000 |
6600 | 7500 | 8400 | 9400 |

| ‘Class |'Collector
Class |l Collector
| Class it Collector,

1 :Urban Core Circulation Element Roao'Wa
' Gatewalet‘ré"étg '

N & el oife

47600 | 54400 | 61,200 | 68,000
| 33600 | 38400 | 43200 | 48000 |
{29400 | 33600 | 37,800 | 42,000
. 26250 | 30,000 | 33750 | -37.500 |
1 28250: | 30,000 | 33750 | 37,500
M 200 12800 14400 | 16,000

Urban Arerial
‘Commercial Blvd.
Downtown Pmmenadiei ,

Note: Shaded cells comespcnd . the ‘acceptable trafﬁc voluies for each rbadwa
' The adopted -Circuiation Element roadways are: considered. Class l Collector Stieels ard -above, and the, Urban Core
- Citgulation Elément oadways:arg considéred 1o-beisix-lane Galeway Strecis.and below..

ESFN TN P Y

lolo|olo|olo|d |a|o]alalelolslo]
EE

Street classifications, discussed in ‘more detail below and identified for specific: roadway
segents study area as shown in Figure 4.2-2, are based on standards provided-in'the 2005
Chuila szta General Plan. :

To determine. LOS traffic counts were conducted during peak commute periods. Existing A.M.
(7:00 AM. to 9:00 A.M.).and P:M. (4 00 P:M. to 6:00° PM) peak- hour turning movement counts
were conducted by Southland Car Counters, Turming Point. Trafﬁc Service, and Traffic Data
Serv1ce Southwest These intersection counts were taken during; several différént times of thie day
Ttaffic volumes along segments: of F Street; ] Street, and Bay Boulevard were
collected by Fleld Data Services in 2006. The remaining roadway segment traffic volumes were
provided by the: City of Chula Vista and Traffic Data Services Southwest (which collected data
on twa segments of Broadway). In addition, Kimley-Hofni and Associates, In¢. conducted
supplemental roadway counts for older count locations. Existing freeway Volumes(2004) wereé

Aprll 2010 o 570301
Final Envirorimiental Impact Reparx (ElR) for me Chuia V‘sta Bayfrant Master Plan 4,251
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42 Traffic and Circulation

Developers of any paicel located within the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan shall reimburse
the Port; City, and/or other developers the pro-rata cost of the installation of publi¢ transpoitation
improvements, as obligated and fequired by the Port and/or City based on the.nexus established
in the technical studies and this Draft EIR. |

a. Phase | Mitigation Measures

‘The following mitigation measures shall be. reqmred to be implemented by the developer to
‘reduce impacts to a level less than significant:

4.2-1 Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3in
Phase I, the Port or'Port tenarit, 4s appropriate, shall:

e Construct H Street west of Marina Parkway as a 2-lane Class III Collector

o Constrict E Street as a 2-lane Class I Collector along Parcel H-3. This would.
provide a-connection to Lagoon Drive via Marina Parkway.

e Constructa traffic signal at H Street and Gaylerd-RCC Truck. Dnvcway

Prior to the issuanceof building perinits for any development on H-13 or H-14.in
Phase I, the applicant shall:
o Rebuild that gomon of Marina Parkway fronting H-13 and H-14-between E

S&eetSandglger Way and J Street as a’3-lane Class II Collector with excess ROW'
used for pedesman facﬂmes oL, secure such ccnstructmn to. the: sansfaq tion:to the

o Cornstruct Street A tioth of.J Stre¢t would be constructed as a 2-lane:Class IIT
Collector-, or secure such construction to the satisfaction:of the City Engineer.

“This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-1 to bélow a'level of

significance.
4.2-2 Prior to-the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 in

Phase I, the Port or.Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct H Street from -5 to
Matina Parkway as a:four-lane Major Street. This mitigation is provided in lieu of
widening of F Stréet due to environmental constraints associated with the widening of
F Street in the vicinity of the F&G Street Marsh. At the completion of thé H Street
Extension, the Port or Port ténant, as appropriate, shall also-restrict access along the
segment of Lagoon Drive/F Street (between Parcel H-3 and the BF Goodrich access

April:2010 . . 570301
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the'Chula Vista Bayfront Masfer Plan A T 4:24207
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4.2

Traffic.and Circulation

4.2-4

425

4.2-6

427

Apf" 2010

on F Street) to emergency vehicle access only. This mitigation would reduce
Significant Tmpacts 4.2-2, 4:2-4, 426, 4.2-7,/and 4.2-11 1o below a level of

Prior to'the issuance of any certificates of occupaiicy for any development on H-3 in,
Phasé I, the Port or Port tenant, as-appropriate; shall widen H Street west of Marina
Parkway from a two-lane.Class IIT. Collector to-a thrée-lane Class I Coliector, This
mitigation Would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-3'to below a level of significance.

Prior to'the issnance of certificates of occupancy for any development on'H-3 and
building petinits for any.developiment on H-13 or H-14 in Phase I, ‘the Port, Port
tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Bay Boulevard between E- Street and

. FStreet from-a two-lane Class I Collector to & two-lane Class II Collector, or secure

such widening, to, the satisfaction of the City Engineer.’ ’-I‘hc‘addmonal,road-way
capacity would facilitate the flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce
Significant Impact 4.2-5 to below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuancé of building permits for any developmént.on H-13 of H-14-in.
Phase I, the applicant shall construct a traffic s1gnal at the intersection-of ] Strect and

Bay Boulevatd, or secure suich construction to. the satisfaction of the C1ty Engmeer

The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate:to the satisfaction of the.City
Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-8 and 4.2-14 to
below-a level of significance.

‘Prior to the issuance-of certificates of occi]p‘aﬁéy‘fér any dévelopment on H-3 ‘or
building, permlts for any development on'H-13 or H-14 in Phase L, the Port, Port
tenant, or applicarnit;-as apptopriate, $hall coristruct.a. traffic signal at the ‘intersection

of L Strcet.and_.Ba_y Boulevard, or secure such construction to-the:satisfaction of the

City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructéd and operate to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-9 and.

4.2-15'to below alevel of significance.

Prior to the 1ssuance of certificates of occupancy.for: development on H-3'or building

permits for any development on H-13-0r H:14 in.Phase I, the Poit, Port tenant, or
fapphcant as:-appropriate, shall construct a;traffic signal at the intersection of I-S

southbound ramps-and Bay Boulevard,.or seciite such construction to the satisfaction

of the City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate:to the

satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts

4.2-10°'and 4.2-16 to below a level of significance.
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Traffic and Circulation

428

April 2010:

The following mitigation measure would reduce, but not eliminate proje'cjt.impa’cts:‘on
Interstate 5, as identified in Significant Impacts 4.2-12, 4.2-17, 4.2-18, 4.2-29,
4.2-30, 4.2-35 through 4.2-37, and 4.2-46 through-4.2-50.

_The Port and the City shall participaté in a imulti-jutisdictional effort conducted by
Caltrans and SANDAG to assist in developing a detailed I-5 corridor level study that

will identify transportation improvements alonig with funding, including federal, state,
régional, and local funding sources and phasing that. would reduce congestion
management-with Caltrans standards on the I-5 south corridor from'the SR-54
interchange to-the. Otay River (the “I-5 South Corridor”):(hereinafter, the “Plan”).

Local funding sources idéntified in the Planshall include fair share contributions

related to private and/or public development based on the.nexus established ifi this

Draft EIR as well as other inéchanisms. The Plan required by-this mitigation shall
include the following:

aj Theresponsible-entities:(the Entities) includedin this effort will include, but may

not be limited to, the City, other cities along I-5, the Port, SANDAG, and
Caltrans. Other-entities will be included tipon the concurrénce of the foregomg
Entities.

bj The Plan will identify physical and operational improvements to I-5 adjacent to:
the project ared, televant arterial roads and transit facilities (the Improvements),
that-are focused.on regional impacts'and specific transportation impacts from'the
project, and will also identify the fair share responsibilities of each Entity fof the:
construction and financing for each Improvement. The Plan will include-an
implementation element that includes each Entity’s:responsibilities and
commitment to'mitigate the impacts.created by all phases of the Proposed Project.

¢) The Plan will set forth a timeline and other agreed upon relevant criteria for
implementation of each Improvement.

d) The Plan will identify the total estimated design and construction cost for-each
Tmprovement and the responsibility of each Entity fot both implementation-and.
funding of such costs. -

€} The Plan will include the parameters for-any-agreéd tipon fair-share furiding to be

implemented, that would require privateiand/or pubhc developers to contribute to
the costs, in a manner that will comply with- apphcable law.

f) Indeveloping the Pla’n, the Entities shall also consider ways:in'which the

jlﬂmprpvgmen‘t_s; can be.coordinated with existing local and f‘e’:__”gional".tran‘s_‘pottaﬁon ‘
and facilities financing plans and programs, in.order to avoid duplication of effort
and expenditure; however, the existence of such other plans and prograrns shall

5703-01
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42 . Trafficand Circulation

‘not relieve the Entities of their collective obligation to.develop and implemeiit the
Plan as:set forth in this initigation measure. Nothing in the Plan shall be construed
as relieving any Enfity (or any other entity) from its independent responsibility-(if
any) for the implementation of any transportation improverient.

g) The Port shall Seek'iadopﬁbn of thie Plan before the Port Beard of Commissioners.
'and the Cit"y shall seek adéptiOn 'c')f thePlan befd're-'thé"(‘:i‘ty Council upon 'th"e
Clty shall r@port_ to thelr. respecﬁve.i g_ovemmg b,odles _regardmg _thﬁ progress m,ade
to develop the Plan within 6 months of the first meeting of the entities. Thereafter,
the Port:and the City shall report 4t least annually ‘fegarding the progress of the
Plan, for a'period of not less than 5 years;, which may be extended at the request
of the City Council and/or Board of Comimiissioners.

h) The Plan:shall also expressly include each Entity’s pledge that it will cooperate
with each otherin implementing the Plan.

i) Prior to issiance of ceitificates of occupancy-or building permits for.any
development of individual projects withinthe Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan,
the Port and the City shall require project-applicants to make their fair share
contribution toward mitigation 6f cumulative freewdy itnpacts within the City's.
“portion of the I-5 South Corridor’ by part1c1pat1ng in the City’s Western Traffic
‘Development Impact Fee or equivalent funding program. 4

The failure ot 'refusal of ariy Entity-other than the Port-or the City to-cooperate in the
implementation of this mitigation measure shall not conistitute faiture of the Port or
the City to iiplement this mitigation measure; however, the Port and the City shall
-each-use its best-efforts to obtain the cooperation of all responsible Entities to fully
participate, in-order'to-achieve the:goals of the mitigation measure.

4.2-9 Prior to-the: issuance of certificates of occupancy-for-any development oni H-3 ifi
Phase I, the Port or. Port tenant, as -appropriate, shall gonstruct a westbound through
lane. along H Street/Gaylerd- REC REC Driveway, which would resiltin w1denmg H Street
west of Marina Parkway to a threé-lane: Class 1T Collector, This mitigation would
reduce Significant Impact 4.2-13 to below a level of significance.

4.2-10 The following mitigation measure would reduce, but'not el1m1nate impacts at
intersections of E Street and H Street associated with trolley delays, as identified in
Significant Impact 4.2-19. Prior to‘issuatice:of ceitificates of occupancy for parcel
H-3 or bulldmg permits for any development within'the City; the Port and the City
shall require project applicants to make their fair share contribution toward. mitigation
of intersection lmpacts at H Street.and E Street within the City’s jurisdiction by

April 2010 L 5703-01
Fma( Envitonmental impact Repon (EIR) for the Chula Vlsta Bayfront Master Plan: 4.2-210:
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42 | __Traffic and Circilation

‘patticipating in the City’s Western Traffic Development Impact Fee or equivalent
funding program.

Thi failiite or refusal of ‘any.Entity other than‘the: Port or the City to-cooperate in the.
implementation of this mitigation measure shall fiot constitute failiire of the Port or
the City to implement this mitigation measure; however, the Port and the City shall
.eachuse its best efforts to obtain the coopération of all responsible Entities:to fully
‘participaté, in-order to achieve the goals'of mitigation measure. '

However; because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the
significant. impacts to the affected intersections will require funding from other
sources in addition to the WTDIF, such as local, staté and federal furids, and such
funding is not certain.or undét the:control of the Port or the City, the Port and the City
cannot assure the necessary improvements will be constructed-as needed or tha‘t;thc_yﬂ
will bé:constructed within any known time schedule. Accordingly; the Proposed
PrOJect s.impacts to the E Street and H Street intersections affected by an at-gradé
trolley crossing are conmdered significant and unxmtlgated

b.

42-11  Prior tothe issuance of any certificates of accupancy for any development on H-23 in
Phase I, the Port or. Port tenant, as- appropnate, shall construct Street

Imp ementation of this’irﬁtxgatioﬁ méasure woﬁld}ré_dhcpfﬁs,'ig"niﬁc@: Tmpact 4.2-20 to:
below a level of significance.

4.2-12

Prlor to the issuance of cemﬁcates of occupancy for any devcl"‘ meént in. Phase II, the

satlsfactlon of the Clty Engmeer The add1t10na1 roadway capacuy Would facilitate the
flow: of project traffic. This.mitigation would reduce: Significant Tmpact 4.2:21 to
below a level of significance:

4.2-13  Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for : evel_opmentf,iﬁ :Phas'c..'II,' the
Port, Port tenant -or apphcant as dppropriate
' ' ;-or-secure stich construcnon to the satisfaction o
: oadway capacity would facilitate the flow of
pro;ect trafﬁc Tms mmganon would reduce Sigiificant Impact 4.2:22 to below a.

level of significance.

Y lag P
f}tw Fapde Y27
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4.2-14

4.2-15

4.2-16

4:2-17

4.2:18

4.2-19

April: 2010

or, P “°“aﬁ.t,, of :afp"ﬁu :

‘satlsfactlon 'of the:City Engineer. The: addmonal roadway capacity would. facxhtate thef"
flow: of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-23 to
below a level of significance.

.?; 'Z.i

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, the-
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as-appropriate, shall-construct a traffic signal and add
an exclusive left-turn lane at €ach approach at the intersection of'H'Street and
Gaylord-RCC Driveway, or sécure siich. ¢onstruction to the-satisfaction of the City
Engineer. The traffic signal and left-turn lanes shall be built to the satisfaction of:the
City Engineer. This mitigation would rediice Significant Impact 4.2-24 to belowa
level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, ‘the:
Port, Port:tenant, or applicant; as.appropriate; shall construct a westbound and
eastbound through lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and Bay
Boulevard, or seciire such construction to-the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The
lanes shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This'mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-25 to below a level of significance;

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development iri Phase I1, the
Port, Port tendiit, of applicant; as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the
intersection of H Street and Street A, or secure such constriiction to theé satisfaction of
the City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate'to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact
4.2-26.t0 below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance-of certificdtes of occupancy for any development i Phase ILof
the developmient, the developer shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of J
Street and Marina Parkway. The traffic signal shall be:constructed and operate to the.
satisfaction.of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact:
4.2-27 to below a level of significance. |

Prior to the-issuance of certificatés.of occupancy for dny.development in Phase II, the
Port, Port tenant, or applicant;-as appropriate, shall construct:a traffic signal at'the
intersection of J Street and Street A and add an exclusive westbound right-turn lane
along J Street and an exclusive southbound right-turn lane along, Street:A, or secure
such construction to the satisfaction of the City Enginéer. The traffic signal and
turning lanes shall operate:and be constructed fo the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

5703-01
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This mitigation would reduce Significant Impsict 4:2-28 to below a level of
sxgmficance

42-20  Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development iif Phase IIl,
the Port, Pott tenants, or. applicant, as appropnate shall construct the: segment of
Street A that would continue south from J Street connecting to the proposed Street B
in:the- Otay District, as:a two-lane Class III Collector In. addmon, priorto-the
issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development i in Phase 11, the Port; Port.
tefiants, as’ appmpna,zcmshall construct the segment of Street B that would conneét to
the proposed Street-A, bridge over. the Telegraph Canyon Creek Channel, and
continue sotith to Bay Boulevard, as a2-lane Class III'Collector. This mitigation.
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-31to below a level of significance.

4.2-21 Prior to the issuarice of certificates of occupancy forany development in Phase IIL
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as- appropriate, i;;shall etween Liae Chs
:.,Street and Street C i ollectoq_% or-secure-such construction to the ﬁ C&W
sat1sfact10n of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate the. f%, i qy‘
flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact4.2-32 to 4.2 "‘?'7
below a level-of significance.

4.2:22  Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase III,
the Port, Port:tenants;.or applicant, as appropriate, shall constrict an exclusive:
eastbound right-turn lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and Bay
Boulevard, or secure such construction fo'thé satisfaction of the:City Engineer. The
tutiiing lane shiall be: built to-the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-33 to below a level of significance.

4.2-23 Prior to theisSuance. of certificates of occupancy:for any d_ev‘elgjpmgnt in Phase II,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall cénstruct an exclusive
westbound right-turn lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and I-5 NB-
'Ramps-,;,or secure:such construction to the satisfaction of the City Eﬂg’ihéer. The:
turning lane shall bé biiilt to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-34 to below a lével-of significance.

4.2-24  Priorito the issuance of cértificates of occupandy for any development in Phase ITT,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant,-as appropriate, shall construct E Street from the
Gaywl&ré— __Q___Dnveway to' Bay Boulevard as a two-lane Class T Collector: This
mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4,2-38 to below a'level of significance.

‘ApHil 2010 5703-01
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4.2-25

4.2:26

4.2-27

4228

Aprii 2010

Prior to the:issuance of certificates of occupancy for-any.development in Phase IV,

‘the Port, Port tenant, or-applicant, as’ appropriate, shall construct:a:new F-Street
:segment between the proposed terminus of the exxstmg F Street:and the proposed E

Street extenision, ending at the SP-3 Chula Vista Nature-Center parkinglot; as a two-
lane*Class II collector:street, which shall also:containi a Class IT bike lane:on both

sides of the street. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-39 to below

a'level of significance-

‘Prior to_the issuance. of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase TV,

the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as.appropriate, shall widen E Street between F
Street and Bay' Boulevard to a four-lane Class I Collector; or secure such construction

to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would

facilitate the flow of project traffic. Also, the widening of this segment of E.Street
would facilitate the flow-of project traffic on Bay Boulevard between E-Streét to.F
Street. This ihitigation would reduce. Slgmf' cant Impacts 4.2-40 and 4.2-41 to below
a level of significance:

Prior to the.issuance of certificates of cecupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant; as appropriate, shall widen H Street between. 1-5
Ramps and Broadway to a 6-lane: Gateway Street. The additional roadway capacity’
would facilitate the flow of project traffic. This:mitigation would reduice Slgmficant
Imp_act.4.2-42 ta below a level of s1gn1figanqc. The off-site traffic impravements
described in 'th'is nﬁtigaﬁon measure. fer direct traffic ’ih'}pac'té Wéﬁl& créate se‘cﬁndary’
geqmré;d as a res__ult,gf cumulamye and, growth-related tmfﬁc overall __of wmch the
Proposed Project would be a component. The Western Chula Vista TDIF identifies
these improvements in a. cumulative context and attributes fair share contributions
according to the impact. Thetefore, the Proposed Project would be responsible fora
fair share contribution and would not be solely responsxble for-implementation of
necessary secondary impact-improvements..

