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On March 4, 2014, the Board of Port Commissioners adopted the Revised Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea 
Port Master Plan Amendment, with the following two errata: 

• Errata to Revised Final EIR (February 2014) 

o Replaces Attachment 1 to Chapter 5 (Responses to Comments). Attachments A, B 
and C to Attachment 1 do not change. 

o District's responses to Califomia Coastal Commission comment letter received in 
December 2013 after the public review period for the Revisions to Draft EIR. 

• Second Errata to Revised Final EIR, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 
Findings of Fact (March 2014) 

o Includes modifications to the Revised Final EIR, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, and Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations related to Mitigation Measure MM PARK-1 

o Includes modifications to Revised Final EIR related to the Port Master Plan 
Amendment 

The errata are provided in the following pages. 
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Chapter 5 fResponses to Comments) Attachment 1 

The Revisions to Draft EIR were made available for public comment during the period 
July 10, 2013 through October 7, 2013. Two public comments were received during this 
period, both from the City of San Diego (City). On November 8, 2013, Port District staff 
posted the Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (Revised FEIR), including the 
comments and responses to comments to the Revisions to Draft EIR, on the Port 
District's website. On the same day. Port District staff notified the commenters by 
electronic mail that the Revised FEIR, including the comments and responses to 
comments to the Revisions to Draft EIR, was available for review. 

In comment K-5, the City requested that an analysis of existing conditions plus project be 
added to the traffic analyses already provided in the Revisions to Draft EIR. The 
analyses already provided complied with the requirements of the City-s Traffic-Impact 
Study Manual, July 1998, which do not include a requirement that the existing plus 
project scenario be analyzed. 

Nevertheless, in response to this comment, Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (LLG) analyzed 
the existing plus project scenario in its memorandum dated November 6, 2013, included 
as an attachment (Attachment 1) to Chapter 5 of the Revised FEIR, Responses to 
Comments. LLG concluded that no significant impacts result under the existing plus 
project scenario. 

In its November 6, 2013 memorandum, LLG incorrectly described the City's 
methodology for analyzing street segments currently built to their ultimate classification 
and erroneously stated that the following roadway segments can be restriped to their 
ultimate roadway classification: (1) North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and 
the Rental Car Access Road; (2) North Harbor Drive between the Rental Access Road 
and Laurel Street; (3) North Harbor Drive between Laurel Street to HaM^hom Street; (4) 
Hawthom Street between North Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway; and (5) Grape Street 
between North Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway. 

Through consultation with the City, LLG clarified the City's methodology for analyzing 
impacts to street segments currently built to their ultimate classification and confirmed 
that the five roadway segments listed above already are built to their ultimate 
classifications designated by the City, providing the maximum number of travel lanes 
prescribed by each classification. Therefore, LLG has revised its memorandum to clarify 
the City's methodology and to correct the reference to the five street segments. The 
revised memorandum, and Table A listing the City's classification of all street segments 
within the study area, including the five street segments listed above, are attached to these 
errata. No changes were made to the attachments to LLG's November 6, 2013 
memorandum included in the Revised FEIR. 
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The clarification and correction described above do not change the findings or 
conclusions ofthe Revised FEIR and do not provide any significant new information that 
would require recirculation of the EIR. No changes have been proposed to the project 
and no changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project 
is undertaken. There is no new significant effect not discussed in the Revised FEIR 
posted to the Port's website on November 8, 2013, no increase in the severity of any 
previously examined effects, and no new or different mitigation measures are identified 
or required. 
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January 8, 2014 

LLG Reference: 3-04-1437-3 

Subject: Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment -
Existing + Project Traffic Analysis 

Based on a comment received from the City of San Diego dated October 7, 2013, 
analysis for the Existing + Project scenario has,been conducted for the Harbor Island 
Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment. This analysis is an addendum to the 
analyses provided in the Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment 
Traffic Impact Analysis dated July 8;s20i 3, and does not take the place of any of the 
information included in that document. 

The Existing + Project analysis presumes the full project under the existing 
environmental conditions (existing traffic volumes, existing roadway infrastructure, 
and existing land uses). 

The following is a discussion of the results of the intersection, segment, and arterial 
analyses under Existing + Project conditions for Scenario A (175 "Business" hotel 
rooms and 325 "Resort" hotel rooms) and Scenario B (500 "Business" hotel rooms). 

Figure 1 shows the Existing + Project traffic volumes under Scenario A conditions 
and Figure 2 shows the Existing + Project traffic volumes under Scenario B 
conditions. 

Tables 1,2, and 5 summarize the Existing + Project Intersection Operations, Street 
Segment Operations, and Arterial Operations, respectively, for Scenario A. Tables 4, 
5, and 6 summarize the Existing + Project Intersection Operations, Street Segment 
operations, and Arterial Operations, respectively, for Scenario B. 

1.0 Scenario A (175 "Business" Hotel Rooms and 325 "Resort" Hotel Rooms): 
Existing + Project Analysis 

Intersection Analysis 
With the addition ofthe Scenario A project traffic volumes, relatively minor changes 
in delay at the study intersections are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. 
Table 1 shows that the intersections in the study area network are calculated to 
continue to operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better. 

The project under Scenario A conditions is calculated to have no significant direct 
impacts to the study intersections under Existing^ Project conditions. 

Intersection analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario A Project conditions are 
included in Attachment A. 
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Segment Operations 
With the addition of Scenario A project traffic volumes, relatively minor changes in 
volume-to-capacity values are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. 
Table 2 shows that the street segments in the study area network are calculated to 
continue operating at acceptable LOS D or better with the exception of the following: 

N. Harbor Drive, Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road—LOS F 
N. Harbor Drive, Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street—^LOS F 
N. Harbor Drive, Laurel Street to Hawthom Street—^LOS E 
Laurel Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS E 
Laurel Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
Hawthom Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—LOS F 
Hawthom Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
Grape Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS E 
Grape Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 

The City's significance threshold is exceeded on five of these segments due to the 
project. However, no significant project impacts are expected since the segments are 
built to their ultimate roadway classification and the arterials and adjacent 
intersections are calculated to operate at an acceptable level of service. In addition, 
field observations reveal that the "failing" street segments operate without major 
congestion. Therefore, no significant direct segment impacts are expected under 
Scenario A conditions under Existing + Project conditions. 

Arterial Levels of Sen/ice 
Arterial analysis was performed for the following five street segments where the 
City's significance threshold was exceeded due to the project under Scenario A 
conditions in the Near-Term. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 3. 

N. Harbor Drive: Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road 
N. Harbor Drive: Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street 
N. Harbor Drive: Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 
Hawthom Street: N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 
Grape Street: N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 

As shown in Table 3, no significant direct arterial impacts were calculated under 
Scenario A under Existing+Project conditions. 

Arterial analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario A Project conditions are 
included in Attachment B. 

2.0 Scenario B (500 "Business" Hotel Rooms): Existing + Project Analysis 
Intersection Analysis 

With the addition of the Scenario B project traffic volumes, minor changes in delay at 
the study intersections are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. Table 4 
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shows that the intersections in the study area network are calculated to continue to 
operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better. 

The project under Scenario B conditions is calculated to have no significant direct 
impacts to the study intersections under Existing + Project conditions. 

Intersection analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario B Project conditions are 
included m Attachment A. 

Segment Operations 
With the addition of Scenario B project traffic volumes, relatively minor changes in 
volume-to-capacity values are calculated as compared to the?E}̂ isting scenario. 
Table 5 shows that the street segments in the study area network are calculated to 
continue operating at acceptable LOS D or better with the exception ofthe following: 

N. Harbor Drive, Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road—LOS F 
N. Harbor Drive, Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street—^LOS F 
N. Harbor Drive, Laurel Street to Hawthom Street—^LOS E 
Laurel Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS E 
Laurel Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
Hawthom Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS F 
Hawthom Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
Grape Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS E 
Grape Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 

It should be noted that the street segments that are operating unacceptably under 
Scenario B conditions are also operating unacceptably under Scenario A conditions. 

The City's significance threshold is exceeded on five of these segments due to the 
project. However, no significant project impacts are expected since the segments are 
buih to their ultimate roadway classification and the arterials and adjacent 
intersections are calculated to operate at an acceptable level of service. In addition, 
field observations reveal that the "failing" street segments operate without major 
congestion. Therefore, no significant direct segment impacts are expected under 
Scenario B conditions under Existing + Project conditions. 

Arterial Levels of Service 
Arterial analysis was performed for the following five street segments where the 
City's significance threshold was exceeded due to the project imder Scenario B 
conditions under Existing + Project conditions. The results of the analysis are shown 
in Table 6. 

• N. Harbor Drive: Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road 
• N . Harbor Drive: Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street 
• N. Harbor Drive: Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 
• Hawthom Street: N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 
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• Grape Street: N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 

As shown in Table 6, no significant direct arterial impacts were calculated under 
Scenario B under Existing + Project conditions. 

Arterial analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario B Project conditions are 
included m Attachment B. 

3.0 Congestion Management Program (CMP) Compliance 
The study area CMP arterial segments were analyzed under Existing + Project 
(Scenario A and Scenario B) conditions. The analysis focuses on peak hour street 
segment operations using the peak hour volunies used in the intersection analyses. 
The results of the analysis under Existing + Project (Scenario A) and Existing + 
Project (Scenario B) conditions are shown in Tables 7 and 8, respectively. The 
capacity analysis worksheets are contained in Attachment C. 

No significant project impacts are calculated for the identified CMP Arterials under 
Existing + Project (Scenario A and Scenario B) conditions. The traffic generated by 
the project does cause reductions in arterial speeds on many segments, but not 
significantly so. 
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TABLE 1 
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Existing + Scenario A 
Project Sig?" 

Peak 
Hour 

Delay" LOS*" Delay LOS A' 
Sig?" 

N . H a r b o r D r i v e / T e r m i n a l 2 (West Airport Entrance) 
AM 
PM 

34.9 
30.2 

C 

c 
39.3 
32.7 

D 
C 

4.4 
2.5 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Tenninal 1 AM 32.6 c 33.1 C 0.5 No 
(East Airport Entrance) PM 39.0 D 40.4 D 1.4 No 

N. Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 
AM 
PM 

41.8 
42.2 

D 
D 

43.9 
43.5 

D 
D 

2.1 
1.3 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive / Laurel Street 
AM 
PM 

36.4 
••36:7̂ ;--

D 
D 

38.3 
42.6 

D 
D 

1.9 
5.9 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive / Hawthom Street 
AM 
PM 

21.8 
18.0 

C 
B 

23.8 
18.7 

C 
B 

2.0 
0.7 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive / Grape Street AM 
PM 

17.5 
14.9 

B 
B 

18.4 
15.1 

B 
B 

0.9 
0.2 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Laurel Street 
AM 
PM 

26.8 
29.3 

C 
C 

27.0 
29.8 

C 
C 

0.2 
0;5 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Hawthom Street 
AM 
PM 

16.8 
23.2 

B 
C 

16.9 
23.5 

B 
C 

0.1 
0.3 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Grape Street 
AM 
PM 

12.7 
28.4 

B 
C 

12.9 
28.7 

B 
C 

0.2 
0.3 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Sheraton Driveway 
AM 
PM 

10.5 
17.2 

B 
B 

13.0 
17.4 

B 
B 

2.5 
0.2 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Harbor Island Drive 
AM 
PM 

5.2 
5.2 

A 
A 

5.4 
5.9 

A 
A 

0.2 
0.7 

No 
No 

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. A denotes an increase in delay due to project. 
d. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact" 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

E)elay LOS 

0.0 < 10.0 A 
10.1 to 20.0 B 
20.1 to 35.0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 to 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 
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TABLE 2 
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Street Segment 
Existing 
Capacity 
(LOSE)" 

Existing Existing + Scenario A Project 
Sig?' Street Segment 

Existing 
Capacity 
(LOSE)" ADT'' V / C LOS" ADT V/C LOS A' Sig?' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Nimitz Blvd. to Terminal 2 (SDIA) 60,000 27,730 0.462 B 28,305 0.472 B 0.010 No 
Terminal 2 ( S D L \ ) to Harbor Island Dr. 60,000 29,750 0.496 B 30,420 0.507 B 0.011 No 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 65,000 81,000 1.246 F 82,915 1.276 F 0.030 No^ 
Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street 60,000 82,790 1.380 F 84,705 1.412 F 0.032 No* 
Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 60,000 54,260 0.904 D 55,600 0.927 E 0.023 No« 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 65,000 37,830 0.582 C 38,595 0.594 C 0.012 No 
South of Grape Street 55,000 17,690 0.322 A 17,880 0.325 A 0.003 No 