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase. IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant; as appropriate, shall construct an eastbound

through lane and an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane along E Street at the:

intersection.of E Street and Bay Botilevard, or secure such construction to'the

satisfaction of the City Engineer: The lanes shall be constructed to'the satisfaction.of

the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-43 to below
a level of significance.

5703-01
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4.2-29°  Prior to the issuance:of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
thie Port, Port tenant, or applicant; as:appropriate; shall construct-an-exclusive
southbound right-turn lane along Bay Boulevard at the fitersection of J Street and
Bay Boiilevard, orsecure such construction to:the:satisfaction of the City Engineer.
The lane shall be constructed to the satisfaction of ,t'he,,:Cit;y{En_gfih’eféi'.. ‘This mitigation
‘would reduce Significant Tmpact 4.2-44 to below a level of significance.

42-30  Prior to the:issuance of certificates of occupancy:for any devélopment in Phase TV,
the Port, Pott teriant, or applicant, as-appropriate,.shall.construct a dual southbound
left-turn lane-along Street: A, or secure such construction to-the satisfaction of the City.
Enginger. The Tane shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the-City. Engineer. This
mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2:45 to'below a level of significanice.

4.2.6 Significance of Impacts After Mitigation

Implemeéritation of Mitigation Medsure 4.2-8 would not reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-12,
4.2-17, 42-18, 4.2°29, 4.2-30,:4.2-35 through 4.2-37, 4nd 4.2-46 through 4.2:49, concerning’
project related impacts.along I-5, to below a level of significance because implementation of the.
physical improvements needed to reduce significant impacts to the-affected freeway segmentsiis
within the justisdiction and control of Caltrans and not the Port or the City. The Port and the City
cannot assure the necessary improvements will b constructed as needed. Accordingly, the
,Prc')_posed Project’s impacts to freeway segments are considered significant and uninitigated..

concerning project related impacts on H Street and E.Street intersections:due to trolley-delay; to
below alevel of significance; because implementation of the physical improvements needed to
réduée significant impacts are within the jurisdiction and control of other entities and not the Port
or City. The Port and the City cannot assuré the necessary improvements will be-conistructed as
needed. Accdrdingly, the Proposed Project’s-impacts to E-Street-and H Street intersections
affected by the trolley crossings are considered significant and unmitigated

‘The-implementation of the Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 though 4.2-7,4,2-9, and 4.2-11 through 30
would reduce the remaining direct project related impacts to below 4 level of significance.

Aprii2dioc _ _ . 5703-01
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Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan
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‘Chuila Vista Bayfront MasterPlan
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‘Chula Vista Bayfront Waster Plan.
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Ghula Vista Bayfront Waster Plan
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" Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan
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Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard

‘Phase | - AM Peak Hour

711012013

—y

EBR

... WBT.

Lane-Configirations
Ideal Flow (vphpl), 1900.
Total Lost time (s) 4.0
Lane Ut Fator 0:91
Frt 1.00
Fit Protected 1,00
Satd. Floww:(prot) 5085
Fit-Permitted. 1.00
Satd..Flow {perm) 5085 1583

40
1.00
0.85
1,00
1583
1,00

| -m 7
Volurhe:(vph) 0 36
1900

1900

b
-472
1900
4.0
0:95:
0:98
100
3456:
1,00
3456

1900

1 oof
098
100

1825

1 005

1825

" Peak:hour factor, PHF 092 092 0%
Ad. Flow (vph) 0 370 39

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 23
370 16

0.92

092 082
513 9%
B 0
571 0

092
73

092 092
noon

Lane Group Flow (vph) . . 0
Turn Type o

Pratected Phases 4

Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0
Effective Green; g (s)- 16.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0: 40»
Cléarance Timeé (s) 40

Pem.

16.0.
16.0°
040

40

16.0
16.0
0.40
A0

16.0
16.0

040 -
.40 .

16:0
16.0
0.40

4.0

50

16.0
16.0
0:40
40

Lane Grp Cap (voh). 2034,
/s Ratio Prot 0.07
Vis Ratio Perm

vic Ratic:

Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay'(s)

0.01

0.18
T8
1.00.
02 04

Approach Delay (s)
Approach :0S A

Iitersection:Summary. ...

'633:

0.02.
1.3
1.00:

80 73
Level of Service: : A A

1382
A7

041

1. 001

524

0:02
0.04
73
1.00
0.2
75

709
£0.10

0.26

+ 00

0 3
77

0.04.

010

100

HCM:Average Control Dela
HCM:Volume to- Capacity ratio
Actyated Cycle Length (s) .

Intersection Capacity Utilization

40.0

¢ Critical Lang Groip.

.8"3» i
0.34:

40.7%
Analysis Period (min) 15.

Sum-of lost time (s).
ICU Level of Service

HCMLevetof Sevice

HCM:Signalized Intersection- Capacity Analysis.
Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 -- Report

sa86U

Page 1
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase |- AM Peak Hour
3:H Street & Bay-Boulevard _ __ Thoots

. P

LaneGroup.*© . ;-0 EBT". iEBF
Lane Grotp Flow (vph) 370
vic Ratio 0.18
Control Delay: 8.1
Queue Delay 0.0
Total Defay 81
Queue Length 50th (f!) 18 | : 1 :
Queue Length 95th {ft) 31 T 12 54 186 27
internal Link Dist (ft) 420 ‘ 420 420 420
Turn Bay. Length (ft) 165 3 - ,
Base Capacity-(vph) 2034 657 14200 524 752 460 737
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 o 0 0 o 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0. 0 o 0: 0
Storage Cap Reductn [N} 0: 0 1] g -
* Reduced v/c Ratio 048 006 043 004 - 030 008 O

Intersection'Summary . .. . o el o i

Queues Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company- _ Page 1
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CVBMP = Current Land ‘Use Plan

Phase |- PM'Peak Hour
711012013

3:H Street & Bay Boulevard ,

Intersection Summary - ..o -

GRraroes A‘—:——%—"—-—pw-—

Movemient: - EBLY - TEBTL

L:ane Configurations 244

Volume (vph) 0 420

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

L.ane Util, Factor 0.81

Frt 1.00.

Fit Protected 1.00

Satd. Flow, (prot) 5085°

Fit Permitted 1.00:

Satd. Flow-(perm) 5085 L , _
Peak:tiour factor, PHF 092 092 09 082 092 082 092 092 092 0% 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) o 47 T 0 678 30 4 83 79 199 443 18
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 46 0 8 0 0 47 0 0 4 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) Q0 457 31 0 700 ) 45 115 0 199 457 0
Tam Type Pem Perm Perim

Protected Phases 4 8 2 )
Permitted Phases. 4 2 6

Actuated Green; G (s) 160 160 16.0 160 160 160 160
Effectlve Green g (s) -1’6';0’ 16.0. 16.0 160 160 160 160
Actuiated g/C Ram 040 040 0.40. 040 040 040 040
Clearance Time (s) 40 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lang Grp Cap (vph), 2034 633 1407 272 690 488 744

v/s Ratio Prot 0:09 €0:20 0:07 0.25

vis Ratio-Perm _ 0.02 0.07 0.16

vl Ratio. 02 005 0.50 047 047 041 062

Uniform Delay, d1 79 73 9.0 1.7 T 8.6 9.6
Progression Factor 100 100 1.00. 100 1. 00( 1. 00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 04 1.3 1.3 05 25 3r8’

Delaj (s) 82 15 102 90 82 1.1 134

Level of Setvice A A B A A : :
Approach.Deldy (s) 81 10:2 84

Approach LOS B A

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio

Actuated Cycle'Length (s):

lntersectlon Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)
¢ Critical Lane Group

54.0%

15

03
0:56:
40,0

FICM Level of Service:

Sufi of losttime {s) - 8.0
ICY Lével of Service A

HCM Stgnahzed Intersectior Capacxty Analysis

Synchro7-- Report
Page 1
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CVBMP =Ciirfent Land Use Plan , Phase | - PM Peak Hour
3 HStreet&Bay Boulevard L — : 70102013

Lane;.Group Flow {vph) 5 ' { 162 3
vic:Ratio- o 022 ol 0. 50" 0. 17 022 041 062
Control Delay 83 31 104 97 ‘55 1.8 139
Queue Delay e 00 60 00 00 00 00
Total Delay 83 31 104 97 &5 118 138
Queue Length 50th:(f) 3 0 56 6 i 30 75
Quietie Length 95th'(ft) 38 16 91 21 3 68 144
Interal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length-(ft) 165 , o
Base Capacity. (vph) 2034 679 1415 272 738 487 T4
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 6 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap:Reductn o 0 § :
Reduced vic:Ratio:

017 022 - 041 082
Intersection Summary -+ "+ - e

‘Queves Synchro 7.+ Report
Rick Engineering Company. Page !
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Phase |I'- AM Peak Hour

CVBMP -:Current Land Use Plan ,
710013

3: H Street & Bay’ Boulevard

Lane Canﬁguratrons

Volume:{vph)
Ideal Fiow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Larie Util, Factor

Frt

Flt-Protected:

Satd. Flow:(prot)

Fit Permitted

Satd: Flow:(perm)

1900
40
001

1.00
1.00

5085 -
1.00
_ 5085

1900

4.0
1,00
1.00
0.95
1770
0.70
1298

Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Fiow (vph) I
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0

Lahe Group. Flow (vph)

0.92
674

0,92

[ I =W

0.92
1 02“'

082

27

o 92
21

Turn Type

Protected Phases
Permrtted Phases
Actuated Gresn; G (s )
Efféctive Green, ¢ (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time: (8}

_ 674

16.0
16.0
040

"Perm

160
16.0

0.40

4,0

16:0
16:0
440

Perm

160
160
0.40

16:0
“16.0
040

16.0
16.0
0.40

A0

Lane'Grp Cap (vph)
vls Ratio Prot

vis Ratio Perm

vic Ratie

Uniform Delay, d1
ngress niFactor
{ncrefiental Delay, d2
Deldy:(s)

Level of Setvice
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS.

Jntetsection Summary

2004
043

0.33

83

1.00
04
87

B3

0:01

0.03.
1.3

1.00

1396

03t

0.78
'19 4

519"“” '

002
0.05

74
1. 00

c0.08
0 20

100

0.03

1 00

720
0.04

011»

HCM. Average Contral Delay
HCM Volume to-Capacity.rati
Actuated Cycie Length (s}
Intersection Capacity Utifization.
Arialysis Period (min):

¢ Critical Lane Grolp

0:49

40.0
49.7%
15

‘Sum of losttime- (s}
ICU Level.of Service

HCM Leval of Service.

/
S

'HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity-Analysis
Rick Engineering Comipany

686U
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CVBMP : Currént Land Usé Plan - Phase Il.- AM Peak Hour
3. H Street & BayBoulevard . . THO013

. Ve Ratro
Control Delay-
Queue Delay
Total Delay
Queue Length 50th; (ft)
Quéue Length 95th: ()
Internal Link-Dist:(ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft): 165 ‘
Basa Capacity (vph) 2034 663 1415 519 743 489 732
Starvation Cap Reductr 0 0. 0 0 o -0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 3 0 0
Storage Cap Reducin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reducéd v/c Ratio: 0.33 0,,07, 078 005 022 007 013

Intersection Surrimary . s ,
# 95th percentile: volume exceeds capacny, queue may be longer
Quieue: sHown is maximur:aftet two,gycles_

Queues Synchro 7 - Report.
Rick Engineering Company Page 1
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CVBMP = Current Land Use Plan Phase.Il - PM Peak Hour
3: H Stréet & Bay Boulevard L — 71012013

Movement ©
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph), 0 93 0 1245 4 ‘ . 3
Ideal Flow (vphipl) 1900 1900 900 1900° 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) : 40 40 40 4,0 4.0 40 40
‘Lane Util. Factor: 081 1 0.95 100, 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 5 1.00 100 093 100  0.99
Fit Protected 1.00 00 1,00 095  1.00 095: 1.00
Satd. Flow {prot) 5085 3522 1770 1740 17707 1842
‘Fit Permitted: ' 100 1.0 1.00 031 100 066 1:00
‘Satd. Flow:(perm) . 5085 1 3522 579 1740 1227 1842
‘Peak-tiour factor, PHF 092 092 092 082 0% 082 092 092 092 092 092 O
‘Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1090 45 55 87 68 199 437
RTOR:Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 . 2 06
Lane Group Flow:{vph) - 0 1090 1393 0 55 127 0 199 466
Tum Type- erm Perm Perm
‘Protected.Phiasés 4 8 _ 2 A [
Permitted:Phases : 4 : 2 .6
‘Actuated Green, G () 230 230 230 190 190 180 190
Effective:Green; g (s). 230 230 230 19.0. 190 190 190
Actiated'g/C Ratio 046 046 0.46 038 0.38 0:38:° 038
Cléarance Time (s) 40 40 40 . . 40 . 40 ) 40 40
Lane:Grp Cap (vphy 2339 728 T 1620 2200 661 486 700
Vis Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.40 B X4 ¢0.25
Ails Ratio Perm 0.03 , 0.10 0:16

Vi Ratio 047 006 0.86 025 019 043 D67
Uniform Delay; d1 93 75 12:1 106 104 115 129
Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1,00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 07 .02 6:2 27 06 28 50
Delay (s) 89 77 18.3 133 110 143 178
Level of Sérvice A A B B B B B
Approach Delay ($) 98 1833 11.6 16:8
Approach.LOS A B B B

c,cc}S
—l
PR,
K&,
Ay

lo o & 8l

intersection Summary: ... . FTTL e RU Tt b TR
HCM Average Conitrol Delay 14,7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 077

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time’(s) 8,0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis ' Synchro 7-- Report
‘Rick Engineering Company . " Page 1
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CVBMP. -:Current Land Use Plan

Phase Il - PM Peak Hour

71102013

3:H Street & Bay Boulevard

N

Larg Gtogp .

SEBT. .

R

EBR - WE

[ §BL:- + SBT.

Lanie Group Flow:{vph)
v/c:Ratio

Control Deldy

Queue Delay

Total Delay:

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue: Length 95th [{3)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Tum Bay Length (ft):
Base Capagity {vph)
Starvation-Cap Reductn:
Spillback,CapReductn
Storage Cap Reductn’
Reduced v/ Ratio

Intersection Sufimany: |- -

1090
047
10:1

0.0

10:1

74

103
420

2339
0
o

047

101

199

043
15.0

0:0
15:0
4
87

467
0
0
i

> 043

472

0.67
183

183

108
192
420

706
0
0
0
0,67

# 95th percentile: volumé exceeds capac:ty queue may be longer

Queue shown is maxifiim after two cycles.

Queues

Rick-Engineering Company.

sB86U

Synghro7 - Report

Page 1
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan | Phase lll - AM Peak Hour
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard _ — THU2013

Lane: Conﬂguranons

Volume (vph) 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800

* Total Losttime(s)

Lane Uil. Factor

Frt

Fit Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Fit Perfrited

Satd. Flow.(perm)

Peak:hour factor, PHF 0.

Adj. Flow (vph)

RTOR Reduction (vph)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turii Type

Protected Phases:

Permitted Phases: 4 N

Actuated Green, G (s) 160  16.0 16.0 160 160 ~16 0 16.0

Effective Green; g (s) 160 160 16.0. 16.0  16.0 160 160

Actuated g/C Ratio 040 040 - 040 040 040 040 040

_Clearance Time.(s). 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 ) 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp-Cap (vph) 2034 633 1395 514 731 84 722

vfsRatio.Prot. 0:14 ¢0:33 -¢0:09 0.05°

visRatio Perm 0.01 , 0.02 , 0.03

vic Ratio: 035 0.03 0:82 005 02 007 043

Uniform Delay, d1 84 73 10.7 74 79 74 16

Progressxon Factor 1000 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ‘l 00; ‘

Incremental De!ay, d2 05 04 54 0.2 07 0.3 04

Defay »(s)_ 88 74 1 6 1. 75 8.6 77 79

 Level of Service ' ' ~ ; : A :
Approach Delay:(s)

ApproachLOS

[ntersection Stimmary. .. .. & -
HCM Average Control Deiay 124 HCM Level of Service'
HCEM Volume to:Capacity ratio 0.52

Actuated:Cycle Length {s) 40,0 St of lost time: () 8.0
Intersection:Capacity. Utilization 51.6% ICU Levelof Service A
Analysis Period(min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group: |

oo

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis: Synchro 7-- Report
Rick Engineering.Company Page 1
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase [Il - AM Peak: Hour
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard ; 71072013
A
: : h] !
EaeGrotip 37 /NBL " NBF
Lane Group Flow: (vph) 709, _ 27
vic Ratio 035 007 08 005
Cantrol Delay 90 34 173 T-,ﬁ_i Y
Queue:Delay 00 00 6o 00
Total Delay- 8.0 34 173 7.8
Queue Length 50th (f) 37 0 110 3
Queug:Length 95th (f) 57 42 #213 13
Intérnial Link Dist (ft) 420 . 420
Tum'Bay Length (i) 165' _ ,
Base Capacity (vph) 2034 663 1415 513 743 484 735
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Spillback Cap'Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.35 O.fiQ? 082 005 023 007 014
Intersection:Summary;. = . T T R P T T T S o N ST s ¢
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capamty, queue may be longer
Queue.shiown is:maximum after two-cycles.
Queues Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering.Company Page 1
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CVBMP -Current Land Use Plan

Phase Ni-- PM Peak Hour
7/10/2013

3:H Street & Bay B‘ojul'ev"ard'

Mvsinent: -~

i S 4--, A

Lane Configurations
-~ Volume;(vph)

Ideal Flow: (vphipl)
Total Lost time (8)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt

Fit Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

Fit Permitted.