Pacific Highway 
North of Laurel Street 50,000 18,150 0.363 A 18,325 0.367 A 0.004 No 
Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 50,000 9,760 0.195 A 9,760 0.195 A 0.000 No 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 50,000 18,460 0.369 A 18,650 0.373 A 0.004 No 
South of Grape Street 50,000 16,940 0.339 A 17,325 0.347 A 0.008 No 

Laurel Street 
N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 40,000 36,390 0.910 E 36,965 0.924 E 0.014 No 
East of Pacific Highway 30,000 27,620 0.921 E 28,005 0.934 E 0.013 No 

Hawthom Street 
N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 25,770 1.031 F 26,345 1.054 F 0.023 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 23,480 0.939 E 23,865 0.955 £ 0.016 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 23,130 0.925 E 23,705 0.948 E 0.023 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 20,330 0.813 E 20,715 0.829 E 0.016 No 

Harbor Island Drive 
N. Harbor Dr. to Harbor Island Dr. 40,000 16,330 0.408 B 20,155 0.504 B 0.096 No 
West of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 8,610 0.287 A 8,610 0.287 A 0.000 No 
East of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 6,940 0.231 A 10,765 0.359 B 0.128 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Capacities based on City of San Diego's Roadway Classification & LOS table. 
b. Average Daily Traffic 
c. Volume to Capacity ratio 
d. Level of Service 
e. A denotes a project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio 
f. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact". 
g. Despite the threshold exceeded, no significant impact is expected since the segment is built to its ultimate roadway classification and the arterial and adjacent 

intersections are calculated to operate at an acceptable level of service. 
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TABLES 
EXISTING + PROJECT ARTERIAL OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing Existing + Scenario A 

Project Speed 
Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment 

Speed' LOS" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 18.3 c 18.3 c 0.0 No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. 

AM WB 21.4 B 21.4 B 0.0 No N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.0 
17.6 

C 
C 

0.3 
1.7 

No 
No • 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laiu-el St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.6 
12.2 

C 
D 

0.7 
1.5 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laiu-el St. PM 

EB 23.3 B 23.2 B 0.1 No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laiu-el St. PM WB 13.2 C 11.7 . • -̂D: V-:.J.5 No 

AM 
EB 23.3 B 23.3 B 0.0 No 

N. Harbor Drive AM 
WB 16.6 C 16.5 C 0.1 No 

Laurel St. to Hawthom St. 
PM 

EB 23.1 B 23.0 B 0.1 No 
PM WB 14.7 C 9.2 D 5.5 No 

Hawthorn Street AM WB 13.8 C 13.7 C 0.1 No 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.8 F 0.4 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLE 4 
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Intersection 
Vesik 
Hour 

Existing 
Existing + Scenario B 

Project Sig?" 
Vesik 
Hour 

Delay^ LOS" Delay LOS A' 
Sig?" 

N . H a r b o r D r i v e / T e n n i n a l 2 (West Airport Entrance) 
A M 
PM 

34.9 
30.2 

C 

c 
39.1 
32.7 

D 
C 

4.2 
2.5 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Terminal ! A M 32.6 c 33.3 C 0.7 No 
(East Airport Entiance) PM 39.0 D • 40.2 D 1.2 No 

N . Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 
A M 
PM 

41.8 
42.2 

D 
D 

42.0 
43.2 

D 
D 

0.2 
1.0 

No 
No 

•N. Harbor Drive / Laurel Street 
A M 
PM 

36.4 
36.7 

D 
D 

,. 37.0 
40.1 

D 
D 

0.6 
3.4 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Hawthom Street 
A M 
PM 

21.8 
18.0 

C 
B 

23.1 
18.4 

C 
B 

1.3 
0.4 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Grape Street 
A M 
PM 

17.5 
14.9 

B 
B 

18.0 
15.1 

B 
B 

0.5 
0.2 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Laurel Street 
A M 
PM 

26.8 
29.3 

C 
C 

26.9 
29.8 

C 
C 

0.1 
0.5 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Hawthom Street 
A M 
PM 

16.8 
23.2 

B 
C 

16.9 
23.3 

B 
C 

0.1 
0.1 

No 
No 

Paciflc Highway / Grape Street 
A M 
PM 

12.7 
28.4 

B 
C 

12.8 
28.6 

B 
C 

0.1 
0.2 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Sheraton Driveway 
A M 
PM 

10.5 
17.2 

B 
B 

11.4 
17.4 

B 
B 

0.9 
0.2 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Harbor Island Drive 
A M 
PM 

5.2 
5.2 

A 
A 

5.3 
5.9 

A 
A 

0.1 
0.7 

No 
No 

Footnotes: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
Level of Service.. 
A denotes an increase in delay due to project. 
Sig? denotes "Significant Impact" 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS 

0.0 < lO.O A 
10.1 to 20.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 to 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 
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TABLE 5 
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Street Segment 
Existing 
Capacity 
(LOS E)" 

Existing Existing + Scenario B Project 
Sig?' Street Segment 

Existing 
Capacity 
(LOS E)" ADT" V/C LOS*" ADT V/C LOS A' Sig?' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Nimitz Blvd. to Terminal 2 (SDL )̂ 60,000 27,730 0.462 B 28,255 0.471 B 0.009 No 
Terminal 2 (SDL\) to Harbor Island Dr. 60,000 29,750 0.496 B 30,365 0.506 B 0.010 No 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 65,000 81,000 1.246 F 82,750 1.273 F 0.027 No* 
Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street 60,000 82,790 1.380 F 84,540 1.409 F 0.029 No* 
Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 60,000 54,260 0.904 D 55,485 0.925 E 0.021 No* 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 65,000 37,830 0.582 C 38,530 0.593 C 0.011 No 
South of Grape Street 55,000 17,690 0.322 A 17,865 0.325 A 0.003 No 

Pacific Highway 
North of Laurel Street 50,000 18,150 0.363 A 18,325 0.367 A 0.004 No 
Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 50,000 9,760 0.195 A 9,760 0.195 A 0.000 No 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 50,000 18,460 0.369 A 18,635 0.373 A 0.004 No 
South of Grape Street 50,000 16,940 0.339 A 17,290 0.346 A 0.007 No 

Laurel Street 
N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 40,000 36,390 0.910 E 36,915 0.923 E 0.013 No 
East of Pacific Highway 30,000 27,620 0.921 E 27,970 0.932 E 0.011 No 

Hawthom Street 
N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 25,770 1.031 F 26,295 1.052 F 0.021 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 23,480 0.939 E 23,830 0.953 E 0.014 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 23,130 0.925 E 23,655 0.946 E 0.021 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 20,330 0.813 E 20,680 0.827 E 0.014 No 

Harbor Island Drive 
N. Harbor Dr. to Harbor Island Dr. 40,000 16,330 0.408 B 19,830 0.496 B 0.088 No 
West of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 8,610 0.287 A 8,610 0.287 A 0.000 No 
East of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 6,940 0.231 A 10,440 0.348 B 0.117 No 

Footnotes: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f 

Capacities based on City of San Diego's Roadway Classification & LOS table. 
Average Daily Traffic 
Volume to Capacity ratio 
Level of Service 
A denotes a project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio 
Sig? denotes "Significant Impact". 
Despite the threshold exceeded, no significant impact is expected since the segment is built to its ultimate roadway classification and the arterial and 
adjacent intersections are calculated to operate at an acceptable level of service. 
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TABLE 6 

EXISTING + PROJECT ARTERIAL OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Arterial Seginent Period Direction 
Existing 

Existing + Scenario B 
Project Speed 

Decrease Sig' Arterial Seginent 
Speed' LOS'' Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

17.8 
21.0 

C 
B 

0.5 
0.4 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.2 
18.0 

C 
C 

0.1 
1.3 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.3 
12.7 

C 
D 

1.0 
1.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13.2 

B 
C 

23.3 
13.1-

B 
C 

0.0 
0.1 

No 
No 

AM 
EB 23.3 B 23.3 B 0.0 No 

N. Harbor Drive 
AM 

WB 16.6 C 16.4 C 0.2 No 
Laurel St. to Hawthom St. 

PM 
EB 23.1 B 23.0 B 0.1 No PM WB 14.7 C 9.7 D 5.0 No 

Hawthom Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway 

AM WB 13.8 C 13.6 C 0.2 No Hawthom Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.9 F 0.3 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLE 7 
EXISTING + PROJECT: PROJECT AREA CMP ARTERIAL ANALYSIS SCENARIO A 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing Existing + S 

Pro, 
Scenario A 
ect Speed 

Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Speed' LOS" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
West of Terminal 
2(SDL\) 

AM 
EB 
WB 

14.3 
16.9 

C 
C 

14.3 
16.9 

C 
C 

0.0 
0.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

West of Terminal 
2(SDL\) PM 

EB 
WB 

12.6 
16.<7 

D 
C 

12.5 
16.7 

D 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive-;. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

7.8 
7.3 

E 
E 

7.8 
6.9 

E 
F 

0.0 
0.4 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive-;. _ PM 

EB 
WB 

7.1 
10.6 

E 
D 

6.6 
9.7 

F 
D 

0.5 
0.9 

No 
• Nd " • 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

0.0 
0.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.0 
17.6 

C 
G 

0.3 
1.7 

No 
No 

N.'Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.6 
12.2 

C 
D 

0.7 
1.5 

No 
No N.'Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13.2 

B 
C 

23.2 
11.7 

B 
D 

0.1 
1.5 

No 
. No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

23.3 
16.6 

B 
C 

23.3 
16.5 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.1 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.1 
14.7 

B 
C 

23.0 
9.2 

B 
D 

0.1 
5.5 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
EB 
WB 

13.5 
6.7 

C 
F 

13.5 
6.2 

C 
F 

0.0 
0.5 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

EB 
WB 

13.5 
9.1 

C 
D 

13.5 
8.4 

C 
D 

0.0 
0.7 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
Havrthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

5.6 
10.2 

F 
E 

5.6 
10.0 

F 
E 

0.0 
0.2 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

Havrthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

NB 
SB 

7.1 
8.3 

F 
F 

6.6 
8.3 

F 
F 

0.5 
0.0 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
South of Grape Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

18.0 
23.2 

C 
C 

17.8 
23.2 

D 
C 

0.2 
0.0 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

South of Grape Street 
PM 

NB 
SB 

9.9 
23.2 

F 
C 

9.9 
23.2 

F 
C 

0.0 
0.0 

No 
No 

Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13.8 C 13.7 C 0.1 No Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.8 F 0.4 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLES 
EXISTING + PROJECT: PROJECT AREA CMP ARTERIAL ANALYSIS SCENARIO B 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing Existing + S 

Pro. 
Scenario B 
ect Speed 

Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Speed' LOS*" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
West of Tenninal 
2(SDL\) 

AM 
EB 
WB 

14.3 
16.9 

C 
C 

14.2 
16.9 

C 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

West of Tenninal 
2(SDL\) PM 

EB 
WB 

12.6 
16.7 

D 
C 

12.3 
16.7 

D 
C 

0.3 
0.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive 

AM 
EB 
WB 

7.8 
7.3 

E 
E 

7.6 
6.8 

E 
F 

0.2 
0.5 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive PM 

EB 
WB 

7.1 
10.6 

E 
D 

6.7 
9.1 

F 
D 

0.4 
1.5 

No 
No • • 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

17.8 
21.0 

C 
B 

0.5 
0.4 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.2 
18.0 

C 
C 

0.1 
1.3 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.3 
12.7 

C 
D 

1.0 
1.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13.2 

B 
C 

23.3 
13.1 

B 
C 

0.0 
O.I 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St. to Havrthom 
St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

23.3 
16.6 

B 
C 

23.3 
16.4 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.2 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St. to Havrthom 
St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.1 
14.7 

B 
C 

23.0 
9.7 

B 
D 

0.1 
5.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Havrthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
EB 
WB 

13.5 
6.7 

C 
F 

13.5 
6.2 

C 
F 

0.0 
0.5 

No 
No' N. Harbor Drive 

Havrthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

EB 
WB 

13.5 
9.1 

C 
D 

13.5 
8.7 

C 
E 

0.0 
0.4 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
Hawthom St. to Gr^e 
Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