Satd. Flow:(perin)

Peak:hiour factor, PHF 092 092 092 0.92 ,0.92‘ 092 092
Adj. Fiow (vph) 0 M3 101 0 1373 57 55
RTOR Redtctich (vph) 0 0 55. 0 6 o 0
Lane. Group Flow (vph) 0 1139 4 0 1424 0 55

[y
=
]
cod8
—
(s
[+

Turn Type ‘ Perm Crme—

Protected Phiases 4 _ 8 .
Permitted Phasés 4 2
Actuated-Green, G (s} 230 230 23.0 180
Effective Green, g (s) 230 230 23.0 19:0
Actuafed g/C Ratlo 046 046 0.46 0.38
Clearance Time (s): 40 40 40 40

19.0 180 190
‘1"91.30_ 19.0 19.0
038 -“0 38 0: 38
4.0 40 4,0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 233 728 1818 177
v/s Ratio Prot 0.22 ¢0.40:

vis Rat|o Perm 0:03 012
vfc.Ratio- 0 49 0. 06A 0:88. 0.31
Uniforn Delay, d1 94 75 122 10.9
Progression. Factor 400 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay; d2 07 0.2 1.2 45
Delay (s) 101 77 195 15:4
Level of Service B A B . B
Approach Delay.(s) 99 19.5

Approach:LOS A B

Intersection:Summary- ...~

668 456 6%
0.09 0.28
0.7

105 5 134
100 100 100

HCM Average Control Delay 956 FCMleveloiSenice

HCM Volurne to- Capacity ratio 0:82 .
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Surr of lost time: ()
Intersection Capacity Utilizatien 76.0% ICU Lével 6f Service
_An,alysxs Period (min) 15°

¢ Critical-Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Rick Engineering Company '

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1
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CVBMP -:Current Land Use Plan Phase Ill - PM Pgak Hour
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard _ 7/10/2013

BN m N )

Lafie Gio Sl EBT L EBRYHWBT ’-’NBL . uNBT..#8BLE . S8BT+ -
L:ane Group Flow (vph)' 1139 101 1430 55 1800 199 528
vic Ratio 048 013 0. 88 O 31 026 044 075
Coritrol Delay 103 27 209 168 856 153 218
Quetié Delay 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

" Total Delay 10.3 27 209 168 86 153 218
Queue:Length 50th-(ft) 78 0 183 11 27 41 124
Queue Length 95th- (ft) 108 18 #320 36 61 88 #2614
Internal Link Dist () 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165
Basé. Capacity (vph) 2339 783 1624 177 692 456 705
StarvationCap Reductri 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap:Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductny 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0
Rediiced v/c Ratio 049 013 088 031 026 044 075

Intersgction Smmiany: .~ -« e et e D e e &

# :95th percentile. volume exceeds capacny, queue may be [onger
-Quieuie Shown is: maximum after two'cycles.

Queues Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company Page 1
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Phase.lV - AM Peak Hour
711012013

CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3. H Street & Bay Boulevard

.,-'f.# A l o

Movement 5
Lane: Conﬁguratlons
Volume (vph) 0 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900
Total Lost time (5) 4
Lane Utl. Factor
Frt

Fit Protected 1.00°
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085.
Fit Permntted

Satd. Flow:(périn) 5085

Peak-hour factor, PHF 082 082 092 092 0% 007 082 092 082 092 082 092
Adj. Fiow,(vph) 0 592 50 0 890 135 28 207 21 30 123 .26
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 9 0 ¢ 18 0
" Lane Group Fiow (vph) 0 592 20 -0 9% 0 28 219 0. 3 133 . 0

Tumn Type . Perm Perm o Permi
Protected Phases- 4 8 2 6
Permitied Phases 4 &

Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective.Gréen, §-

Actuated g/C: Rat;o '
Clearance Time (s)

18.0:
18.0
0:40
4.0

160
160

040
40

16.0

16.0
0.40
40

16.0

16.0

0:40

4.0

16.0
16.0
0:40

40

L:ane Grp Cap:(vph)

vis'Ratio Prot
s Raﬂo Perm
v/c Ratlo

Utiiform Delay, d1
Progression Factor’
Incremental Delay, d2

2034

0.12

1 00‘

633

0.01
0.03

73
1.00

0.1
74

494

735
¢0:12

0 30}

100

458

0.03
0.07
74

1.00

03
17

726

0.07

.0.18
78

1,00
06

8.3

Delay (s) 85.
Level of Service A A
Approach Delay (s) 84

Approach LOS

9.0 82

Intersection:Simmary - : .
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Reference Copy
60864

RESOLUTION 2013-138

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT AN ADDENDUM TO THE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE CHULA VISTA BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN
AND PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT FOR
THE H STREET EXTENSION PROJECT

WHEREAS, the San Diego Unified Port District (District) is a public
corporation created by the Legislature in 1962 pursuant to Harbors and
Navigation Code Appendix | (Port Act); and

WHEREAS, the District has proposed the H Street Extension Project
(Proposed Project) as part of the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port
Master Plan Amendment (CVBMP); and

WHEREAS, the Proposed Project proposes the construction of roadway
improvements, including paving, sidewalks, a bicycle lane, landscaping, drainage
and utilities, that would provide an east-west connection between the City of
Chula Vista's urban core and the bayfront by extending the existing H Street
westward to Marina Parkway from the existing terminus at the San Diego and
Arizona Eastern railroad crossing; and

WHEREAS, the Proposed Project site is located in Planning District 7
(Chula Vista Bayfront) of the Districts Port Master Plan and consists of
approximately 4.25 acres of land along the northern boundary of the former
Goodrich south campus in the City of Chula Vista, California; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq., and its implementing regulations,
14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000, et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), the
Board of Port Commissioners (Board) certified a Final Environmental Impact
Report for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port Master Plan
Amendment SCH # 2005081077/UPD # 83356-EIR-658 (Final EIR) for the
CVBMP, including the Proposed Project, on May 18, 2010, which is on file with
the Office of the District Clerk as Document No. 56562; and

- WHEREAS, the District has proposed changes and alterations to the
original design of the Proposed Project that will substitute a 10-foot-wide center
turn lane in place of a 16-foot-wide median, widen the landscaped parkways on
both sides of H Street to 9 feet, provide a 12-foot-wide Class | bicycle path along
the south side of H Street, modify landscape plantings to provide a consistent
street theme, and will maintain all other components and the same footprint as
the original design of the Proposed Project; and
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WHEREAS, the District has analyzed said changes and alterations as
required by CEQA and, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, has
prepared an Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Chula
Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port Master Plan Amendment, SCH #
2005081077/UPD # 83356-EIR-658 (Addendum to the Final EIR) because some
changes or additions are necessary and none of the conditions described in
CEQA Guidelines section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or a
supplemental EIR have occurred; and

WHEREAS, all materials with regard to the Proposed Project were made
available to the Board for its review and consideration of the Proposed Project
including, but not limited to, the following:

1. The Final EIR, dated May 2010;
2 The Addendum to the Final EIR, dated July 2013;
3. The Staff Report and Agenda Sheet, dated August 13, 2013;

4. All documents and records filed in this proceeding by the District
and all interested parties; and

WHEREAS, having reviewed and considered all the materials made
available to the Board, including, but not limited to, the Addendum to the Final
EIR, the Final EIR, the staff reports and all the evidence in the record of the
proceedings with respect to the Proposed Project, the Board took the actions
hereinafter set forth.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Port
Commissioners of the San Diego Unified Port District, as follows:

% The Board finds the facts recited above are true and further finds
that this Board has jurisdiction to consider, approve and adopt the subject of this
Resolution.

2. The Board finds and determines that the applicable provisions of
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and the District Guidelines have been duly
observed in conjunction with said hearing and the considerations of this matter
and all of the previous proceedings related thereto.

3. The Board finds and determines, on the basis of the whole record
before the Board, that:
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5.

Some minor changes or additions to the Final EIR are
necessary, but there is no substantial evidence that a new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity of a previously identified effect have occurred
because of substantial changes to the Proposed Project or
with respect to the circumstances under which the Proposed
Project is undertaken;

There is no substantial evidence that new information exists
that shows that: (i) the Proposed Project will have one or more
significant effects that were not discussed in the Final EIR; (ii)
significant effects previously analyzed will be substantially
more severe; (iii) mitigation measures or alternatives
previously found infeasible are now feasible and would
substantially reduce one or more significant effect of the
Proposed Project, but the applicant declines to adopt the
mitigation measures or alternatives; or (iv) mitigation
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the Final EIR would substantially lessen one
or more significant effects, but the applicant declines to adopt
the mitigation measures or alternatives;

The Addendum to the Final EIR is complete and adequate in
scope and has been completed in compliance with CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines and the District Guidelines for
implementation thereof;

Mitigation Measures identified in the Addendum, Final EIR,
and MMRP are applicable and no additional mitigation
measures or alternatives are required;

The Addendum to the Final EIR was presented to the Board
and the Board has fully reviewed and considered the
information in Addendum to the Final EIR and the Final EIR
prior to approving a resolution Authorizing Issuance of an
appealable Coastal Development Permit for the Proposed
Project; and

The Addendum to the Final EIR and the Final EIR reflect the
District's independent judgment and analysis.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and CEQA

Guidelines Section 15094, the Clerk of the Board shall cause a Notice of
Determination to be filed with the Clerk of the County of San Diego and the State
Office of Planning and Research. Unless the Proposed Project is declared
exempt herein and a Certificate of Filing Fee Exemption is on file, the Proposed
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Project is not operative, vested or final until the filing fees required pursuant to
Fish and Game Code Section 711.4 are paid to the Clerk of the County of San
Diego. :

6. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(2) and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the location and custodian of the documents
and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings on which this
Resolution is<based. is the Clerk, San Diego Unified Port District,:3165 Pacific
Highway, San Diego, California 92101.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

PORT ATTORNEY
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Port Commissioners of the
San Diego Unified Port District, this 13th day of August, 2013, by the following
vote:

AYES: Castellanos, Merrifield, Moore, Nelson, Smith, Valderrama
NAYS: None.

EXCUSED: Malcolm.

ABSENT: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

Ann Y. Moore, Chair
Board of Port Commissioners

ATTEST:

Timothy A. Deuel
District Clerk

+(Seal)
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AGENDA ITEM 21A

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT

Reference Copy

60864
DATE: August 13, 2013

SUBJECT: H STREET EXTENSION PROJECT
A) RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN ADDENDUM TO THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CHULA VISTA
BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN AND PORT MASTER PLAN
AMENDMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The extension of H Street to the Chula Vista Bayfront (Bayfront) is a critical element to
the successful implementation of the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP). The
H Street Extension Project (Project) will provide a long-awaited east-west connection
between the City of Chula Vista’s (City) urban core and the Bayfront. The Project will
also serve as a central access and focal point to the Bayfront and will be the first project
to help establish the vision for the CVBMP.

Dating back to the 1999 Goodrich Relocation Agreement (Relocation Agreement),” the
extension of H Street through areas previously blocked by Goodrich operations has
been a top priority of the District and the City. The Project has been included in the
District’s Capital Improvement Program since 2006 and was originally funded out of the
South Bay Cities Memorandum of Understanding. Completion of the Project fulfills a
District contractual obligation that was established by the Relocation Agreement and
the 2010 Second Amendment to Relocation Agreement (Second Amendment)?, and is
also central to the public infrastructure of the approved CVBMP.

On May 18, 2010, the Board of Port Commissioners (Board) certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the CVBMP and Port Mater Plan
Amendment.> The Final EIR analyzed environmental impacts associated with the
redevelopment of land and water along the Chula Vista Bayfront (Bayfront) with a
variety of public amenities, a resort conference center, hotel and retail commercial
uses, and environmental enhancements. As part of the redevelopment, several
existing streets were proposed to be extended and several new streets were proposed
to be constructed. In order to accommodate full build-out of the CVBMP, H Street was
proposed to be extended and constructed as a 4-lane major street as contemplated and
analyzed in the Final EIR. The location of the Project is shown on Attachment A.

! Relocation Agreement by and among City of Chula Vista, Redevelopment Agency of the City of Chula Vista, San Diego Unified
Port District, and Rohr, Inc., operating as BFGoodrich Aerospace Aerostructures Group, on file in the Office of the District Clerk as
Document Number 39466.

2 Second Amendment to Relocation Agreement, on file in the Office of the District Clerk as Document Number 56072.

3 Final Environmental Impact Report for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port Master Plan Amendment (UPD #83356-
EIR-658), on file in the Office of the District Clerk as Document Number 56562.

ACTION TAKEN: 08-13-2013 - Resolution 2013-138
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Refinements to the Project have occurred since certification of the Final EIR in 2010
that have prompted the need for updated environmental analysis in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). An Addendum to the Final EIR
(Attachment B) has been prepared to analyze changes to the Project and to document
that none of the conditions in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, triggering preparation of
a Subsequent EIR, have occurred. The Addendum is appropriate under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15164 and incorporates the updated and refined project into the
Final EIR for the Board to consider and adopt.

RECOMMENDATION:

H Street Extension Project
A) Adopt a resolution adopting an Addendum to the Final EIR for the Chula Vista
Bayfront Master Plan and Port Master Plan Amendment.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The Board’s adoption of a resolution adopting the Addendum to the CVBMP Final EIR
for the Project will have no fiscal impact to the District.

Implementation of the Project analyzed in the Addendum is included in the amended
FY 09/13 Capital Improvement Program (Project P0212-1). The total approved Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) Budget for this project is $7.8 million.

COMPASS STRATEGIC GOALS:

Adopting the addendum will allow issuance of a Coastal Development Permit that will
permit the District to complete the Project. Completion of this Project will enhance and
encourage public access to the waterfront, benefiting existing and future businesses.
Completion of the Project will serve as an attraction for future developers and
businesses, which will ultimately result in increased revenues that will strengthen the
District’s performance.

This agenda item supports the following Strategic Goals.
X A vibrant waterfront destination where residents and visitors converge.
XI A Port that is a safe place to visit, work and play.

X A financially sustainable Port that drives job creation and regional economic vitality.

DISCUSSION:

Background

Pursuant to the Relocation Agreement and the Second Amendment among the City of
Chula Vista, the District, and Goodrich, the District is responsible for the construction of
the Project. This Project will improve the roadway, sidewalk, landscape, and
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associated utilities from Bay Boulevard to Marina Parkway in Chula Vista. The Project
will connect the Bayfront to the street grid system in western Chula Vista and will
facilitate increased public access to the Bayfront, its parks, and its primary development
parcels.

This Project was contemplated and analyzed in the Final EIR prepared for the CVBMP,
which was certified by the Board on May 18, 2010. As previously noted, recent
refinements to the Project have prompted the need for updated environmental analysis
in accordance with CEQA.

Descriptions of the Projects analyzed it the 2010 Final FEIR and the 2013 Addendum to
the Final EIR are provided below.

H Street Extension Project — 2010 Final EIR

The Project analyzed in the 2010 Final EIR (2010 Project) included the construction of
roadway improvements that would provide for an east-west connection between the
City of Chula Vista’s (City’s) urban core and the Bayfront. The 2010 Project proposed
to extend westward from the existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego
and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE) railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. Proposed
improvements included roadway paving, median, sidewalks, landscaping, drainage and
utilities. The 2010 Project was implemented to fulfill the obligations established by the
Relocation Agreement and the Second Amendment, and was also found to be
consistent with the build-out scenario contemplated under the approved CVBMP.

The 2010 Project included the following design components:

e Divided roadway with a 24-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and a 16-foot-
wide landscaped median;

e 5-foot-wide sidewalks on each side of the roadway, with 7-foot-wide landscaping
and swales between the curb and sidewalk;

e Minimum of 3 feet of landscape buffer between the sidewalk and Goodrich
property;

e Appropriate roadway transitions at each terminus point to existing roadway
improvements, including Marina Parkway between H Street and Sandpiper Way,
striping, signal modification, and pedestrian crossing at west side of Bay
Boulevard;

e Removal of existing railroad tracks and ties at non-operational crossing;

e Driveway access to adjacent Goodrich property;

e Storm drain systems to accommodate the ultimate build-out of the bayfront
pursuant to the CVBMP (i.e., 72-inches or less in diameter capacity);

e Potable water and recycled water system with lines of 8- to 16-inches in
diameter;

e Dry utilities, including gas, electric and communications;

e Street lighting;

e Landscape and irrigation system; and
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e Post-construction storm water mitigation Best Management Practices (BMPs),
including Low Impact Development (LID) strategies.

Pursuant to CEQA, a Final EIR was prepared for the CVBMP and certified by the Board
on May 18, 2010 (UPD No. 83356-EIR-658; SCH No. 2005081077). As a subsequent
action, on November 9, 2010, the Board authorized the issuance of an appealable CDP
for the portion of the Project located west of the mean high tide line.

Revised H Street Extension Project — 2013 Addendum to Final EIR

The 2010 Project was based on preliminary concepts studied in the CVBMP EIR. For
FY 2013, the Board authorized the expenditure of $500,000 from the CIP budget to
advance the pre-design of the Bayfront infrastructure. As part of that effort, the Board
authorized the selection of CCl Partners, along with design firm HKS as a sub-
consultant, at the February 12, 2013, meeting. The primary task of HKS, led by Randy
Morton, is to prepare design and development guidelines that will serve as the
foundation for establishing a vision for the Bayfront. Initial work conducted under this
task identified the opportunity to modify the H Street design to better accommodate
pedestrians and bicyclists along the corridor, as well as create a landscape theme that
will fit the future vision for the area. As the central access and focal point to the
Bayfront, it is important for H Street to appropriately establish and be consistent with
the ultimate vision for the CVBMP. The 2010 Project has been redesigned to
accomplish this vision.

Similar to the 2010 Project, the Project analyzed in the 2013 Addendum to the Final
EIR (2013 Project), coupled with the Final EIR, consists of the construction of roadway
improvements that would provide for an east-west connection between the City’s urban
core and the Bayfront. H Street will continue to be extended westward from the existing
H Street right-of-way terminus at the SD&AE railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. The
2013 Project differs from the original Project in the following manner:
e The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane
will be added,;
e The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet
wide;
e A 12-foot-wide Class | bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H
Street; and

e Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme.

All other components of the 2010 Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, will be
included in the 2013 Project.

Addendum to the Final EIR

As further described below under the Environmental Review section of this agenda
sheet, an Addendum to the 2010 Final EIR was prepared to document and analyze
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changes to the Project. The Addendum incorporates the updated and refined Project
into the Final EIR for the Board to consider and adopt.

As proposed, the 2013 Project is substantially similar to the Project that was analyzed
in the Final EIR and would be constructed within the same footprint at the 2010 Project.
The scope of the 2013 Project, including both construction and operation, is
substantially similar to that identified in the 2010 Project; therefore, the 2013 Project will
have substantially similar environmental impacts to the 2010 Project.

If the Board adopts the Addendum to the Final EIR, the Board can consider a new
appealable Coastal Development Permit for the 2013 Project.

Conclusion
Staff recommends that the Board conduct a public hearing and adopt a resolution
adopting the Addendum to the CVBMP Final EIR for the H Street Extension Project.

Port Attorney’s Comments:

The Port Attorney's Office has been involved in this project from the outset and has
provided input throughout the preparation of the Addendum to the Final EIR and all
accompanying documents. The Port Attorney’s Office has also reviewed the issues set
forthi in this agenda sheet and the Addendum to the Final EIR for form and legality, and
there are no legal concerns present. The Board may analyze the issues presented and
take appropriate action.

Environmental Review:

In accordance with the CEQA statutes and guidelines, the 2010 Project was analyzed in
the Final EIR for the CVBMP (UPD No. 83356-EIR-658; SCH No. 2005081077)
(Attachment C). On May 18, 2010, the Board adopted Resolution 2010-78 certifying
the Final EIR, adopting the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations (Findings and SOC), and adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP).

The Addendum to the Final EIR has been prepared to analyze changes from the initial
2010 Project to the 2013 Project and to document that none of the conditions in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15162, triggering preparation of a Subsequent EIR, have occurred.
As detailed in Attachment B, the Addendum is appropriate under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15164. The Addendum incorporates the updated and refined project into the
Final EIR for the Board to consider and adopt. As further detailed in Attachment B,
based on the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164, none of
the conditions requiring the preparation of a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15162(a) have occurred. Staff has reviewed the revised Project and
has determined (1) the Project as revised is within the scope of the Final EIR and (2)
there will not be any new or more severe significant impacts or required mitigation
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measures not previously identified in the EIR, Findings and SOC, or MMRP previously
certified and adopted by the Board.

The analysis included in the Addendum to the Final EIR concludes that the 2013
Project would result in substantially similar effects to those of the 2010 Project because
the scope of the 2013 Project, including both construction and operation, is
substantially similar to that identified in the 2010 Project. The Addendum to the Final
EIR also concludes that analyses and conclusions in the Final EIR remain current and
valid; that the 2013 Project would not cause new or substantially more severe
significant effects than those identified in the Final EIR, and no new mitigation
measures would be required; that no change has occurred with respect to
circumstances surrounding the 2013 Project that would cause new or substantially
more severe significant environmental effects than identified in the FEIR; and that no
new information has become available that shows that the project would cause
significant environmental effects not already analyzed in the Final EIR. As such,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, and based on the information provided in
the Addendum to the Final EIR, the analysis for the revised Project has been
appropriately addressed in the Final EIR. No further environmental review is required.

If the Board approves any discretionary action to carry out the Project, District staff will
file a Notice of Determination pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15075.

Equal Opportunity Program:

Not applicable.

PREPARED BY: Lesley Nishihira
Manager, Environmental & Land Use Management

Attachment(s):

Attachment A: Project Location Map

Attachment B: Addendum to the Final EIR for the CVBMP
Attachment C: Final EIR for the CVBMP
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ATTACHMENT 1 to the
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ADDENDUM

to the

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

for the
CHULA VISTA BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN AND
PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2005081077
UPD NUMBER 83356-EIR-658

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT
3165 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92101
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1  PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

This document constitutes an Addendum to the April 2010 Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) originally prepared for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port
Master Plan Amendment (CVBMP), which was certified by the Board of Port
Commissions on May 18, 2010, by Resolution No. 2010-78 (Clerk Document Number
56562). The FEIR for the CVBMP analyzed environmental impacts associated with the
redevelopment of land and water along the Chula Vista Bayfront with a variety of public
amenities, a resort conference center, hotel and retail commercial uses, and
environmental enhancements. As part of the redevelopment, several existing streets
were proposed to be extended and several new streets were proposed to be
constructed. In order to accommodate full build-out of the CVBMP, H Street was
proposed to be extended and constructed as a 4-lane major street as contemplated and
analyzed in the FEIR.

The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate whether revisions to the H Street
extension component of the CVBMP (hereafter referred to as the original Project) would
result in any new or substantially more adverse significant effects or require any new
mitigation measures not identified in the FEIR. No other changes are proposed to the
original Project.

Similar to the original Project, the revisions to the H Street extension component of the
original Project would consist of the construction of roadway improvements that would
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista’s urban core and
the Chula Vista bayfront. H Street would continue to be extended westward from the
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE)
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. The minor revisions to the H Street extension
differ from the original Project in the following manner:

e The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane

will be added,;

e The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet
wide;

e A 12-foot-wide Class | bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H
Street; and

e Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme.

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, would
be included in the revisions to the original Project.

This Addendum, together with the FEIR, will be used by the San Diego Unified Port
District (District) when considering approval of the minor revisions to the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 1 July 2013
Addendum



1.2 CEQA FRAMEWORK FOR ADDENDUM

When a lead agency has already prepared an EIR, the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) mandates that "no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact
report shall be required by the lead agency or any responsible agency, unless one or
more of the following events occurs: (a) substantial changes are proposed in the project
which will require major revisions of the environmental impact report; (b) substantial
changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being
undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report; (c)
new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available" (Cal. Pub.
Res. Code, 821166). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 clarifies that a subsequent
EIR or supplemental EIR is only required when "substantial changes" occur to a project
or the circumstances surrounding a project, or "new information" about a project
implicates "new significant environmental effects” or a "substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.”

When only some changes or additions to a previously certified EIR are necessary and
none of the conditions described in Public Resources Code Section 21166 or Section
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines calling for the preparation of a subsequent or
supplemental EIR are met, CEQA allows the lead agency to prepare and adopt an
addendum. (State CEQA Guidelines, §15164(a).)

1.3 DETERMINATION

As verified in this Addendum, the analyses and the conclusions in the FEIR remain
current and valid. The proposed revisions to the H Street extension component of the
original Project would not cause new significant effects not identified in the FEIR nor
increase the severity of environmental effect as analyzed in the FEIR, and, hence, no
new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant effects (see Section
3.0 Environmental Checklist). No change has occurred with respect to circumstances
surrounding the revisions to the original Project that would cause new or substantially
more severe significant environmental effects than were identified in the FEIR. In
addition, no new information has become available that shows that the revisions to the
original Project would cause new or substantially more severe significant environmental
effects which have not already been analyzed in the FEIR.

Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum. This
Addendum incorporates all of the applicable mitigation measures detailed in the FEIR.
With this Addendum, the revisions to the original Project would still be within the
framework of the evaluation for the original Project as documented in the FEIR.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

21 LOCATION AND SETTING

The original Project is located along the northern boundary of the former Goodrich south
campus in Chula Vista, California. The original Project site occupies approximately 4.25
acres. The revisions to the original Project would occur within the same footprint as the
original Project.

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The original Project included the construction of roadway improvements that would
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista’s urban core and
the Chula Vista bayfront. The original Project proposed to extend westward from the
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE)
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. Proposed improvements associated with the H
Street extension included roadway paving, median, sidewalks, landscaping, drainage
and utilities. The original Project was implemented to fulfill the obligations established
by the 1999 Goodrich Relocation Agreement (Relocation Agreement) and the 2010
Second Amendment to Relocation Agreement (Second Amendment), and was also
found to be consistent with the build-out scenario contemplated under the approved
CVBMP.

The original Project included the following design features for the H Street extension
component:

e Divided roadway with a 24-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and a 16-foot-
wide landscaped median;

e 5-foot-wide sidewalks on each side of the roadway, with 7-foot wide landscaping
and swales between the curb and sidewalk;

e Minimum of 3 feet of landscape buffer between the sidewalk and Goodrich
property;

e Appropriate roadway transitions at each terminus point to existing roadway
improvements, including Marina Parkway between H Street and Sandpiper Way,
striping, signal modification, and pedestrian crossing at west side of Bay
Boulevard;

¢ Removal of existing railroad tracks and ties at non-operational crossing;

e Driveway access to adjacent Goodrich property;

e Storm drain systems to accommodate the ultimate build-out of the bayfront
analyzed in the CVBMP (i.e., 72-inches or less in diameter capacity);

e Potable water and recycled water system with lines of 8- to 16-inches in
diameter;

e Dry utilities, including gas, electric and communications;

e Street lighting;

e Landscape and irrigation system; and
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e Post-construction storm water mitigation Best Management Practices (BMPSs),
including Low Impact Development (LID) strategies.

The revisions to the original Project, which are contemplated in this Addendum, include
the following minor changes:

e The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane

will be added,

e The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet
wide;

e A 12-foot-wide Class | bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H
Street; and

e Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme.

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, will be
included in the revisions to the original Project.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

No
Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
I. Aesthetics Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a [] [] X
scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, [] [] X
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along
a scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual ] [] 4
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or ] ] X

glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views in the area?

a. — d. The revisions to the original Project would not include the 16-foot-wide
landscaped median; thus, west-facing views along H Street, which is identified as a
Vista Area and View Corridor in the certified Port Master Plan, would be improved due
to the absence of tall trees and other vegetation. No scenic highway is located in the
vicinity of the Project site, so the revisions to the original Project would have no effect
on scenic highways. Furthermore, the original Project and revisions to the original
Project would improve the overall visual quality of the Project area by redeveloping a
visually degraded, highly underutilized site. Finally, the revisions to the original Project
would not introduce new lighting aside from that previously identified in the original
Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all
applicable aesthetics mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 5 July 2013
Addendum



Il. Agricultural and Forestry Resources

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

No
Substantial
Change
More from
Severe Previous
Impact Analysis

In determining whether impacts on agricultural
resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Department of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts on forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in
the Forest Protocols adopted by the California
Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or conflict with a Williamson Act
contract?

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220(q)),
timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?
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d. Result in the loss of forest land or [] [] X
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing [] [] 4
environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

a. — e. The revisions to the original Project would have no effect on Farmland or forest
land. The revisions to the original Project would be located within an existing developed
area absent of Farmland or forest land. The impacts originally identified in the FEIR for
the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H
Street extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
lll. Air Quality Impact Impact Analysis
When available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of [] [] 4
the applicable air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or [] [] 4
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
c. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net [] [] X
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is a nonattainment area
for an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial [] [] X
pollutant concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a [] [] X

substantial number of people?

a. — e. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR. No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar
to the original Project. Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway. Because there is no change in roadway
capacity, no change in air emissions from vehicular traffic would occur. Finally, the
revisions to the original Project would not release additional pollutants or objectionable
odors aside from those already identified in the FEIR. The revisions to the original
Project would continue to comply with all applicable air quality mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street
extension component of the original Project.
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IV. Biological Resources

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marshes,
vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites?

Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

L]

L]

Y
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f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted [] [] X
habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

a. — f. The revisions to the original Project would be completed within the same
footprint identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR, and, therefore, would
not have any new substantial adverse effect on the following: a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species; any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; any
federally protected wetlands; or the movement of any fish or wildlife species. The
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable biological
resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project.

Revisions to H Street Extension Project 10 July 2013
Addendum



No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
V. Cultural Resources Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [] X
significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [] X
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c. Disturb any human remains, including [] [] X

those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

a. — c. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or

earthwork aside from that already identified for the original Project.

In addition, no

additional existing structures would be demolished for implementation of the revisions to
the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with
all applicable cultural resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore,
the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged
with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original

Project.
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VI. Geology and Soils

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

2. Strong seismic ground shaking?

3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

4. Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable
as a result of the project and potentially
result in an onsite or offsite landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems in
areas where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

O O g

O O g
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f.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique ] ] X
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

a. — f. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same
footprint identified in the original Project. The revisions to the original Project do not
include the construction of new buildings or other structures aside from those already
contemplated in the original Project; thus, no new impacts related to fault rupture,
groundshaking, ground failure, landslides, or unstable soils would occur. Additionally,
the revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable geology
and soils mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
VIl. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, [] [] X
either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or ] ] X

regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

a. — b. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR. No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar
to the original Project. Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway and would not increase roadway capacity.
Because there would be no change in roadway capacity, no change in greenhouse gas
emissions from vehicular traffic would occur. Finally, the revisions to the original Project
would provide a Class | bicycle path and sidewalks on either side of the extended H
Street, which are intended to encourage non-automobile transportation; these
components may have a beneficial effect on greenhouse gas emissions when
compared to the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to
comply with all applicable greenhouse gas emissions mitigation measures identified in
the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would
remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension
component of the original Project.
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VIIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions or involve
handling hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Be located on a site that is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

Be located within an airport land use plan
area or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, be within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, and result in a
safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Be located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip and result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

[] [] X
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h. Expose people or structures to a [] [] X
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

a. — h. The revisions to the original Project would not transport or release additional
hazardous materials aside from those already identified in the original Project. The
truck haul route would also be identical to that identified in the original Project. The
revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint as the
original Project, so new impacts associated with hazardous materials sites, airports,
airstrips, or wildland fires would not occur. Also, appropriate emergency access would
continue to be included as part of the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable hazards
and hazardous materials mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project.
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, resulting in a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation
onsite or offsite?

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding onsite
or offsite?

Create or contribute runoff water that
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

[] [] X
[] [] X
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood [] [] X
hazard area, as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area ] ] X
structures that would impede or redirect
floodflows?

i. Expose people or structures to a ] ] X

significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j.  Contribute to inundation by seiche, [] [] X
tsunami, or mudflow?

a. — j. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same
footprint as the original Project and would not necessitate additional grading or
earthwork than identified by the original Project. Therefore, new impacts related to
water quality and groundwater supplies would not occur. The revisions to the original
Project would alter the site’s existing drainage patterns; however, the revisions would
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages, which
would ensure that erosion, siltation, and flooding do not occur. As previously identified,
the revisions to the original Project would continue to implement appropriate BMPs and
LID strategies, which would further control stormwater runoff. Finally, no new structures
would be constructed aside from those identified in the original Project, so no new
impacts related to flood hazards, levee or dam failure, or seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all
applicable hydrology and water quality mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
X. Land Use and Planning Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established [] [] X
community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, [] [] 4
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to, a general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat [] [] X

conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

a. — ¢. The revisions to the original Project would not divide an established community,
conflict with an applicable land use plan, or conflict with an applicable habitat
conservation plan. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the
same footprint identified in the original Project, and no established community exists
within the limits of the original Project. The revisions to the original Project are also
consistent with the certified Port Master Plan. The revisions to the original Project
would continue to comply with all applicable land use and planning mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street
extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
XI. Mineral Resources Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known [] [] 4
mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally [] [] X

important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

a. — b. The revisions to the original Project would not result in the loss of availability of
a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or state, or a locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local plan. The revisions to
the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint identified in the
original Project, and no mineral resources are known to occur or have been discovered
within the limits of the original Project site. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in
the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions
to the H Street extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
Xll. Noise Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Expose persons to or generate noise [] [] X
levels in excess of standards established
in a local general plan or noise ordinance
or applicable standards of other agencies?
b. EXxpose persons to or generate excessive ] ] X
groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?
c. Resultin a substantial permanent increase [] [] X
in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?
d. Resultin a substantial temporary or ] ] X
periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
e. Be located within an airport land use plan [] [] X

area, or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport and expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

f. Be located in the vicinity of a private [] [] X
airstrip and expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

a. — f. The revisions to the original Project would not require any additional construction
aside from that identified for the original Project. In addition, it is anticipated that similar
construction methods to those proposed as part of the original Project would be
employed as part of the revisions to the original Project; thus, construction noise levels
would be similar to those identified in the FEIR. Therefore, no additional noise or
vibrations would be generated by the revisions to the original Project. Additionally, the
revisions to the original Project would not introduce new land uses that were not already
analyzed in the FEIR, so new permanent increase in ambient noise would occur.
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Finally, the revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same
footprint as the original Project, so additional impacts associated with airport noise
levels would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply
with all applicable noise mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
Xlll. Population and Housing Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an [] [] X
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace a substantial number of existing [] [] X
housing units, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c. Displace a substantial number of people, [] [] X

necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

a. — c¢. The revisions to the original Project would not induce substantial population
growth or displace existing housing or people. The revisions to the original Project do
not involve the construction of homes or businesses, and no existing housing units or
people occupy the original Project site. The revisions to the original Project would
continue to comply with all applicable population and housing mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street

extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
XIV. Public Services Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Resultin substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities or a need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the following public
services:
Fire protection? [] [] X
Police protection? [] [] X
Schools? ] ] X
Parks? [] [] X
Other public facilities? [] [] X

a. The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for fire or
police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities. Because the revisions to the
original Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users
would be accommodated that could cause the need for additional parks aside from
those already identified in the FEIR. The revisions to the original Project would continue
to comply with all applicable public services mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the revisions to the H Street
extension component of the original Project.
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No

Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
XV. Recreation Impact Impact Analysis
Would the project:
a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood ] ] X
and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?
b. Include recreational facilities or require the [] [] X

construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

a. — b. The revisions to the original Project would not result in an increase in use of
existing parks or other recreational facilities. Because the revisions to the original
Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users would
be accommodated that could cause the physical deterioration of existing parks. The
revisions to the original Project would include a Class | bicycle path; however, all
improvements would occur within the same footprint identified for the original Project.
Therefore, no additional physical effects on the environment would occur as a result of
the revisions. In addition, the Class | bicycle path would provide additional recreational
opportunities along the waterfront. The revisions to the original Project would continue
to comply with all applicable recreation mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.
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XVI. Transportation/Traffic

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a.

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance,
or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation, including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to,
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to, level-of-service standards and
travel demand measures or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

Substantially increase hazards because of
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

L]

RN

L]

RN

Y

> X

a.— f. The revisions to the original Project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or
ordinances related to the effectiveness of the circulation system because the roadway
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extension would continue to be constructed and operate as a 4-lane major roadway. A
traffic memorandum entitled Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan Traffic Analysis Review,
California prepared by Rick Engineering in July 2013 (see Appendix A) identified that
the revisions to the original Project would continue to service the CVBMP at acceptable
level of service (LOS) ratios. The traffic memorandum identified that, since preparation
of the FEIR, a few of the land uses within the CVBMP area have changed. However,
the traffic memorandum concluded that the current roadway cross sections for H Street
are consistent with the CVBMP conceptual plans and comply with all applicable
mitigation  measures identified in the FEIR; thus, no new significant effects on the
roadway network would occur. Finally, the traffic memorandum concluded that the
roadway geometry proposed for H Street and Bay Boulevard would operate at an
acceptable LOS for peak hour conditions and would accommodate all queued vehicles
without spilling onto the railroad tracks. Therefore, the revisions to the original Project
would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program. Also, no
changes to emergency access are proposed. Finally, no change in air traffic patterns
would occur from the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the revisions to the
original Project include a Class | bicycle path, which would augment existing bicycle
facilities in the area. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with
all applicable transportation/traffic mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.
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XVII. Utilities and Service Systems

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

More
Severe
Impact

No
Substantial
Change
from
Previous
Analysis

Would the project:

a.

Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of
new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or would new or expanded
entitlements be needed?

Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that serves
or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’'s existing commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

L]

L]

L]

L]

Y

Y

a. — g. The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for
wastewater treatment, water supplies, or landfill capacity as the revision propose
substantially the same features as the original Project.
would be included as part of the revisions to the original Project. Finally, no additional

No sanitary sewer facilities
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landfill capacity would be required as the scope of grading and earthwork is
substantially similar to the original Project. In addition, the reduction in landscaping
from removal of the landscaped median would result in a small reduction in the overall
demand for water. The revisions to the original Project would not include any new
stormwater drainage facilities aside from those already identified in the original Project,
so no new physical impacts would occur. As previously noted, the revisions would
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages and would
continue to implement appropriate BMPs and LID strategies, which would further control
stormwater runoff. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with
all applicable utilities and service systems mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of
the original Project.
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No
Substantial
New Change
Potentially More from
Significant Severe Previous
XVIIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance Impact Impact Analysis

a. Does the project have the potential to [] [] X
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are [] [] X
individually limited but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

c. Does the project have environmental [] [] X
effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

a. — c. The revisions to the original Project would not have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, reduce biological resources, or eliminate cultural resources
because the revisions to the original Project are substantially similar to the original
Project and would occur within the same footprint identified in the original Project. The
revisions to the original Project would not result in new cumulatively considerable
impacts or new environmental impacts on human being because the scope of the
Project, including both construction and operation, would also be substantially similar to
that identified in the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue
to comply with all applicable mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original
Project.
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Environmental Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[ ] I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions
to the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[] 1find that the proposed project MAY have an impact on the environment that is
“potentially significant” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” but at least
one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards and (2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis, as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

X 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date
Printed Name For
Revisions to H Street Extension Project 31 July 2013
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4.0 CONCLUSION

On the basis of the evaluation presented in Section 3, the revisions to the original
Project would not trigger any of the conditions listed in Section 1.2 of this Addendum,
requiring preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. Thus, this Addendum
satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164. The
revisions to the original Project do not introduce new significant environmental effects,
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant environmental
effects, or show that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible.

Overall, the revisions to the Project would result in the substantially similar effects to
those of the original Project with similar construction and operations as those originally
proposed and would therefore generate substantially comparable effects. The revisions
to the original Project would not result in new significant effects or effects that would be
substantially more severe than those identified in the FEIR. All applicable mitigation
measures from the FEIR would be included as part of the revisions to the original
Project.