5.6 
10.2 

F 
E 

5.6 
9.9 

F 
F 

0.0 
0.3 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

Hawthom St. to Gr^e 
Street PM 

NB 
SB 

7.1 
8.3 

F 
F 

6.6 
8.3 

F 
F 

0.5 
0.0 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
South of Grape Street 

AM . 
NB 
SB 

18.0 
23.2 

C 
C 

17.9 
23.2 

D 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

South of Grape Street 
PM 

NB 
SB 

9.9 
23.2 

F 
C 

9.8 
23.2 

F 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No 

Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13.8 C 13.6 C 0.2 No Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No. Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.9 F 0.3 No 

Footnotes: 
a Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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Roadway Classifications as described by the City of San Diego's Trafflc Impact Study Manual, Table 2, July 1998 are comprised of Street Classifications (e.g. 
Collectors, Majors, Prime Arterials, etc.) and the number of lanes within each Street Classification. Together the Street Classification and the number of lanes 
establish the Roadway Classifications, which are the City's Ultimate Classification for these roadvvays. Except for the Downtown Community Plan, the 
Circulation Element of each Community Plan establishes the Roadway Classifications for each respective community using the nomenclature of the City's 
Traffic Impact Study Manual. The Downtown Community Plan, March 2006, and the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, March 2006 do not describe 
roadways using the City's standard Classifications. This discrepancy in Roadway Classification nomenclature required the Traffic Impact Analysis for the 
Harbor Island Hotel project and the associated Port Master Plan Amendment to extrapolate the Roadway Classification for some segments of streets within the 
Project TIA study area based upon existing Roadway Classifications established by the surrounding Community Plans and existing roadway configuration (e;g. 
the number of lanes) of the subject street segments. 

Table A 
Roadway Classifications 

February 7,2014 

Roadway Segment 
Roadway Classification & Source(a) Analyzed Currently built to Roadway Segment 

Classification Source Document Classification (b) Classification 

N. Ilnrlior Drive 
Nimitz Blvd. to Terminal 2 (West Airport 
Entrance) 

6-Lane Prime Arterial Peninsula CP 6-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

Terminal 2 (West Airport Entrance) to Harbor 
Island Dr 

None(c) - 6-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Road None(c) - 7-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street None(c) - 6-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

Laurel Street to Hawthom Street Boulevard / 
Prime Arterial (d) 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 6-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

Hawthom Street to Grape Street Boulevard / 
Prime Arterial (d) 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 7-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

South of Grape Street Boulevard / 
Prime Arterial (d) 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 5-Lane Prime Arterial Yes 

01 
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Table A 
Roadway Classifications 

February 7,2014 

Roadway Segment 
Roadway Classification & Source(a) Analyzed Currently built to Roadway Segment 

Classification Source Document: Classification (b) Classification 

Paciric Iligliwfly(e) 

North of Laurel Street Boulevard / 
Major Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 6-Lane Major Arterial Yes 

Laurel Street to Hawthom Street Boulevard / 
Major Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 6-Lane Major Arterial Yes 

Hawthom Street to Grape Street Boulevard / 
Major Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
DowntovHi CP EIR 6-Lane Major Arterial Yes 

South of Grape Street Boulevard / 
Major Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 6-Lane Major Arterial Yes 

Laurel .Street ( f ) 

- •• 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 4-Lane Major Midway/Pacific Hwy CP 4-Lane Major Yes 

East of Pacific Highway 4-Lane Major Midway/Pacific Hwy CP 4-Lane Collector Yes 

N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway Major Gateway / Major 
Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 

3-Lane Major 
(one-way) Yes 

East of Pacific Highway Major Gateway / Major 
Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 

3-Lane Major 
(one-way) 

Yes 

^̂ Crajic Strcet(g} 

N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway Major Gateway / Major 
Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 

3-Lane Major 
(one-way) Yes 

East of Pacific Highway Major Gateway / Major 
Arterial 

Downtown CP / 
Downtown CP EIR 

3-Lane Major 
(one-way) Yes 

N. Harbor Dr. to Harbor Island Dr. None - 4-Lane Major N/A 

East & West of Harbor Island Dr. None 4-Lane Collector N/A 

m 

m 
Footnotes: 

a. As explained more fully in the preamble paragraph to this table. Roadway Classifications are defined as the Ultimate Classification of Circulation 
Element roadways, as listed within a Community Plan. 

b. The Analyzed Classification is defined as the classification under which a roadway is currently operating, i.e. the roadway's existing configuration. 
2 
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c. This roadway segment is under the Port of San Diego's jurisdiction. It is not classified in any Port District document or in any of the surrounding 
Community Plans. The portion of Harbor Drive east of Nimitz Boulevard, west of this segment, is classified as a 6-lane Prime Arterial in the Peninsula 
Community Plan, July 14, 1987. South of Laurel Street, Harbor Drive is classified as a Boulevard on Figure 7-1 of the Downtown Commumty Plan, 
March 2006, which defines Boulevards as having "ceremonial and symbolic importance, are broad (generally 80 feet), and generously accommodate 
pedestrians and traffic... Car traffic may be high volume but at moderate speed". The same segment of Harbor Dive, south of Laurel Street, is listed as a 
Prime Arterial in the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, March 2006. Relying upon the classifications afforded the contiguous segment to the west 
in the Peninsula Community Plan, July 14,1987 and to the south in the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR, March 2006, we conclude that this 
segment's Ultimate Classification is a 6-lane Prime Arterial. 

d. This roadway segment is classified as a Boulevard on Figure 7-1 of the Downtown Community Plan, March 2006. This roadway segment is listed as a 
Prune Arterial in the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR March 2006. This roadway segment is currently constructed to Prime Arterial standards, 
and therefore is built to its Ultimate Classification. 

e. Pacific Highway within the project study area is classified as a Boulevard on Figure 7-1 of the Downtown Community Plan, March 2006. It is listed as a 
Major Arterial in the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR March 2006. These segments of Pacific Highway are currently constmcted to Major 
Arterial standards, and therefore are built to their Ultimate Classification. 

f The Midway/Pacific Highway Community Plan, July 2006, classifies Laurel Street as a 4-Lane Major roadway. However, in order to provide a 
conservative analysis to account for the absence of a continuous raised median at the time the analysis was originally conducted, the segment east of 
Pacific Highway was analyzed as a Collector. This segment has recently been improved to Major road\yay standards including the construction of a 
continuous raised center median. The segment of Laurel Street west of Pacific Highway is built to its tJltimate Classification as a 4-Lane Major 
roadway. 