The analyses and conclusions in the FEIR remain current and valid. The revisions to
the original Project would not cause new or substantially more severe significant effects
than identified in the FEIR, and thus no new mitigation measures would be required. No
change has occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the revisions to the
original Project that would cause new or substantially more severe significant
environmental effects than identified in the FEIR, and no new information has become
available that shows that the project would cause significant environmental effects not
already analyzed in the FEIR.

Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum to the
FEIR.
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Transportation Division
July 18, 2013

Ms. Linda Scott

San Diego Unified Port District
3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92112

SUBIJECT: CHULA VISTA BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN TRAFFIC ANALYSIS REVIEW
(RICK ENGINEERING COMPANY JOB NUMBER 15939-K)

Dear Ms. Scott:

Rick Engineering Company performed a review of the traffic analyses performed to date for the Chula
Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP). More specifically, the following traffic analysis were reviewed:
CVBMP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (Dudek, April 2010), CVBMP Traffic Impact
Analysis (Kimley-Horn, March 2008), CVBMP Pacifica Development Traffic Analysis (Kimley-Horn,
October 2007), and CVBMP Gaylord Traffic Analysis (Kimley-Horn, October 2007). The review also
compares the existing approved uses for the CYVBMP development, with the current land use plan, and
assesses the impact to the local roadways in the vicinity of the project. The following summarizes our
findings.

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (KIMLEY-HORN) AND FEIR (DUDEK)

The traffic studies were reviewed to verify accuracy and to compare to the current land use plan. The
following discrepancies were found with the review:

Phase I:  Both traffic analyses reported the same number of total trips, however, the Dudek study
showed a Fire Station (located on Parcel H-17) proposed for this phase (Table 4.2-10),
and the Kimley-Horn study did not (Table 4-4). The Fire Station is shown to generate
400 daily trips.

Phase [I:  Both traffic analysis reported the same number of total trips, however, the Kimley-Horn
study showed a 2-acre Industrial Business Park (located on Parcel H-17) proposed for
this phase (Table 4-5), and the Dudek study did not (Table 4.2-11). The Industrial
Business Park is shown to generate 400 daily trips.

Phase I1I: ~ Both traffic analyses reported the same number of trips, and there are no discrepancies.
Phase IV: Both traffic analyses reported the same number of trips, and there are no discrepancies.

It should be noted that the discrepancy between Phase T and Phase Il regarding the Fire Station and the
Industrial Business Park (both located on Parcel H-17) is considered negligible, with no additional impact
related to traffic, as both proposed developments are shown to be located on the same parcel and generate
the same amount of traffic. Refer to Attachment 1 for the trip generation tables from the Dudek and
Kimley-Horn studies.

5620 Friars Road + San Diego, California 92110-2596 + (619) 291-0707 + Fax (619) 291-4165 + rickengineering.com
SAN DIEGO RIVERSIDE ORANGE SACRAMENTO SAN LUIS OBISPO BAKERSFIELD PHOENIX TUCSON




Ms. Linda Scott
July 18,2013
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LAND USE

Since the preparation of the FEIR, a few of the land uses within the CVBMP land area have changed.
The changes are as follows:

Phase I: S-1 (Sweetwater District) moved from Phase IV to Phase I, and the land use was revised
from a 750 room Resort Hotel to a 237 stall RV Park.

H-3 (Harbor District) decreased from a 2,000 room Hotel to a 1,600 room Resort
Conference Center. Access for this parcel was previously assumed to be primarily along
H Street, with the main entrance and exit on H Street, west of Marina Parkway, and a
truck driveway located along H Street, directly opposite Marina Parkway. A secondary
driveway for the parcel was assumed on E Street, north of H Street.

Phase II:  H-23 increased from a 500 room Hotel to a 1,250 room Resort Hotel; the 100,000 sf of
Cultural use decreased to 25,000 sf; and the 100,000 sf of Retail increased to 175,000 sf.
There has not been a focused analysis completed for this parcel, identifying access points.

Phase I1I:  No change.

Phase TV: S-1 was removed and assumed to be constructed as a 237 stall RV Park in Phase I.

TRIP GENERATION

The trip generation for the revised land uses was calculated based on trip generation rates in SANDAG’s
Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002 (which is the
same methodology utilized in the Kimley-Horn and Dudek studies), and compared to the trip generation
in the FEIR. The revised trip generation is summarized as follows:

FEIR Current Land Use Plan Difference
Phase I: 30,842 veh/day 28,427 veh/day 2,415 fewer daily trips
Phase 1I: 25,190 veh/day 34,090 veh/day 8.900 more daily trips
Phase 1&IT 06,485 more daily trips
Phase I1I: 8.685 veh/day 8.685 veh/day no change
Phase I, II, &I1I 6,485 more daily trips
Phase IV: 14,600 veh/day 8.600 veh/day 6,000 fewer daily trips
Phase I IT, III, & IV 79,317 veh/day 78,317 veh/day 485 more daily trips

Refer to Attachment 2 for summary of the trip generation for each phase of the current land use plan.
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The traffic generated by the current land use plan was distributed to the project vicinity for Phase II,
Phase III, and Phase IV, and compared to City of Chula Vista General Plan roadway classification
capacities, and the Mitigation Measures documented in FEIR Section 4.2.5. No further analysis was
prepared for Phase I, as this phase is projected to generate less traffic with the current land use plan.

The total additional traffic generated by the current land use plan (485 daily trips) is not anticipated to
have any significant impacts on the roadway network within the vicinity of the project, assuming that the
roadway cross sections are constructed as follows:

Segment Roadway Cross Section
H Street, Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lane Major Street
H Street, Street A to I-5 Ramps 5 Lane Major Street
Street C, Marina Parkway to Street A 2 Lane Class II Collector
] Street, Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lane Major Street
J Street, Street A to Bay Boulevard 6 Lane Major Street
J Street, Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 6 Lane Major Street
Marina Parkway, H Street to Street C 3 Lane Class II Collector
Marina Parkway, Street C to J Street 3 Lane Class II Collector
Street A, H Street to Street C 4 Lane Class I Collector
Street A, Street C to J Street 4 Lane Class I Collector

The roadway cross sections identified above are consistent with the current Chula Vista Bayfront Master
Plan, Sweetwater and Harbor Districts, Conceptual Plan — June 19, 2013, the plans for the H Street
Extension Project — July 11, 2013, and the Mitigation Measures Section 4.2.5 of the FEIR.

Refer to Attachment 3 for the Phase I, Phase III, and Phase 1V mitigation requirements from the FEIR
and the current land use plan.

H STREET AND BAY BOULEVARD INTERSECTION GEOMETRY

The intersection of H Street and Bay Boulevard was analyzed using the Synchro software to determine if
the geometry proposed by the current land use plan is adequate for peak hour conditions. Based on the
results of the capacity and queuing analysis, for all phases of development, the geometry as proposed is
anticipated to operate at an acceptable LOS for peak hour conditions, and accommodate all queued
vehicles without spilling across the railroad tracks. The geometry is proposed as follows:

Intersection of H Sireet and Bay Boulevard
o Eastbound: 3 through lanes, 1 right-turn lane
o Westbound: 2 through lanes with a shared right-turn lane
o Northbound: 1 left-turn lane, 1 shared through/right-turn lane
o Southbound: 1 left-turn lane, 1 shared through/right-turn lane




Ms. Linda Scott
July 18,2013
Page 4 of 4

Refer to Attachment 4 for the capacity analysis printouts.

CONCLUSION

The change in land use for the CVBMP is anticipated to result in a minor increase in traffic when
compared to the trip generation in the FEIR (485 more daily trips) for full build conditions (all four
phases of development). As a result of the net increase in trips, no additional impacts are anticipated to
occur, as long as the roadway cross sections described in the Potential Impacts section of this letter are
constructed. The roadway cross sections described above correspond with the following plan sets:

e Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan, Sweetwater and Harbor Districts, Conceptual Plan — June 19,
2013.
e H Street Extension Project— July 11, 2013.

It is recommended that once driveway locations are determined for H-23 that a focused traffic analysis is
prepared for this parcel, to determine if any additional impacts will occur at the adjacent intersections and
roadways. Additionally, if any access points change for H-3, a revision to the traffic analysis prepared for

this parcel should be performed, to determine any impacts to the adjacent intersections and roadways, and
to verify that the currently planned cross sections are adequate.

Sincerely,

RICK ENGINEERING COMPANY

g«: R-%ﬂ'\

Brian R. Stephenson, P.E., T.E., P.T.O.E.
Principal Project Manager

Attachments

eet Kevin Gibson, Rick Engineering Company
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4.2

Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-10
Summary of Phase [ Trip Generation

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

Phase | Parcel | Land Use [ Units' | TripRate? | Daily Trips in_| Out [ Total in | Out | Total
Sweetwater District
I [s2 [ Signature Park [ 18[Ac] 50/ ac 900 59 58 [ 17| 41| 40 81
Subtotal | 1] go0| 59| 58 [ 17| 41| 4o 81
Harbor District

H3 Hotel 2,000 [m [ 0]/ [m 20000 | 720 480 | 1200 960 640 ] 1,600

H-13,H-14_| Residential 1500 [du| 67| du 9000 | 144 | 576 720 | 567 | 243 810

H-8, HP-1 | Signaturs Park 18 |ac | 50|/ ]ac 900 50 | 58 17 41 40 81
| H-17 Fire Station 2 |ac | 200 [/ ]ac 400 38| 10 48 10 38 48
I HP-3 Shoreline Promenade 84 [ac| 5]|/]|ac 42 A 2 2 2 3
Subtotal 29942 | 024 | 1,115 | 2,039 | 1570 | 924 | 2,494
Total 30,842 | 983 | 1,473 | 2,156 | 1,611 | 984 | 2515

SOURCE: Kimley-Hom and Assaciates 2008.

m = room; ac = acre; ksf = thousand square feet; du = dwelling unit

'The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego.
Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002.

April 2010

§703-01

Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan
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4.2

Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-11
Summary of Phase II Trip Generation

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

Phase | Parcel Land Use Units? Trip Rate? DailyTrips | In [ Out [Total | In [ Out [ Total
Harbor District
Il H-9 RetaillCommercial Recreation 50 | ksf 40 | /| ksf 2,000 k) 24 60 | 90 90 180
Il H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 | ksf 17 | /| ksf 3,570 418 46 464 | 100 400 500
Il H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 | m 8|/ m 2,000 60 40 100 | 56 84 140
i H-15 Retail 120 | ksf 40 | /] ksf 4,800 86 58 144 | 216 216 432
I H-15 General Office 90 | ksf 20 | /| ksf 1,800 227 25 252 | 47 187 234
Il H-23 Hotel 500 | rm 101/ ]| m 5,000 180 | 120 300 | 240 160 400
I H-23 Cultural 100 | ksf 16 | /| ksf 1,600 22 10 32 80 80 160
Il H-23 Retail 100 | ksf 40 | /| kst 4,000 72 48 120 | 180 180 360
Il HP-28 H Street Pier 04 | ac 50 (/] ac 20 1 2 ) 1 1 2
Subtotal 25190 | 1,140 | 383 | 1,523 | 1,020 | 1,436 | 2,456
Total 25190 | 1,140 | 383 | 1,523 [ 1,020 | 1,436 | 2456

SOURCE: Kimley-Hom and Assoclates 2008.

ksf = thousand square feel; ac = acre; du = dwelling unit

'The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego.

Trip Generation rales are based on SANDAG's (Nat So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002

April 2010 5703-01
Final Enviranmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan 4.2-48




4.2 Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-12
Summary of Phase III Trip Generation

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Phase Parcel Land Use Units* Trip Rate? Daily Trips | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total
Harbor District
Ml H-21 Retail 150 | ksf | 40 [ (| ksf 6,000 108 | 72 | 180 | 270 | 270 | 540
Il HP-23A Industrial Business Park 10 | ac 50|/ |ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 5
Subtotal 6,050 111 | 76 | 187 | 272 | 273 | 545
| Otay District
Ml 0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park® 1,200 115 | 29 | 144 | 29 | 115 | 144
I} 0-3 RV Park 236 | du 5[/ ]|du 1,180 28 | 66 94 7B: | 52 130
i} OP-1/0P-3 South Park 51 | ac 5|1]ac 255 5 5 10 101730 20
Subtotal 2635 148 | 101 | 249 | 117 | 177 | 294
Total 8,685 259 | 176 | 435 | 389 | 450 s

SOURCE: Kimley-Hom and Associales 2008.

kst = thousand square feat

"The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego.

Trip Generalion rates are based on SANDAG's (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rales for the San Diego Region, April 2002,

3 The size of the industrial business park has not been determined, bul trips for its use, which is consislent with the General Plan, have been assumed as shown.

April 2010 5703-01
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan 4.2-48




4.2

Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-13
Summary of Phase IV Trip Generation

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

Phase | Parcel Land Use Units! Trip Rate? Daily Trips | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total
Sweetwater District

% S-3 Mixed Use Commercial 120 | ksf | 17 | /| ksf 2,040 239 | 26 | 265 | 57 | 229 | 286
\% S-4 Office 120 | ksf | 17 | /| ksf 2,040 239 | 26 265 | 57 | 229 | 286
|V S-1 Resort Hotel 750 | rm 81/ |m 6,000 180 | 120 | 300 | 168 | 252 | 420
Subtotal 10,080 658 | 172 | 830 | 282 | 710 | 992
Harbor District

IV H-12 Ferry Terminal/Restaurant 25 | ksf | 100 | / | ksf 2,500 1% | 10 25 | 140 | 60 | 200
1% H-18 Office 100 | ksf [ 20 | / | ksf 2,000 252 | 28 | 280 | 52 | 208 | 260
v HP-28 | H Street Pier 040 | ac 50 |/ | ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2
Subtotal 4,520 268 | 40 | 308 | 193 | 269 | 462
Total 14,600 926 | 212 | 1,138 | 475 | 979 | 1,454

SOURCE: Kimley-Horn and Associates 2008.
ksf = thousand square feet

The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego.

Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002

April 2010

5703-01

Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan

4.2-50




4.2

Traffic and Circulati

TABLE 4.2-14
‘Total Project Trip Generation Summary
I l I A M. Peak Hour P_M. Peak Hour
Phase Parcsl Land Use Units! Trip Rate? Daily Trips [ In Out Total In Out Total
Sweetwater District
v - Resor Fotel 750 | Am B]1 Fim 5000 T80 120 300 [ 752 a0
¥ Signature Park 180 | Ac 801 A 900 59 58 17 a1 40 81
v -3 Wexed Use Cammercial 120 | Ksl 77 ksl 2040 73 F 265 57 ] 286
v X Ofice 120 | Kst AT ] 2,040 <] F 265 57 29 285
Sublotal 10,980 T il (13 323 50 1,071
Harbor District
[h3 Hotel 2000 | Rm 0]/ _[Am 20000 70 (] 1200 %60 540 1500
HAHP- Signalure Park 180 | Ac E T 500 59 E] 17 [l 40 81
H RetallCommercial Recreation 50 | kst 007 ksl 2000 % 2 [ £ 80 180
v H Ferry TerminalRestaurant 25 | Ksl WO [ Kl 2500 15 10 25 140 80 200
HAZH-14 Residential 1,500 | Du 7 [Du 5,000 ] 576 720 557 243 810
H WMixed Use Office 0 | ksl [ T 570 (1] [3 [F] 100 400 500
H- Vishor Hotel 250 | Rm i |Rm 000 60 0 100 56 B 180
EH Relsl 120 | Ksl T sl 800 86 58 1] 716 716 [57]
HAS General Ofice 50 | Msf 207 | Kl 800 7 %5 252 a7 187 fT]
FeAT Fire Stabion 20 [ Ae W7 A 400 1] 0 [} 10 3 4
v H18 Office 100 | Ksl W71 | Kl 2000 252 28 780 52 208 260
I H-21 Relal 150 | Rsf 7 Kal 5,000 108 72 180 270 210 540
D Holsl 500 | Am T [Rm 5,000 180 120 300 240 160 400
HZ3 Cullural 100 | Kaf 1 [Z] 1,600 2 10 32 ] 80 160
] Retai 100 E & kel 4,000 72 48 120 180 180 150
HP-3 Shoreline Promenade Ac HEEEE 42
i HF-23A Indusirial Business Park 0| Ac 50/ A 50 [
HP-26 H Streed Pier 14 | Ac £ 20
v [ H Street Pt At ENTET F]
Sublotal 85,708 2443 1513 4,055 3,088 2302 5057
| Otay District
il 01104 | Industrial Buginess Park | 1200 115 A | 144 2 115 T -
] D3A0-38 RV Park 758 & 5 T ld 1,180 2 3 ] i 52 130
OF1A8  and
[} 0P-3 South Park 510 = 5 I | 258 § 4 10 10 10 2
Sublotal 2,635 148 101 240 X1 il )
Total 18317 3,308 1343 5251 3495 189 7324
April 2010 ST030%

Final Environmantal impact Rezan (EIR) for the Chala Vista Baylroni Mastar Plan
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TABLE 4-4
PROPOSED PROJECT

PHASE I TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

eerwatir District,

L

Harbor District
H-3 Hotel 2,000 m 10 / m 20,000 720 480 | 1200 | 960 | 640 | 1,600
H-8/HP-1 Signature Park 18 ac 50/ ac 900 59 58 117 41 40 81
H-13/H-14 Residential 1,500 du 6/ du 9,000 144 576 | 720 | 567 | 243 | 810
(HP-03 . 3 SO‘Baywa.lk i .4 ac 5/ ac 42 1 1 2 _ 1 3

Larbor District

OTES:
(1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use description.
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego

ip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Dicgo Regi

KC5545 1000\ Trallie\ExoeldOptina 2YSP Trip Genxlam]P1 Trip Generstion

4-9

29042

. L173

564




TABLE 4-5
PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE IT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY
Harbor District

i H-9 Retail/Commercial Recreation 50 ksf 40 / ksf 2,600 36 24 60 90 90 180
H-15 Mixed Use Office. 210 ksf 17 / ksf 3,570 418 46 464 100 | 400 | 500
I H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 m 8/ m 2,000 60 40 100 56 84 140
118 H-15 Retail 120 kst 40 / kst 4,800 86 58 144 | 216 | 216 | 432
H-15 General Office 90 ksf' 20 / ksf 1,800 227 25 252 47 187 234

H-17 Indusirial Business Park 2 ac 200/ ac 400 38 10 48 10 38 48
ln e Hotel 500 m 10/m | 5000 180 | 120 | 300 | 240 | 160 { 400
H-23 Cultura] 100 ksf 16 / ksf 1,600 22 10 32 80 80 160
"L B-23 Retail 100 ksf 40/ kst | 4,000 72 48 | 120 | 180 | 180 | 360

HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50/ ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2

OTES:
(1) Se¢ Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator catcgory used for each 1and use description.
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Dicgo
3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Regi il 2002
K094 51 DOONT AT BordOption 2YSP Trip Genddem [FT] Trip Gememtion

4-10



TABLE 4-6
PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE IOI TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

) Retail 150 kst 40/ kst | 6000 108 | 72 | 180 | 270 | 270 | 540
HP-23A Industrial Business Park 1.0 ac 50/ ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 5
Otay District
fm_ |o-vo-2 Industrial Business Park 4 1200 | 115 | 20 | 144 | 29 | us | 144
lm [os RV Park 236 du 5/ du| 1,180 2 66 | 9 | 78 | s2 | 190
OP-1/0P-3 South Park 51 ac 5/ ac | 255 5 s | 10| 0] 10| 2

OTES:
(1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use description.
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego
3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002

4) The size of the industrial business has not been determined, but trips for the use, which is consistent with the General Plan, have been assumed as shown.
KN095451 000N T T\ ExcalOption 2YSP Trip GerLalsen JFIIl Trip Gesrwion
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TABLE 4-7
PROPOSED PROJECT
PHASE IV TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

Sweetwater District
v 3-1 Resort Hotel 750 tm 8/m 6,000 180 120 300 168 | 252 420
"IV S5-3 Mixed Use Comineraial 120 ksf 17 / ksf 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 286
S4 Office ! 120 ksf 17 | ksf 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 286
Harbor District
‘IIV H-12 Ferry Terminal/ Restaurant 25 ksf’ 100 / ksf 2,500 15 10 25 140 60 200
|IIV H-18 Office 100 ksf 20,/ ksf 2,000 252 28 280 52 208 260
HP-28 H Street Pier 0.40 ac 50/ ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2

OTES:
1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use description.
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego
3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Bricf Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002
HI09543 100N TradTIo\E scel Ogtion ISP Trip Gensdera |11V Tedp Generation =
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TABLE 4-8
PROPOSED PROJECT
TOTAL PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY
Sweetwater District
v §-1 Resort Hotel 750 rm 8/ rm 6,000 180 120 | 300 | 168 ) 252 | 420
lh 82 Signature Park 18.0 ac 50/ ac 900 59 58 117 4] 40 81
S3 Mixed Use Commercial 120 ksf 17 / ksf 2,040 239 26 265 | 57 29 | 286
S-4 Office 120 ksf 17 / ksf 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 | 286
Harber District
H-3 Hotel 2,000 rm 10 / mm 20,000 720 480 | 1200 | 960 | 640 | 1,600
I H-8/HP-1 Signature Park 18.0 ac 50/ ac 900 59 58 117 41 40 81
H9 Retail/Commercial Recreation 50 ksf 40 /ksf | 2,000 36 24 60 90 90 180
'F/ H-12 Ferry Terminal/ Restaurant 25 ksf 100 / ksf 2,500 15 10 25 140 60 200
1 H-13/H-14 Residential 1,500 du 6/ du 9.000 144 576 | 720 | 567 | 243 810
"ﬂ.’ H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 ksf 17 / ksf 3,570 418 46 464 | 100 | 400 | 500
“ﬂ H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 m 8 / m 2,000 60 40 100 56 84 140
“[! H-15 Retail 120 ksf 40 / kst 4,800 86 58 144 | 216 | 216 | 432
Ilﬂ H-15 General Office 90 ksf 20 /ksf [ 1,800 227 25 | 252 | 47 187 | 234
"I[ H-17 Industrial Business Park 2.0 ac 200 / ac 400 38 10 48 10 38 48
“IV H-18 Office 100 ksf 20 / ksf 2.000 252 28 280 52 208 | 260
E] H-21 Retail 150 ksf 40 / kst | 6,000 108 72 180 | 270 | 270 | 540
H-23 Hotel 500 m 10 _fgn 5,000 180 120 300 240 160
jis H-23 Cultural 100 lksf 16 / ksf 1,600 22 10 32 80 80 160
(18 H-23 Rewil 100 ksf 40 /ksf | 4,000 72 48. | 120 | 180 | 180 | 360
E_— HP-03 50' Baywalk _ 8.4 ac 5/8c 42 1 1 2 5 1 3
il HP-23A Industrial Business Park 1.0 ac 50/ ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 5
| HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50/ ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2
v HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50 / ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2
Otay District
(I 0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park? 1,200 115 29 144 29 115 144
0-3 RV Park 236 du 5/ du| 1,180 28 66 94 78 52 130
OP-1/0P-3 South Park 51.0.ac 5/ ac 255 5 5 10 10 10 20
OTES:

1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use description.
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego
(3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002

4) The size of the industrial business park has not been determin

FA19545 1 00T raflie el Option 2Y{BP Trip Goni xiam]Trip Geuerution
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Attachment 2

Summary of Current Land Use Plan Trip Generation



Table 1
Trip Generation - Phase |

Phase Parcel | Land Use Units | Trip Rate [ Daily Trips | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Sweetwater District In Qut Total In Out Total

| s-2 Signature Park 18 ac 50 ac 200 59 58 117 41 40 81
1 5-1 RV Park 237| stalls 5 stall 1,185 28 67 95 78 52 130
Subtotal 2,085 87 125 212 119 92 211
\Harbor District

I H-3 Resort Conference Center 1,600 rm 10 rm 16,000 576 384 960 768( 512 1,280
I H-13, H-14 |Residential 1,500 du 3 du 9,000 144 576 720 567 243 810
| H-8, HP-1 |Signature Park 18 ac 50 ac 900 59 58 117 41 40 81
1 H-17 Fire Station 2 ac 200 ac 400 38 10 48 10 38 48
| HP-3 Shoreline Promenade 8 ac 5 ac 42 1 ) 2 2 2 4
Subtotal 26,342 s18]  1029] 1847 1388 835]  2,223|
I‘I'otal 28,427 905 1,154 2,059 1,507 927]  2,434]

Note: H-3 decreased from 2,000 rooms to 1,600 rooms. S-1 moved from Phase IV to Phase |, and land use revised to RV Park.



Table 2
Trip Generation - Phase Il

Phase ] Parcel | Land Use Units | Trip Rate ] Daily Trips | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Harbor District

1] H-9 Retail/Commercial Recreation 50 ksf 40 ksf 2,000 36 24 60 90 90 180
I H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 ksf 17 ksf 3,570 418 46 464 100 400 500
] H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 rm B rm 2,000 &0 40 100 56 84 140
I H-15 Retail 120 ksf 40 ksf 4,800 86 58 144 216 216 432
il H-15 General Office 90 ksf 20 ksf 1,800 227 25 252 47 187 234
1 H-23 Resort Hotel 1,250 rm 10 rm 12,500 450 300 750 600 400 1,000
Il H-23 Cultural 25 kesf 16 ksf 400 6 2 8 20 20 40
1} H-23 Retail 175 ksf 40 kesf 7,000 126 B4 210 315 315 630
1] HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50 ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2
Subtotal 34,090 1,410 581 1,991 1,445 1,713 3,158
Total 34,090 1,410' 581 1,991 1,445 1,713 3,158

Note: H-23 increased from 500 rooms to 1,250 rooms.



Table 3
Trip Generation - Phase IlI

Phase | Parcel [ Land Use Units | Trip Rate | Daily Trips AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Harbor District

1]} H-21 Retail 150 ksf 40 ksf 6,000 108 72 180 270 270 540
i HP-23A Industrial Business Park 1.0 ac 50 ac 50 3 4 b 2 3 5
Subtotal 6,050 111 76 187 272 273 545
Otay District

mn 0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park 1,200 115 29 144 29 115 144
i} 0-3 RV Park 236 du 5 du 1,180 28 66 94 78 52 130
Jm OP-1/0P-3 [South Park 51| ac 5|  ac 255 5 5 10 10 10 20
Subtotal 2,635 148 100 248 117 177 294
k‘otal 8,685 259 178 435 389 450 839




Table 4
Trip Generation - Phase IV

Phase ] Parcel 1 Land Use [ Units | Trip Rate ] Daily Trips l AM Peak Hour ] PM Peak Hour

Sweetwater District In Out Total In Out Total
v 5-3 Mixed Use Commercial 120 ksf 17 ksf 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 286
v 5-4 Office 120 ksf 17 ksf 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 286
Subtotal 4,080 478 52 530 114 458 572
Harbor District
v H-12 Ferry Terminal/Restaurant 25 ksf 100 kst 2,500 15 10 25 140 60 200
i\ H-18 Office 100 ksf 20 kst 2,000 252 28 280 52 208 260
IV HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50 ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2

b 1 4,520 268 40 308 193 269 462
Total 8,600 746| 92 838 307 727 i,naﬂ

Note: 5-1 moved from Phase IV to Phase |, and land use revised to RV Park.



Table 5
Trip Generation - All Phases
Phase [ Pareel | Land Use Units Trip Rate [ Daily Trips [ AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
District In Out Total In Out Total
| 52 Signature Park 18 ac 50 ac 300 59 58 117 41 40 81
| 51 RV Park 237]  stalls 5| stall 1,185 28 67 95 78 52 130
v 53 Mixed Use Commercial 120 ksf 17 ksf 2,040/ 239 26 265 57 229 286
v 5-4 Office 120 ksf 17 ksf 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 286|
Subtotal 6,165/ 565 177 742 233 550 783
Harbor District
| H-3 Resort Conference Center 1,600 rm 10 m 16,000 576 384 960 768 512 1,280
I H-13, H-14 |Residential 1,500 du 6 du 9,000 144 576 720 567 243 810
I H-B, HP-1 |Signature Park 18 ac 50 ac |00 58 58 117 41 40 8l
| H-17 Fire Station 2 ac 200 ac 400 38 10 48 10| 38 48
| HP-3 Shoreline Promenade 8 ac 5 ac 42 1 1 2 2 2 4
1] H-9 Retail/Commercial Recreation 50 ksf 40 ksf 2,000 36 24 &0 a0 90 180
1} H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 ksf 17 kesf 3,570 418 46 464 100 400 500
I H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 rm 8 rm 2,000 60 40 100 56 84 140
L} H-15 Retail 120 kst 40 ksf 4,800 86 58 144 216 216 4332
I H-15 General Office 20 ksf 20 ksf 1,800 227 25 252 47 187 234
] H-23 Resort Hotel 1,250 rm 10 rm 12,500 450 300 750 600 400 1,000
1l H-23 Cultural 25 ksf 16 ksf 400 6 2 8 20 20 40
1l H-23 Retail 175 ksf 40 ksf 7.000 126 84 210 315 315 630
I HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50 ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2
1] H-21 Retail 150 ksf 40 kst 6,000 108 72 180 270 270 540
i HP-23A Industrial Business Park 1.0 ac 50 ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 5
v H-12 Ferry Terminal/Restaurant 25 ksf 100 ksf 2,500 15 10 25 140 60 200
v H-18 Office 100 ksf 20 ksf 2,000 252 28 280 52 208 260
v HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50 ac 20 <k 2 3 1 1 2
Subtotal 71,002 2,607 1,726 4,333 3,298 3,090 6,388
(Otay District
(]} 0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park 1,200 115 29 144 29 115 144
|l!l 0-3 RV Park 236 du 5 du 1,180 28 86 94 78 52 130
i} OP-1/0P-3 |South Park 51 ac 5 ac 255 5 5 10 10 10 20
|Suhtotal 2,635 148 100 248 117 177 294
Total 79,802 3,320 2,003 5,323 3,648 3,817 7,465]




Table 6

Trip Generation Comparison

Phase ] Daily Trips | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Trips from Revised DEIR, May 2008 (Dudek) In Out Total In Out Total
| 30,842 983 1,173 2,156 1,611 964 2,575
Il 25,190 1,140 383 1,523 1,020 1,436 2,456
1l 8,685 259 176 435 389 450 839
I\ 14,600 926 212 1,138 475 978 1,454
Total 79,317 3,308 1,944 5,252 3,495 3,829 7,324
Trips based on Current Land Use Plan
| 28,427 905 1,154 2,059 1,507 927 2,434
Il 34,090 1,410 581 1,991 1,445 1,713 3,158
1 8,685 259 176 435 389 450 839
IV 8,600 746 92 838 307 727 1,034
Total 79,802 3,320 2,003 5,323 3,648 3,817 7,465
Difference in Trips between Revised DEIR and Current Land Use Plan
I (2,415) (78) (19) (97) (104) (37) (141)
Il 8,500 270 198 468 425 277 702
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
v (6,000) (180) (120) (300) (168) (252) (420)
Total Difference in Trips 485 12 59 71 153 (12) 141
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Mitigation Requirements from DEIR
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4.2 Traffic and Circulation

Capacity (v/c) ratios were calculated for each roadway segment. It should be noted that the
capacity of a roadway is equal to the maximum LOS E pursuant to the Chula Vista General Plan
(2005). Table 4.2-1 summarizes the capacities and LOS for each Circulation Element and Urban
Core Circulation Element roadway.

TABLE 4.2-1
Roadway Segment Capacity and Level of Service
Facility Acceptable Level of Service (LOS)
Class® | Lanes LOS A6 | B | c(8 | b9 | E(10)
Circulation Element Roadways
Expressway 718 C 52,500 61,300 70,000 78,800 87,500
Prime 6 6] 37,500 43,800 50,000 56,300 62,500
Major Street 6 C 30,000 35,000 40,000 45,000 50,000
5 C 26,250 30,650 35,000 39,400 43,750
4 C 22,500 26,300 30,000 33,800 37,500
Class | Collector 4 C 16,500 19,300 22,000 24,800 27,500
Class I Collector 2 c 9,000 10,500 12,000 13,500 15,000
Class Il Collector 2 C 5,600 6,600 7,500 8,400 9,400
Urban Core Circulation Element Roadways
Gateway Street 6 D 40,800 47,600 54,400 61,200 68,000
4 D 28,800 33,600 38,400 43,200 48,000
Urban Arterial 4 D 25,200 29,400 33,600 37,800 42,000
Commercial Blvd. 4 D 22,500 26,250 30,000 33,750 37,500
Downtown Promenade 4 D 22,500 26,250 30,000 33,750 37,500
2 D 9,600 11,200 12,800 14,400 16,000

Note: Shaded cells correspend to the acceptable traffic volumes for each roadway.
@ The adopted Circulation Element roadways are considered to be Class | Collector Streets and above, and the Urban Core
Circulation Element roadways are considered to be six-lane Gateway Streets and below.

Street classifications, discussed in more detail below and identified for specific roadway
segments in the study area as shown in Figure 4.2-2, are based on standards provided in the 2005
Chula Vista General Plan.

To determine LOS, traffic counts were conducted during peak commute periods. Existing A.M.
(7:00 A.m. to 9:00 A.M.) and P.M. (4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.) peak-hour turning movement counts
were conducted by Southland Car Counters, Turning Point Traffic Service, and Traffic Data
Service Southwest. These intersection counts were taken during several different times of the day
in 2004 and 2005. Traffic volumes along segments of F Street, J Street, and Bay Boulevard were
collected by Field Data Services in 2006. The remaining roadway segment traffic volumes were
provided by the City of Chula Vista and Traffic Data Services Southwest (which collected data
on two segments of Broadway). In addition, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. conducted
supplemental roadway counts for older count locations. Existing freeway volumes (2004) were
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4.2

Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-21
Phase II Conditions Roadway Segment Level of Service Summary

Phase Il
Phase Il Baseline Project
Acceptable Baseline Plus Project Project Trips
Roadway Segment Roadway Classification Volume ADT [ LOS | ADT | LOS ADT (Percent) IMPACT?
E Street
H Street to Dwy 2 Lanes Class Ill Collector 7,500 6,034 B 6,041 B 6 0 NO
\West of Bay Blvd 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7.500 2,294 A 2,612 A 318 12 NO
Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 15,834 A 17,567 A 1,192 7 NO
I-5 Ramps fo Woodlawn Avenue | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 28,355 A 29,818 B 1,193 4 MO
Woodlawn Avenue to Broadway | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 27988 | A | 28744 | A 756 3 NO
Broadway to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Urban Arterial 37,800 19,468 A 19,872 A 504 3 NO
Lagoon St/ F Street
Bay Boulevard to Broadway 4 Lanes Downtown Promenade 33,750 5,746 A 6,099 A 353 6 NO
Broadway to 4th Avenue 2 Lanes Downtown Promenade 14,400 11,202 C 11,515 C 313 3 NO
4th Avenue to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Downtown Promenade 33,750 10,755 A 11,007 A 252 2 NO
H Street 15 8,7
West of Marina Parkway 3 Lanes Class Il Collector 17,000 15028 | C H&Gﬁ‘ C /| 644 4 NO
Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 14263 | AVL|YHBa06~| A 7| 4104 23 NO
Street A to -5 Ramps 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 29,621 CHIILN0005 | F 4| 9s5m 24 DIRECT
-5 Ramps to Broadway 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 35,402 C 40,325 D 4,922 12 NO
Broadway to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Urban Arterial 37,800 28,755 B 31,113 c 2,357 8 NO
J Street 20 102
Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 15784 | A Al 5311 27 NO
Strest A to Bay Boulevard 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 18908 | AWITH1407 | o'Z| 13216 42 DIRECT
Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 24 675 33,857 D 9,116 27 DIRECT
|-5 Ramps to Broadway 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 19,198 A 21,881 A 2,683 12 NO
L Street
Bay Boulevard to Industrial Way | 4 Lanes Gateway Streset 43,200 17,329 A 19,345 A 2,015 10 NO
Industrial Way to Broadway 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 21,874 A 23,809 A 1,934 8 NO
April 2010 5703-01
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4.2 Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-21 (Cont.)