g. Hawthom Street and Grape Street are classified as Major Gateways on Figure 7-1 of the Downtown Community Plan, March 2006. They are listed as 
Major Arterials in the Downtown Community Plan Final EIR March 2006. Hawthom Street and Grape Street operate as a couplet, with Grape Street 
providing eastbound travel lanes and Hawthom Street providing westbound travel lanes. The San Diego Downtown Design Guidelines, November 2011 
document describes Major Gateways as principal couplets, which are one-way 3-lane roadways with parallel parking. The segments are currently built 
to these standards, and therefore are built to their Ultimate Classification as 3-lane roadways with parking. 

h. Harbor Island Drive is under the Port of San Diego's jurisdiction and is not classified in any of the surrounding Community Plans. 



Comment Letter from Coastal Commission 

arATB 0FOAUFORNIA~THe NATURAL RE80UR0B8 AOBNOY 

CAUFORNIA COASTAL COWIMISSION 
SAN DtSQO AREA 
787B MBTROPOLITANDRIV6, SUITE 103 
BAN OIEGO, OA B2108-442'l 
(619) 767-2370 

gDMUNOO. BROWN, .IR., Oovemer 

December 2,2013 

Anna Buzaitis 
Saa Diego Unified Port District 
P.O. Box 120488 
SanDiego,CA 92112 

Re: .Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel and PMPA July 2013 Revised Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Buzaitis: 

Stafifhas reviewed the proposed Draft Envircninental Impact Report (DEIR) and Port 
Master Plan Amendment (PMPA), and offer the following comments. We apologize for 
missing the deadline to comment on the DEIR. However, Commission staff have 
submitted written comments on draft Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel and PMPAs three 
times since 2006, and many of these comments are still relevant to the current proposal. 
For your convenience, I have attached copies of the previous comment letters. 

The DEIR and PMPA provide for the construction of a 175-room, 4-story hotel and 
ancillary fecilities on the east end of the Harbor Island peninsula, and for the future 
construction of up to two additional hotels in the Easter Harbor feland Subarea, for a total 
of 500 hotel rooms maximum. The project includes extension of a public promenade 
along Harbor Island East Basin frontage as the subarea is developed or redeveloped, 

Since 2006, the proposed project and PMPA have been revised to include additional 
public access improvements, including extension ofthe public promenade on the 
bayward side of the hotel, a requirement for a public access plan for each hotel project as 
it develops, and several general policies regarding the provision of new activating uses 
with each hotel. 

However, while these are positive features, the proposed PMPA will set the standard for 
development on the entire eastem peninsula in one of the fsw remaining largely 
undeveloped shoreline areas in the downtown region. As noted in our earlier comment 
letters, it is essential to establish clear, specific guiding principles in the PMP that ensure 
that wtien future development proposals come forward, they will be designed with 
significant pubhc spaces and uses that ensure the site will be invitmg and accessible to a 
wide range of the public, not just hotel guests and restaurant patrons, 

Ideally, these principles would be implemented through policies that apply to 
development throu^out the tideiands, not just on East Harbor Island, However, for the 
subject PMPA, Commission staff recommends the Port consider incorporating the type of 
policies that were included in an earlier draft of the PMPA, such as the following: 
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December 2,2013 
Page 2 

A multi-modal pedestrian, bicycUst, mass-transit, and automobile-based system 
shall be provided to allow a variety of free and low-cost San Diego Bay 
waterfront public recreational opportunities for a broad range of individuals to, 
through and around Harbor Island. 

Viewing Areas 
View corridors and visual ajad physical linkages from Harbor Island Drive to the 
marina shall be provided. Designated viewing areas shall be situated at various 
intervals along the pedestrian promenade to afford viewing opportunities ofthe 

. downtown skyline, San Diego Bay and the Marina. 

Open Space 
Open spaces mtegratedinto the hotel complex shall include activatuig uses such 
as restaurants, outdoor sitting and dining areas and retail shops, which would be 
open to the public as well as hotel patrons. 

Low Cost Visitor Serving Uses 
To help integrate all publicly accessible areas and provide convem'ent and low 
cost services for the general public,, the ground floor of the hotel development and 
associated outdoor areas shall contain a variety of pedestrian-oriented amenities, 
which may include reasonably priced restaurants, newspaper stands, outdoor cafes 
with sit down and walkup service, .mformational kiosks, ATMs, public art o r ^ 
shops easily accessible to the public. 

Some of these concepts appear the current plan, but in a somewhat ambiguous or less 
rigorous fcHm. For example, the proposed amendment states hotels must provide 
activating uses ''proportionate to the type and extent of development." Also, hotels must 
be sited '*to be responsive to views of San Diego Bay," but no public view corridors are 
identified on the plan. 

It is not clear that the design ofthe proposed 175-room hotel includes the visual, public 
access and recreational features appropriate for this shoirehne location. The areas 
proposed to accommodate the new hotel axe currently sparsely developed parking lots 
that provide little public access, but do provide views to the marina from the public street 
and sidewalk. As noted, development of the 175-room hotel would include the extension 
ofthe promenade along the shoreline; however, no view corridors have hem identified 
across the site to preserve pubhc views. Tho proposed packing lots on either side ofthe 
new structure could serve this function, but should be specifically identified as such. In 
addition, it is not clear if there is a public pedestrian corridor linking the street-side 
sidewallc with the proposed promenade. This should be clearly indicated on the site plan. 

The hotel is proposed to have a terrace, fire pit, seating area, fireplace, and pool on the 
waterside of the project, adjacent to the shoreline. While safety concems necessitate 
securing &e pool area, the seating area and fireplaces are amenities that could be made 
available not only to hotel guests, but to members ofthe public strolling along the water 
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and enjoying views ofthe marina. The Hilton Homewood Suites and Marriott Courtyard 
hotels in Liberty Station are examples of hotels adjacent to a shoreline promenade that 
offer public access to seating areas and fireplaces. These types of amenities, along with 
public accessibility to coffee carts, gift shops, and the hotel's food service, activate the 
shoreline and provide an energy and excitement that benefits both the public and the 
commercial uses. 