Phase Il
Phase Il Baseline Project Seckiom 1.5
Acceptable Baseline Plus Project Project Trips rm%-:,-h-—
Roadway Segment Roadway Classification Volume ADT [ LOS | ADT [ LOS ADT (Percent) IMPACT? meas.ret
Marina Parkway 1,320 e p—
H Street to Strest C 3 Lanes Class Ill Collector 17,000 7,991 A | 9089 | A - 472 52 NO
Street C to J Street 3 Lane Class Il Collector 17,000 9991 | A | 120% | A72| 5981 50 NO
Bay Boulevard 1385
E Street to F Strest 2 Lanes Class |l Collector 12,000 9,984 B 10,104 B 120 1 NO
F Street to H Street 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 4,318 A 4,608 A 559 12 NO
H Street to J Strest 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 5451 A 5479 A 702 13 NO
J Street to L Street 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 12,00 6,606 A 10,918 c 4,221 39 NO
L Street to |-5 Ramps' 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 12,000 4,403 A 5159 A 756 15 NO
South of I-5 Ramps 2 Lanes Class lll Collector 7,500 4,403 A 5,159 A 756 15 NO
Broadway
C Street to E Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,304 C 26,325 c 20 0 NO
E Street to H Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,312 c 26,816 c 504 2 NO
H Street to K Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 30,316 D 30,840 D 524 2 NO
K Street to L Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,878 C 27,130 C 252 1 NO
South of L Street 4 Lanes Major Strest 30,000 27,512 C 28,228 C 715 3 NO
Street A E AL
H Street to StreetC_ (a) 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 = - 7297 L€l 5410 75 NO
Street C to J Street 2 Lanes Class Ill Collector 7,500 5246 A 1216'35 F< 8,104 64 DIRECT 4 Lo Cless T
Street C k2] Colleche
Marina Parkway to Street A_(a) | 2 Lanes Class lll Collector | 7500 | - | - | 2665 | A-| 1544 [ 74 | NO 2 law Class I
SOURCE: Kimley-Hom and Associales 2008. Zy1Yy Collecte
ADT = Average Dally Trips; LOS = Level of Service -
Bold values indicate roadway segments operating at LOS E or F. Bold and shaded values indicate project significant impact.
*Roads will be built to given classification with Phase | of the Proposed Project as required to provide site frontage.
April 2010 5703-01
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4.2 Traffic and Circulation
TABLE 4.2-27
Phase III Conditions With Extension of E Street Roadway Segment Level of Service Summary
Phase lll
Phase Il Plus Project Project Seh, 125
Acceptable Baseline Mitigated Project Trips F\T*';)J‘“
Roadway Segment Roadway Classification Volume ADT | LOS ADT | LOS ADT (Percent) IMPACT? e Ses
E Street
H Street to Dwy 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 6,050 B 4,800 A 0 0 NO
West of Bay Blvd 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 2,970 A 7.872 D 2 0 CUMULATIVE
Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 17,570 A 19,230 A 182 1 NO
I-5 Ramps to Woodlawn Avenue | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 29,820 B 29,433 B 261 1 NO
Woodlawn Avenue to Broadway | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 28,750 A 29,011 B 261 1 NO
Broadway lo 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Urban Arerial 37,800 19,980 A 20,154 A 174 1 NO
Lagoon St/ F Street
Bay Boulevard to Broadway 4 Lanes Downtown Promenade 33,750 6,100 A 6,577 A 387 6 NO
Broadway fo 4th Avenue 2 Lanes Downtown Promenade 14,400 11,520 8 11,787 [%] 267 2 NO
4th Avenue to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Downtown Promenade 33,750 11,470 A 11,557 A 87 1 NO
H Street TR 4
West of Marina Parkway 3 Lanes Class |l Collector 17,000 16,120 G 11.378" A - | 458 2 NO
Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 18,450 A153e7 14,269 ATl 1 0 NO
Street A to I-5 Ramps 5 Lanes Major Street 39,200 40,010 D 354%9s 33416 B'Cc| 772 2 NO
|-5 Ramps to Broadway 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 42,470 D 42,844 D 752 2 NO
Broadway to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Urban Arterial 37,800 31,120 ] 31,509 c 389 1 NO
J Street 25922
Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 19,540 A 24460 B[ 568 23 NO
Street A to Bay Boulevard 6 Lanes Major Streat 40,000 31,410 B 39,1% 35346 C | 4880 13 NO
Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 6 Lanes Major Street 40,000 33,660 B | 37853 C 3,408 9 NO
I-5 Ramps to Broadway 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 21,940 A 22,635 B 695 3 NO
L Street
Bay Boulevard to Industrial Way | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 19,350 A 20,0454 A 695 3 NO
Industrial Way to Broadway 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 23,810 A 24,265 A 455 2 NO
April 2010 5703-01
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4.2

Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-27 (Cont.)
Phase Il
Phase lll Plus Project Project
Acceptable Baseline Mitigated Project Trips
Roadway Segment Roadway Classification Volume ADT | LOS ADT | LOS ADT (Percent) IMPACT?
Marina Parkway 18300
H Street to Street C 3 Lanes Class Il Collector 17,000 9,090 A 9468 A 7l es2 7 NO
Street C to J Street 3 Lane Class |l Collector 17,000 12,040 A 13,898 B 7| 946 7 NO
Bay Boulevard e
E Street to F Street 2 Lanes Class |l Collector 12,000 11,610 c 11,472 C 0 0 NO
F Street to H Street 2 Lanes Class |ll Collector 7,500 4,980 A 5,120 A 441 8 NO
H Street to J Sireet 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 5,630 B 7,061 C 438 6 NO
J Street to L Street 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 12,000 10,970 c 11,302 C 1,033 9 NO
L Street to |-5 Ramps' 2 Lanes Class |l Collector 12,000 5,310 A 5,780 A 524 9 NO
South of -5 Ramps 2 Lanes Class lll Collector 7,500 5310 A 5,571 A 261 5 NO
Broadway
C Street to E Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,330 C 26,390 C 60 0 NO
E Street to H Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,820 c 26,994 C 174 1 NO
H Street to K Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 31,090 D 31,324 D 234 1 NO
K Street to L Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 27,130 c 27.217 C B7 0 NO
South of L Street 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 28,230 c 28,37 Cc 141 0 NO
Street A 9%
H Street to Street C 2 Lanes Class lll Collector 7,500 7,300 C 10:504 E # 938 g DIRECT
Streel C to J Street 4 Lanes Class | Collector 22,000 12,630 A g 343 15468 A =] 1680 10 NO
J Street to Street B (a) 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 - - 3,838 A 2,813 73 NO
Street B
Street A to Bay Boulevard (a) | 2 Lanes Class Il Collector [ 7500 [ - ] - ] 1 | A [ T2 41 NO
Street C
Marina Parkway 1o Street A | 2 Lanes Class IIl Collector | 7500 [ 2000 | A | 2085 | A-] 3 0 NO
SOURCE: Kimley-Hom and Associates 2008. 2, 'ﬁ"l‘
ADT = Average Daily Trips; LOS = Leve! of Service
Bold values indicate roadway segments operating at LOS E or F. Bold and shaded values indicale project significant impact.
*Roads will be built to given classification with Phase | of the project as required to provide site frontage.
April 2010 5703-01
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan 4.2-168

Sadw. 423
mﬁz&—

Y Lus Qs
Calisve—



4.2

Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 4.2-30
Phase IV Conditions Roadway Segment Level of Service Summary
Phase IV Phase IV Baseline Project Secfron 425
Acceptable Baseline Plus Project Project Trips mttegdhe
Roadway Segment Roadway Classification Volume ADT | LOS ADT | LOS ADT (Percent) IMPACT? frcasers
E Street —
| H Street to
Driveway 2 Lanes Class |ll Collector 7,500 4810 A 5,809 B 1,008 17 NO
_ Driveway to F
Street 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 12,000 6,700 A 9,088 B 2,136 24 NO

F Street to Bay Boulevard 2 Lanes Class Il Callector 12,000 8,790 A 16,279 F 7,705 47 DIRECT

Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 19,230 A 26,289 B 6,950 26 NO

|-5 Ramps to Woodlawn Avenue | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43200 29,440 B 33,608 C 4,168 12 NO

Woodlawn Avenue to Broadway | 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 29,010 B 32472 B 3,462 11 NO

Broadway to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Urban Arterial 37,800 20,150 A 23,063 A 2,913 13 NO
Lagoon St/ F Street

E Street to Bay Boulevard (a) 2 Lanes Class lll Collector 7,500 - - 2,630 A 2,413 92 NO

Bay Boulevard to Broadway 4 Lanes Downtown Promenade 33,750 6,580 A 8,325 A 1,744 21 NO

Broadway to 4th Avenue 2 Lanes Downtown Promenade 14,400 11,790 Cc 12,275 c 484 4 NO

4th Avenue to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Downtown Promenade 33,750 12,750 A 12,997 A 247 2 NO
H Street 2238

West of Marina Parkway 3 Lanes Class |l Collector 17,000 11,380 A 12620 B 1,140 9 NO

Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 15,170 A e U9 15067 A - 791 5 NO

Street A to I-5 Ramps 5 Lanes Major Street 39,200 33,120 Bnsz 34,588 C - 1,467 4 NO

I-5 Ramps to Broadway 4 Lanes Gateway Street 43,200 48,420 F 49,203 F 783 2 DIRECT

Broadway to 3rd Avenue 4 Lanes Urban Arterial 37,800 31,510 Cc 32,063 C 553 2 NO
J Street z3.2Y)

Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 24 460 B 26,849 C ~| 2488 9 NO

Street A to Bay Boulevard 6 Lanes Major Street 40,000 36,340 C u 939 38,667 20|  2006,31 £3 NE™ Coombslena

Bay Boulevard to I-5 Ramps 6 Lanes Major Street 40,000 37,650 C 38,913 C 1,262 3 NO

1-5 Ramps to Broadway 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 22,770 B 23131 B 361 2 NO
L Street

Bay Boulevard to Industrial Way | 4 Lanes Gateway Street [ 43,200 20,040 A 20402 | A [ 32 | 2 | NO

Industrial Way to Broadway 4 Lanes Gateway Streat | 43,200 24,270 A 24531 | A [ 261 | 1 | NO
Marina Parkway nsye

H Street to Street C | 3 Lanes Class Il Collector [ 17000 [ 9470 | A | 1085 | A [ 1386 | 13 | NO
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TABLE 4.2-30 (Cont.)
Phase IV Phase IV Baseline Project
Acceptable Baseline Plus Project Project Trips
Roadway Segment Roadway Classification Volume ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT (Percent) IMPACT?
Street C o J Streat 3 Lane Class Il Callector 17,000 13,100 B 14:650 &2 C 949 7 NO
Bay Boulevard 15,186
E Street o F Street 2 Lanes Class |l Collector 12,000 11,470 c 12,676 D 1,206 10 DIRECT
F Street to H Strest 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 6,680 c 7,116 C 436 6 NO
H Street to J Street 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 7410 A 7.787 D 377 5 CUMULATIVE
J Sireet to L Street 2 Lanes Class |l Collector 12,000 11,440 C 12,173 D 733 [ CUMULATIVE
L Street to I-5 Ramps! 2 Lanes Class |l Collector 12,000 6,170 A 6,347 A 176 3 NO
South of I-5 Ramps 2 Lanes Class Ill Collector 7,500 5,910 B 6,087 B 176 3 NO
Broadway
C Street to E Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,390 9 27,020 C 630 2 NO
E Street o H Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 26,990 C 27,585 c 594 2 NO
H Street to K Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 31,960 D 32,076 D 116 0 NO
K Street to L Street 4 Lanes Commercial Boulevard 33,750 27,220 c 27,266 c 45 0 NO
South of L Street 4 Lanes Major Street 30,000 28,370 Cc 28,456 C 85 0 NO
Street A gy
H Street to Street C 4 Lanes Class | Collector 22,000 10,510 A 11:398 A - 878 8 NO
Street C to J Street 4 Lanes Class | Collector 22,000 16,470 A 1932617741 B - 1,271 7 NO
J Street to Street B 2 Lanes Class Il Collector 7,500 3,840 A 4,091 A 250 6 NQ
Street B
Street A to Bay Boulevard | 2 Lanes Class lll Collector | 7500 | 1750 | A [ 18786 A [ 125 7 NO
Street C
Marina Parkway to Street A | 2 Lanes Class Ill Collector | 7500 | 2060 [ A | 2482 A-| 42 17 NO
SOURCE: Kimley-Horn and Associates 2008, z,ﬁ'll
ADT = Average Daily Trips; LOS = Level of Service
Bold values indicate roadway segments operating at LOS E or F. Bold and shaded values indicate project significant impact.
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425 Mitigation Measures

Developers of any parcel located within the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan shall reimburse
the Port, City, and/or other developers the pro-rata cost of the installation of public transportation
improvements, as obligated and required by the Port and/or City based on the nexus established
in the technical studies and this Draft EIR.

a. Phase | Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures shall be required to be implemented by the developer to
reduce impacts to a level less than significant:

4.2-1 Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 in
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall:

e Construct H Street west of Marina Parkway as a 2-lane Class III Collector

e Construct E Street as a 2-lane Class III Collector along Parcel H-3. This would
provide a connection to Lagoon Drive via Marina Parkway.

e Construct a traffic signal at H Street and Gaylerd-RCC Truck Driveway.

Prior to the issuance of building permits for any development on H-13 or H-14 in
Phase 1, the applicant shall:

e Rebuild that portion of Marina Parkway fronting H-13 and H-14 between E
StreetSandpiper Way and J Street as a 3-lane Class II Collector with excess ROW
used for pedestrian facilities, or secure such construction to the satisfaction to the
City engineer. Frontage improvements for the remaining segments of Marina
Parkway J Street and Sandpiper Way will be constructed in conjunction with the
development of the adjacent parcels to these frontages in subsequent phases.

e Construct Street A north of J Street would be constructed as a 2-lane Class 111
Collector—, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-1 to below a level of
significance.

4.2-2 Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 in
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct H Street from I-5 to
Marina Parkway as a four-lane Major Street. This mitigation is provided in lieu of
widening of F Street due to environmental constraints associated with the widening of
F Street in the vicinity of the F&G Street Marsh. At the completion of the H Street
Extension, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall also restrict access along the
segment of Lagoon Drive/F Street (between Parcel H-3 and the BF Goodrich access
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4.2-4

4.2-5

4.2-6

4.2-7
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on F Street) to emergency vehicle access only. This mitigation would reduce
Significant Impacts 4.2-2, 4.2-4, 4.2-6, 4.2-7, and 4.2-11 to below a level of
significance.

Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 in
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall widen H Street west of Marina
Parkway from a two-lane Class III Collector to a three-lane Class IT Collector. This
mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-3 to below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 and
building permits for any development on H-13 or H-14 in Phase I, the Port, Port
tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Bay Boulevard between E Street and
F Street from a two-lane Class III Collector to a two-lane Class Il Collector, or secure
such widening to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway
capacity would facilitate the flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce
Significant Impact 4.2-5 to below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of building permits for any development on H-13 or H-14 in
Phase I, the applicant shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of J Street and
Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-8 and 4.2-14 to
below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 or
building permits for any development on H-13 or H-14 in Phase I, the Port, Port
tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection
of L Street and Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-9 and
4.2-15 to below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for development on H-3 or building
permits for any development on H-13 or H-14 in Phase I, the Port, Port tenant, or
applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of I-5
southbound ramps and Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction
of the City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts
4.2-10 and 4.2-16 to below a level of significance.
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4.2-8 The following mitigation measure would reduce, but not eliminate project impacts on
Interstate 5, as identified in Significant Impacts 4.2-12, 4.2-17, 4.2-18, 4.2-29,
4.2-30, 4.2-35 through 4.2-37, and 4.2-46 through 4.2-50.

The Port and the City shall participate in a multi-jurisdictional effort conducted by
Caltrans and SANDAG to assist in developing a detailed I-5 corridor level study that
will identify transportation improvements along with funding, including federal, state,
regional, and local funding sources and phasing that would reduce congestion
management-with Caltrans standards on the -5 south corridor from the SR-54
interchange to the Otay River (the “I-5 South Corridor”) (hereinafter, the “Plan”).
Local funding sources identified in the Plan shall include fair share contributions
related to private and/or public development based on the nexus established in this
Draft EIR as well as other mechanisms. The Plan required by this mitigation shall
include the following:

a) The responsible entities (the Entities) included in this effort will include, but may
not be limited to, the City, other cities along I-5, the Port, SANDAG, and
Caltrans. Other entities will be included upon the concurrence of the foregoing
Entities.

b) The Plan will identify physical and operational improvements to I-5 adjacent to
the project area, relevant arterial roads and transit facilities (the Improvements),
that are focused on regional impacts and specific transportation impacts from the
project, and will also identify the fair share responsibilities of each Entity for the
construction and financing for each Improvement. The Plan will include an
implementation element that includes each Entity’s responsibilities and
commitment to mitigate the impacts created by all phases of the Proposed Project.

¢) The Plan will set forth a timeline and other agreed upon relevant criteria for
implementation of each Improvement.

d) The Plan will identify the total estimated design and construction cost for each
Improvement and the responsibility of each Entity for both implementation and
funding of such costs.

e) The Plan will include the parameters for any agreed upon fair-share funding to be
implemented, that would require private and/or public developers to contribute to
the costs, in a manner that will comply with applicable law.

f) In developing the Plan, the Entities shall also consider ways in which the
Improvements can be coordinated with existing local and regional transportation
and facilities financing plans and programs, in order to avoid duplication of effort
and expenditure; however, the existence of such other plans and programs shall
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not relieve the Entities of their collective obligation to develop and implement the
Plan as set forth in this mitigation measure. Nothing in the Plan shall be construed
as relieving any Entity (or any other entity) from its independent responsibility (if
any) for the implementation of any transportation improvement.

g) The Port shall seek adoption of thle Plan before the Port Board of Commissioners
and the City shall seek adoption of the Plan before the City Council upon the
completion of the multi-jurisdictional effort to develop the Plan. The Port and the
City shall report, to their respective governing bodies regarding the progress made
to develop the Plan within 6 months of the first meeting of the entities. Thereafter,
the Port and the City shall report at least annually regarding the progress of the
Plan, for a period of not less than 5 years, which may be extended at the request
of the City Council and/or Board of Commissioners.

h) The Plan shall also expressly include each Entity’s pledge that it will cooperate
with each other in implementing the Plan.

i) Prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy or building permits for any
development of individual projects within the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan,
the Port and the City shall require project applicants to make their fair share
contribution toward mitigation of cumulative freeway impacts within the City’s
portion of the I-5 South Corridor by participating in the City’s Western Traffic
Development Impact Fee or equivalent funding program.

The failure or refusal of any Entity other than the Port or the City to cooperate in the
implementation of this mitigation measure shall not constitute failure of the Port or
the City to implement this mitigation measure; however, the Port and the City shall
each use its best efforts to obtain the cooperation of all responsible Entities to fully
participate, in order to achieve the goals of the mitigation measure.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 in
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct a westbound through
lane along H Street/Gaylerd-RCC Driveway, which would result in widening H Street
west of Marina Parkway to a three-lane Class IT Collector. This mitigation would
reduce Significant Impact 4.2-13 to below a level of significance.

The following mitigation measure would reduce, but not eliminate impacts at
intersections of E Street and H Street associated with trolley delays, as identified in
Significant Impact 4.2-19. Prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for parcel
H-3 or building permits for any development within the City, the Port and the City
shall require project applicants to make their fair share contribution toward mitigation
of intersection impacts at H Street and E Street within the City’s jurisdiction by
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participating in the City’s Western Traffic Development Impact Fee or equivalent
funding program.

The failure or refusal of any Entity other than the Port or the City to cooperate in the
implementation of this mitigation measure shall not constitute failure of the Port or
the City to implement this mitigation measure; however, the Port and the City shall
each use its best efforts to obtain the cooperation of all responsible Entities to fully
participate, in order to achieve the goals of mitigation measure.

However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the
significant impacts to the affected intersections will require funding from other
sources in addition to the WTDIF, such as local, state and federal funds, and such
funding is not certain or under the control of the Port or the City, the Port and the City
cannot assure the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed or that they
will be constructed within any known time schedule. Accordingly, the Proposed
Project’s impacts to the E Street and H Street intersections affected by an at-grade
trolley crossing are considered significant and unmitigated.

Phase Il Mitigation Measures

Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-23 in

Phase 1, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct Street A between H

Street to Strefat C as a two-lane Class III Collector, and shall construct Streeg’ Cl--‘ Class TIL Caltodor
between Marina Parkway and Street A as a two-lane Class II Collector.=7 e Tobe 4.2-2]
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-20 to

below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase I, the )
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen H Street between Street A -1 [~ ™5
and 1-5 Ramps to a five-lane Major Street, or secure such construction to the il Table 422l
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate the

flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-21 to

below a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, the

Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen J Street between Street A (0 3 & Jae e
I-5 Ramps to a six-lane Major Street, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of re Table Y21
the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate the flow of

project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-22 to below a

level of significance.
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4.2-14 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase 11, the
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Street A between Street C  «p 2 fae Cless
and J Street to a four-lane Class I Collector, or secure such construction to the L Collects
satisfaction of the City Engincer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate thef™] ;‘f_;‘:
flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-23 to
below a level of significance.