The proposed PMPA indicates that the public promenade that would be extended as 
various leaseholds redevelop would be located mostly, but not entirely, alongside the 
water. It would bend inland at th© location of the existing maxina pool . Any 
redevelopment of this leasehold must consider how the public promenade will be 
.accommodated on the shpreUne side of the stmctures. In addition, the plan should , 
improve the entire pronieniade concurrent with any significant improvement. 

With regard to transit, the proposed 175-room hotel, along with the up to 325 additional 
future hotel rooms, represents a significant increase hi the intensity of development at the 
site. The mcrease in vehicle tiaffic that will result from these developments appears to be 
sufficient to trigger the need for the provision of new transit Imkages from the 
development to and along the waterfront, both to address greenhouse gases, and pubhc 
access and circulation. As part of this PMPA, the Port must address how the Port's 
existing and/or future shuttle service will be expanded to serve tiie proposed new hotels. 

In addition, it appears likely fiiat tiie proposed 175-room hotel would be a high-end 
luxury hotel. When exclusive visitor accommodations are located on the waterfront, they 
occupy area that would otherwise be avaikble for lower cost visitor and public 
recreational facilities. The subject site is publicly owned land held in tmst by the Port 
District, and Disti:ict has the responsibility and ability to ensure the provision of lower-
cost overnight facUitics, There needs to be a wide range of ovemight accommodations 
available to serve all segments ofthe population, to ensure the shoreline is available to 
everyone. 

When no lower cost units are proposed as part of a project orplan amendment that, 
involves the constmction of new overnight accommodations, the Comroissibn has 
typically required mitigation to ensure a range of accommodation rates are made 
available to visitors. If development cannot provide for a range of affordability on-site, 
the Commission requires off-site mitigation. This mitigation would preferably come in 
the form of constmction of lower-cost ovemight accommodations such as hostel, RV 
park, or campground, or payment of an hi-lieu mitigation fee. 

Commission staff understand that the Port District is in the process of developing a 
program to provide and promote lower-cost visitor-serving ovemight accommodations. In 
the meantime, when particular projects or PMPA are proposed, language that addresses 
the provision of or funding for lower-cost ovemight accommodations must be part of any 
new PMPA. 

i ,i 
] i 
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The Commission's technical staff is currentiy reviewing the geologic and sea level rise 
analysis included in the DEIR. Further comments or questions may be forthcoming when 
our staff completes this review, 

i ; Thank you for the opporhmity to comment. We look forward to reviewing the proposed 
I j PMPA and worldng with you to develop a recommendation for the Commission. 
i ' ' • 
j : Sincerely, 

in 

Diana Lilly , 
Coastal Pleinner 

(Ci'VSati Dieeo\DrAN'A\FOKT\SunrDad HotelVSuaraiid Haitor blend Hotel PMPA oontmsnt Wvt Deo 2<113,daox) 
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Febmary 25,2009 

i ! 

John Helmer 
Director of Land Use Planning 
Port of San Diego 
P.O.Box 120488 
San Diego, CA 92112-0488 

Re; Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report Sunroad Harbor Hotel 

DearMr. Hehner. 

We apologize for missing the deadline for comments on the Notice of Preparation for the 
Sunroad Haibor Hotel Draft EIR, but hope the following comments will still be usefUl to Port 
staff in assessing the envu-onmental impact and identifying Coastal Act issues involved in 
development of the Simroad Harbor hotel and propoiaed Port Master Plan Amendment. Our 
responses are brief at tiiis time, with an expectation of presenting more thorough comments 
on the DEER, when it is circulated. 

The project site is the eastern peninsula of Harbor Island. This area is cmrentiy developed 
with a 600-8iip marina, restaurants, and surface paridng. The proposed project includes 
demolition of one existing looker building and some existmg paridng located east ofthe 
existing marina building; construction of a hmited service hotel totaling approximately 
95,000 aq.ft, feet with up to 210 rooms, limited meeting apace and common areas, removal of 
the tcaffio circle and realignment ofthe road andlease Hnes; relocation of open space use in 
the middle ofthe existing traflBc circle, reconfigurations of some paved areas tc provide 
mgress and egrass to the hotel and suif ace parking; enhanced pubHc access along the East 
Harbor Island Basin; and realignment of existing aewer, water and utility lines. As the 
project description does not include any reference to timeshares or condo-hotels, it is 
assumed that tiie development consists of traditional hotel units. If this assumption is 
incorrect, such specification must explicit and clearly detailed m the land use section ofthe 
DEIR. Based on ouf evaluations of such proposals to date, Commission staff would not 
support the inclusion of any timeshares, condo hotels, fractional or interval ownership 
component on pubhc tideiands. 

The Coastal Act emphasizes tiie need to protect and provide for pubtic access to and along 
the coast, and to provide low-cost recreational fecilities, particularly in new development 
projects. In addition, tbe subject site is on public trust lands. Because of this, it is 
particu-larly important that development on the site provide adequate public access and 
recreational benefits consistent with the Coastal Act and the certified Port Master Plan. 

Staff previously provided comments on an earliei' design for a hotel at the subject site (see 
attached letter dated June 7,2006). The same concerns previously noted regarding pubhc 
access, recreational amenities, and pubUo trust uses on the site continue to apply and should 
be evaluated in tiie EIR. Staff is particularly concemed that continuoiis public access around 
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both sides ofthe peninsula be provided. Given that the site is public land and the Coastal Act 
mandate to provide and enhance access and high priority visitor-serving uses, development 
along the promenade should be inviting and accessible to the public by, for example, siting 
restaurants and terraces adjacent to this area, and/or ensuring that tiie ground-level ofthe 
hotel is pabhcly available, accessible, and oriented towards the promenade. Development 
along tiie promenade, whetiier retail, visitor-accommodations, or park area, should be open, 
inviting and available to the general public for visitttig, browsing or aightseehig. New 
development should be designed to ^ow the public to walk through flie site and visit stores, 
snack and gift shops, etc. Commercial uses should not encroach into the public wallcway,-
and view corridors ihrou^ the site towards the Bay should be incorporated into the project 
design. Adequate open space should be provided, whetiier adjacent to, around, or tlurough tiie 
development 

The project would result in an increased demand for parking and result in additional traffic 
on the roads in the Harbor Drive vicinity. The EIR should examine traffic demand reduction 
strategies and pubhc transit opportunities that wfil help ofBset the public access and energy 
impacts ofthe project. The ER should specifically address how the approved Lane Field 
shuttie and on-going downtown shuttie efforts could be expanded to mclude the Sunroad,. 
Harbor project. 