4.2-15 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, the
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal and add
an exclusive left-turn lane at each approach at the intersection of H Street and
Gaylord-RCC Driveway, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. The traffic signal and left-turn lanes shall be built to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-24 to below a
level of significance.

4.2-16 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase 11, the
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a westbound and
eastbound through lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and Bay
Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The
lanes shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-25 to below a level of significance.

4.2-17  Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, the
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the
intersection of H Street and Street A, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact
4.2-26 to below a level of significance.

4.2-18 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II of
the development, the developer shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of J
Street and Marina Parkway. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact
4.2-27 to below a level of significance.

4.2-19 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase 11, the
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the
intersection of J Street and Street A and add an exclusive westbound right-turn lane
along J Street and an exclusive southbound right-turn lane along Street A, or secure
such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The traffic signal and
turning lanes shall operate and be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
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This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-28 to below a level of
significance.

d. Phase Il Mitigation Measures

4.2-20 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase III,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate shall construct the segment of
Street A that would continue south from J Street, connecting to the proposed Street B
in the Otay District, as a two-lane Class III Collector. In addition, prior to the
issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase 111, the Port, Port
tenants, as appropriate shall construct the segment of Street B that would connect to
the proposed Street A, bridge over the Telegraph Canyon Creek Channel, and
continue south to Bay Boulevard, as a 2-lane Class III Collector. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-31 to below a level of significance.

4.2-21 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase III,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Street A between H = ZJae Clas
Street and Street C to a four-lane Class I Collector, or secure such construction to the Ef Colledor
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate the ge— "j"dd_t
flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-32 to y.2-27
below a level of significance.

4.2-22 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II1,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an exclusive
eastbound right-turn lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and Bay
Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The
turning lane shall be built to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-33 to below a level of significance.

4.2-23 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II1,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an exclusive
westbound right-turn lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and I-5 NB
Ramps, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The
turning lane shall be built to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-34 to below a level of significance.

4.2-24 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase ITI,
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct E Street from the
Gaylerd RCC Driveway to Bay Boulevard as a two-lane Class III Collector. This
mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-38 to below a level of significance.
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Phase IV Mitigation Measures

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a new F Street
segment between the proposed terminus of the existing F Street and the proposed E
Street extension, ending at the SP-3 Chula Vista Nature Center parking lot, as a two-
lane Class III collector street, which shall also contain a Class II bike lane on both
sides of the street. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-39 to below
a level of significance

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen E Street between F
Street and Bay Boulevard to a four-lane Class I Collector, or secure such construction
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would
facilitate the flow of project traffic. Also, the widening of this segment of E Street
would facilitate the flow of project traffic on Bay Boulevard between E Street to F
Street. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-40 and 4.2-41 to below
a level of significance.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen H Street between I-5
Ramps and Broadway to a 6-lane Gateway Street. The additional roadway capacity
would facilitate the flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant
Impact 4.2-42 to below a level of significance. The off-site traffic improvements
described in this mitigation measure for direct traffic impacts would create secondary
traffic impacts. Improvements associated with these secondary impacts would be
required as a result of cumulative and growth-related traffic overall, of which the
Proposed Project would be a component. The Western Chula Vista TDIF identifies
these improvements in a cumulative context and attributes fair share contributions
according to the impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be responsible for a
fair share contribution and would not be solely responsible for implementation of
necessary secondary impact improvements.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an eastbound
through lane and an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane along E Street at the
intersection of E Street and Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The lanes shall be constructed to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-43 to below
a level of significance.
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4.2-29 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an exclusive
southbound right-turn lane along Bay Boulevard at the intersection of J Street and
Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
The lane shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-44 to below a level of significance.

4.2-30 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase IV,
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a dual southbound
left-turn lane along Street A, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. The lane shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This
mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-45 to below a level of significance.

4.2.6 Significance of Impacts After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-8 would not reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-12,
4.2-17, 4.2-18, 4.2-29, 4.2-30, 4.2-35 through 4.2-37, and 4.2-46 through 4.2-49, concerning
project related impacts along I-5, to below a level of significance because implementation of the
physical improvements needed to reduce significant impacts to the affected freeway segments is
within the jurisdiction and control of Caltrans and not the Port or the City. The Port and the City
cannot assure the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. Accordingly, the
Proposed Project’s impacts to freeway segments are considered significant and unmitigated.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 would not reduce Significant Impact 4.2-19,
concerning project related impacts on H Street and E Street intersections due to trolley delay, to
below a level of significance, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to
reduce significant impacts are within the jurisdiction and control of other entities and not the Port
or City. The Port and the City cannot assure the necessary improvements will be constructed as
needed. Accordingly, the Proposed Project’s impacts to E Street and H Street intersections
affected by the trolley crossings are considered significant and unmitigated

The implementation of the Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 though 4.2-7, 4,2-9, and 4.2-11 through 30
would reduce the remaining direct project related impacts to below a level of significance.
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan

Phase | - AM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2013
N U N

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

Lane Configurations +44 if b % s % 8

Volume (vph) 0 340 36 0 472 88 21 142 67 32 65 10

|deal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 091  1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Frt 1.00 085 0.98 1.00 095 1.00 098

Fit Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3456 1770 1773 1770 1825

Flt Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 070  1.00 062 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3456 1311 1773 1149 1825

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 09 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 370 39 0 513 96 23 154 73 38 71 11

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 23 0 38 0 0 43 0 0 7 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 370 16 0 571 0 23 184 0 35 75 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0  16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0

Effective Green, g (s) 16.0  16.0 16.0 160  16.0 16.0  16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 040 040 0.40 040 040 040 040

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2034 633 1382 524 709 460 730

v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 c0.17 ¢0.10 0.04

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 0.03

vlc Ratio 018  0.02 0.4 004 026 008 0.10

Uniform Delay, d1 7.8 7.3 8.6 7.3 8.0 74 75

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 8.0 73 9.5 75 8.9 T 7.8

Level of Service A A A A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 7.9 9.5 8.8 7.8

Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.8 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard

Phase | - AM Peak Hour
7/10/2013

- =5 t >

Lane Group EBT EBR = WBT NBL. NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 370 39 609 23 227 35 82
vic Ratio 018 006 043 004 030 008 0.11
Control Delay 8.1 3.6 8.9 T 7.0 8.0 7.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.1 36 8.9 7.7 7.0 8.0 73
Queue Length 50th (ft) 18 0 42 3 21 5 9
Queue Length 95th (ft) 31 11 72 12 54 16 27
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 2034 657 1420 524 752 460 737
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 018 006 043 004 030 008 0.1

Intersection Summary

Queues

Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan

Phase | - PM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 711012013
e - L VL EE_ S W

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL. WBT ‘WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL ' 8Bl SBR

Lane Configurations 44 r = % b . b

Volume (vph) 0 420 71 0 624 28 4 76 Yic; 183 408 17

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 091  1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Frt 100 085 0.99 1.00 093 1.00 099

Fit Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3517 1770 1726 1770 1852

Fit Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 037  1.00 065  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3517 680 1726 1219 1852

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 09 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 457 77 0 678 30 45 83 79 199 443 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 46 0 8 0 0 47 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 457 31 0 700 0 45 115 0 199 457 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0  16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0 16.0  16.0

Effective Green, g (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 040 040 0.40 040 040 040 040

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2034 633 1407 272 690 488 741

v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 c0.20 0.07 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.07 0.16

vic Ratio 022 0.05 0.50 017 047 041 062

Uniform Delay, d1 7.9 7.3 9.0 vl 7.7 8.6 9.6

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100  1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 1.3 1.3 0.5 25 3.8

Delay (s) 8.2 75 10.2 9.0 8.2 1.1 134

Level of Service A A B A A B B

Approach Delay (s) 8.1 10.2 8.4 127

Approach LOS A B A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3. H Street & Bay Boulevard

Phase | - PM Peak Hour

71102013

-+ t 5 |
Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL  SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 457 77 708 45 162 199 461
vlc Ratio 022 011 050 017 022 041 062
Control Delay 8.3 31 104 9.7 55 118 139
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.3 31 104 9.7 55 118 139
Queue Length 50th (ft) 23 0 56 6 " 30 75
Queue Length 95th (ft) 38 16 91 21 36 68 144
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165
Base Capacity (vph) 2034 679 1415 272 738 487 744
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 022 011 050 017 022 041 062
Intersection Summary
Queues Synchro 7 - Report

Rick Engineering Company

Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase Il - AM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2013
e S e LG, SE_L S S 4

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

Lane Configurations 44 if b % P b P

Volume (vph) 0 620 45 0 921 94 25 128 19 32 66 19

|deal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 0.99 100 098 1.00 097

Flt Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3490 1770 1826 1770 1800

Fit Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 070  1.00 066  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3490 1298 1826 1221 1800

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 09 092 09 09 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 674 49 0 1001 102 27 139 21 35 72 21

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 29 0 19 0 0 13 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 674 20 0 1084 0 27 147 0 35 80 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0 16.0  16.0

Effective Green, g (s) 16.0  16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0 16.0  16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 040 040 0.40 040 040 040 040

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2034 633 1396 519 730 488 720

v/s Ratio Prot 0.13 c0.31 c0.08 0.04

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 0.03

v/c Ratio 033 0.03 0.78 005 020 007 0.1

Uniform Delay, d1 8.3 73 104 7.4 7.8 7.4 s

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.1 4.3 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.3

Delay (s) 8.7 74 14.7 7.5 85 Tr 79

Level of Service A A B A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.6 14.7 8.3 7.8

Approach LOS A B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 1.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.49

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard

Phase Il - AM Peak Hour
7/10/2013

T

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL  SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 674 49 1103 27 160 35 93
vic Ratio 033 007 078 005 022 007 013
Control Delay 8.9 34 155 7.8 1.9 8.0 6.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.9 34 155 7.8 7.9 8.0 6.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 35 0 102 3 19 5 9
Queue Length 95th (ft) 54 12 #172 13 45 16 28
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 2034 663 1415 519 743 489 732
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 033 007 078 005 022 007 013

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Queues
Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan

Phase Il - PM Peak Hour

3. H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2013
T A e B

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

Lane Configurations 44 if +b % P % P

Volume (vph) 0 1003 93 0 1245 41 51 80 63 183 402 32

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Frt 1.00 085 1.00 100 093 1.00 099

Flt Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3522 1770 1740 1770 1842

Flt Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 031  1.00 066  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3522 579 1740 1227 1842

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 09

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1090 101 0 1353 45 55 87 68 199 437 35

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 55 0 5 0 0 28 0 0 6 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1090 46 0 1393 0 55 127 0 199 466 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 230 230 23.0 190  19.0 19.0 190

Effective Green, g (s) 230 230 23.0 19.0  19.0 190 19.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 046 046 0.46 038 038 038 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2339 728 1620 220 661 466 700

v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.40 0.07 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.10 0.16

v/c Ratio 047  0.06 0.86 025 019 043 067

Uniform Delay, d1 9.3 75 12.1 10.6 10.4 115 129

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.2 6.2 2.7 0.6 28 5.0

Delay (s) 9.9 T 18.3 133 1.0 143 178

Level of Service A A B B B B B

Approach Delay (s) 9.8 18.3 11.6 16.8

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.2% ICU Level of Service c

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase Il - PM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2013
- > =t >

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL  SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1090 101 1398 55 155 199 472
vic Ratio 047 013 086 025 022 043 067
Control Delay 10.1 27 195 144 87 150 183
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 10.1 2 195 144 87 150 18.3
Queue Length 50th (ft) 74 0 176 1 20 41 108
Queue Length 95th (ft) 103 18 #308 33 51 87 192
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 2339 783 1625 220 689 467 706
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 047 013 086 025 022 043 067

Intersection Summary
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Queues Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan

Phase Ill - AM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7110/2013
ANy vt At NS

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

Lane Configurations 44 i L % B % P

Volume (vph) 0 652 45 0 962 105 25 137 19 32 76 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

L.ane Util, Factor 091  1.00 0.95 100  1.00 1.00  1.00

Fri 1.00 085 0.99 100 098 1.00 097

Flt Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3487 1770 1828 1770 1804

Fit Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 069  1.00 065  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3487 1284 1828 1210 1804

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 09 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 709 49 0 1046 114 27 149 21 35 83 22

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 29 0 20 0 0 13 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 709 20 0 1140 0 27 157 0 35 92 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0  16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0 16.0  16.0

Effective Green, g (s) 16.0  16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0 160  16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 040 040 0.40 040 040 040 040

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2034 633 1395 514 731 484 722

v/s Ratio Prot 0.14 c0.33 c0.09 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 0.03

v/c Ratio 035 003 0.82 005 022 007 013

Uniform Delay, d1 8.4 73 10.7 74 7.9 74 7.6

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 54 0.2 0.7 0.3 0.4

Delay (s) 8.8 7.4 16.1 75 8.6 7T 79

Level of Service A A B A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 16.1 8.4 79

Approach LOS A B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 124 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.52

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Ciitical Lane Group

HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis
Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard

Phase lll - AM Peak Hour
7/10/2013

- =« t 5|

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 709 49 1160 27 170 35 105
v/c Ratio 035 007 08 005 023 007 014
Control Delay 9.0 34 173 7.8 8.0 8.0 7.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 9.0 34 173 7.8 8.0 8.0 7.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 37 0 110 3 20 5 11
Queue Length 95th (ft) 57 12 #213 13 48 16 3
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 2034 663 1415 513 743 484 735
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced vic Ratio 035 007 082 005 023 007 014

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Queues
Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase Il - PM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7110/2013
N T

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL S8BT SBR

Lane Configurations 44 i 1 b B w T

Volume (vph) 0 1048 93 0 1263 52 51 103 63 183 423 63

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 091  1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Frt 1.00 085 0.99 1.00  0.94 1.00 0.8

Fit Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3518 1770 1757 1770 1827

Flt Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 025 1.00 064 1.00

Sald. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3518 465 1757 1199 1827

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1139 101 0 1373 57 55 112 68 199 460 68

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 55 0 6 0 0 24 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1139 46 0 1424 0 55 156 0 199 517 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 230 230 23.0 19.0 190 19.0 19.0

Effective Green, g (s) 230 230 230 19.0 190 19.0 190

Actuated g/C Ratio 046 046 0.46 038 038 038 0.38

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2339 728 1618 177 668 456 694

v/s Ratio Prot 0.22 c0.40 0.09 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.12 0.17

vic Ratio 049  0.06 0.88 031 023 044 075

Uniform Delay, d1 9.4 75 12.2 109 105 115 134

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.2 7.2 4.5 0.8 3.0 72

Delay (s) 10.1 7.7 19.5 154 114 145 2086

Level of Service B A B B B B c

Approach Delay (s) 9.9 19.5 12.3 18.9

Approach LOS A B B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase Ill - PM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2013
- > 8 1 M

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL  SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1139 101 1430 55 180 199 528
v/c Ratio 049 013 08 031 026 044 075
Control Delay 10.3 27 209 16.8 9.6 15.3 21.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 10.3 27 209 16.8 9.6 163 21.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 78 0 183 11 27 41 124
Queue Length 95th () 108 18 #320 36 61 88 #261
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 2339 783 1624 177 692 456 705
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 049 013 088 031 026 044 075

Intersection Summary
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Queues Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan

Phase IV - AM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7110/2013
R e N 4

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

Lane Configurations 44 if b % T % P

Volume (vph) 0 545 46 0 819 124 26 190 19 28 113 24

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 091  1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Frt 1.00 085 0.98 1.00 099 1.00 097

Flt Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3469 1770 1837 1770 1814

Flt Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 066  1.00 062  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3469 1234 1837 1148 1814

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 592 50 0 890 135 28 207 21 30 123 26

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 30 0 30 0 0 9 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 592 20 0 995 0 28 219 0 30 133 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0

Effective Green, g (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0  16.0 16.0 16.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 040 040 0.40 040 040 040 040

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2034 633 1388 494 735 459 726

v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 c0.29 c0.12 0.07

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 0.03

vlc Ratio 029 0.03 0.72 006 030 007 0.8

Uniform Delay, d1 8.1 7.3 10.1 74 8.2 74 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.1 3.2 0.2 1.0 0.3 0.6

Delay (s) 8.5 74 13.3 76 9.2 7.7 8.3

Level of Service A A B A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.4 13.3 9.0 8.2

Approach LOS A B A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 40.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3. H Street & Bay Boulevard

Phase IV - AM Peak Hour

7/10/2013

T T B

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 592 50 1025 28 228 30 149
v/c Ratio 029 008 072 006 031 007 020
Control Delay 8.6 34 132 7.8 9.1 8.0 7.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.6 34 132 7.8 9.1 8.0 7.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 30 0 89 4 30 4 17
Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 13 142 14 65 14 4
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 2034 663 1417 493 744 459 74
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 029 008 072 006 031 007 020

Intersection Summary

Queues

Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase |V - PM Peak Hour

3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2013
N L U .

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

Lane Configurations 44 if % % P % B

Volume (vph) 0 953 94 0 952 80 52 151 63 180 490 140

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0

Lane Util. Factor 091  1.00 0.95 1.00  1.00 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 0.99 1.00  0.96 100 097

Flt Protected 1.00  1.00 1.00 095  1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3498 1770 1781 1770 1801

Fit Permitted 1.00  1.00 1.00 020 1.00 061  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3498 73 1781 1144 1801

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1036 102 0 1035 87 57 164 68 196 533 152

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 63 0 14 0 0 15 0 0 15 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1036 39 0 1108 0 57 217 0 196 670 0

Tum Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 170 17.0 17.0 200  20.0 200 20,0

Effective Green, g (s) 170 170 17.0 200 200 200 200

Actuated g/C Ratio 038 0.38 0.38 044 044 044 044

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1921 598 1321 166 792 508 800

v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 c0.32 0.12 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.15 0.17

v/c Ratio 054  0.06 0.84 034 027 039 084

Uniform Delay, d1 10.9 8.9 12.8 8.2 79 84 111

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.2 6.5 56 0.9 22 102

Delay (s) 12.0 9.1 18.3 13.8 8.8 106  21.2

Level of Service B A B B A B C

Approach Delay (s) 11.8 19.3 9.7 18.9

Approach LOS B B A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.9 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 45.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 7 - Report
Rick Engineering Company Page 1



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard

Phase IV - PM Peak Hour
7/10/2013

- N =5 > |

Lane Group EBT EBR 'WBT NBL INBT 'SBL SBI
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1036 102 1122 57 232 196 685
vlc Ratio 054 015 084 034 029 039 084
Control Delay 12.2 34 206 154 82 113 234
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 12.2 34 206 154 82 113 234
Queue Length 50th (ft) 72 0 129 9 31 31 138
Queue Length 95th (ft) 104 21 #235 34 64 70 #316
Internal Link Dist (ff) 420 420 420 420
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165

Base Capacity (vph) 1921 661 1335 166 807 508 815
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 054 015 084 034 029 039 084
Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Queues
Rick Engineering Company

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



Attachment C to Agenda Sheet No. 21A

CD of Final EIR for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port Master Plan
Amendment (UPD # 83356-EIR-658; SCH# 2005081077)

Note: The Final EIR is also available online at
http://www.portofsandiego.org/chula-vista-bayfront-master-plan/environmental-
impact-report/cat view/225-real-estate-projects/227-chula-vista-bayfront-master-

plan/519-environmental-impact-reports/504-final-environmental-impact-report-
eir.html
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