The proposed hotel also appears to be a high-end, or moderately high-end hotel. As you 
know, pursuant to the public access policies ofthe Coastal Act, and particularly section 
30213, the Conootnission has the responsibility to botia protect existing lower-cost facilities, 
and to ensure that a range of affordable facilities be provided in new development along the 
coastiine of the state, Thus, the expectation of the Conmussion is that developers of sites 
suitable for overnight accommodations will provide facilities which serve people with a 
range of moomea. If development cannot provide for a range of affordahility on-site, the 
Commission requires off-site mitigation. The EIR should examine how the project might 
provide lower cost visitor amenities such as, a hostel or camping facility on fliis public land, 
or contribute to the Port's hostel program established throu^ the Lane Field approval. 

Other project issues which should be evaluated .include the aesthetic/visual impacts ofthe 
development; geologic/seismiG stability; and water quaUty. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comTnent, If you have any questions, please feel free to call me 

Sincerely, 

Diana Lilly 
Coastal Planner 

cc; Deborah Lee 

(a!\S«o DlBB()VDIANA\POR.T\Sui>ro«d Hotô Swlroad̂ lOP KomnwilteJioc) 
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June 7,2006 

John Hehner 
Planning Services Manager 
Port of San Diego 
P.O. Box 120488 
San Diego, CA 92112-0488 

Re; Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project 

Dear Mr. Hehner: 

Staff has reviewed the Notioe of Preparation for tiie above-referenced hotel project, and is 
in receipt of the May 22,2006 comment letter on the project fiiom Annette Dahl of tiie 
Port District, and tiie May 19,2006 Sunroad Proposal Commentary from Port staff. We 
have also received a draft site plan dated May 25,2006. Commiasion staff understands 
that the proposed project ia in the early stages of development, and offers these 
prelimmary comments on potential Coastal Act issues. 

The project site consists ofthe eastem peninsula bf Harbor Island. This area is currentiy 
developed with a 600-slxp marina, restaurants, and surface parking. The proposed project 
includes demolition ofthe majority ofthe existing landside stractures including the 
marina ̂ ijpportbmldhigs, and construction of a 500-room hotel and new marina support 
buildings. The Island Prime Restaurant will remain, and tiie Reuben E. Lee Stemwheeler 
will eventually be dismantled or relocated. 

The Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide for pubhc access to and 
along the coast, and to provide low-cost recreational fbicdlities, particularly in new 
development projects. In addition, the subject site is on public trust lands. Because of 
this, it is particularly important that development on the site provide adequate pubhc 
access and recreational bmefits consistent with the Coastal Act and the certified Port 
Master Plan. 

In genetal. Commission staff agrees with the concems outlhied by Port staff regarding 
pubUc access, pubhc views, and connectivity. Although there are few public amenities 
currentiy on tiie site, almost the entire site is currentiy accessible to tiie pubhc. In 
contrast, as proposed, it appears that the hotel development would limit pubhc access on 
the site to a walkway along only one side ofthe peninsula, and a small landscaped space 
at the east end of tiie site, There are no identified view corridors provided across the site 
to preserve pubhc views. In addition, altiiough difficult to teU from a site plan, there 
appears to be little almost no interaction between the hotel space and the limited public 
spaces. 
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The proposed project would occupy tiie entire eastem peninsula of the island, and 
significant amounts of public access and recreational amenities must be an hitegral part 
of the project. A continuous, pedestian-friendly promenade must be provided around the 
entire site. The ground floor ofthe hotel should contain a variety of activating uses such 
as rBstaurants, newspaper stands, outdoor cafes with sit down and walkup service, or gift 
shops easily accessible to the public. Rather than presMit a wall of private uses adjacent 
to the public walkways, the hotel should strive for. a "permeable" building design, that is, 
one that emphasize contains multiple enh-ances that allow people to pass in and out ofthe 
building gracefully and enjoyably, promoting connectivity between the public spaces 
and the hotel. - . 

As proposed, tiie hotel design includes a parking stmcture for hotel guests on the westem 
portion ofthe site that physically and psychologically blocks off tiie public just at the 
point where there should he an invitmg front door to the rest of the site. There are no 
obvious public amemties provided within or along the development that would draw tiie 
pedeshians or bicyclists through and around the site, or down to the small green area at 
the very eastem end of the site, and these uses must be provided. Attractions such as 
moveable Woeks, a clock, interactive art and water features, and amenities such as 
drinking fountains, dog fountains, and int£srpretive signage might serve to draw the pubhc 
around the peninsula and throughout tiie proposed hotel buildings. 

Hotel gardens, courtyards, and plazas open and attractive to tiie public should be 
distributed tiiroughout the site, not just at one esnd. Where feasible, these spaces could 
designed to serve a duel purpose of being an area for small hotel events and a space for 
tiie pubhc to use during tiie daytime when not in use by the hotel 

Commission staff agree with Port stafPs comments that blocking off vehicular access to 
the existing restaurants will advesrsely impact these visitor-serving uses. Overall, parking 
on the site should be made available for both hotel guests and visitors, and clearly marked 
as open to the pubhc. A parking study should be done to assure that adequate parking is 
provided for hotel, restaurant, and marina users, but in addition, tiie potential for 
providing altemative metiaods of tranî ortation within the Port tidelands/Embarcadero 
area of downtown San Diego, and an assessment of the costs and mechanisms involved in 
developing a pubhc shuttle/transit opportimity to serve this area, should be provided. 

As noted by Port staff, new uses extendmg over the water could result in environmental 
impacts, and would not Hkely be supported by Commission staff. 

The proposed proj eot may include timeshare units in the hotel development. The Coastal 
Act promotes and preserves a full range of pubhc access opportunities along tiie 
shorelme, including the provision of lower cost visitor-serving facihties that serve and 
support coastal visitors. Timeshares and/or otiier multiple ownership arrangements 
typically involve the selling of units, and therefore, involve an initial investment that .may 
be exclusionary to broad segments of the population. Such ownership also tends to 
encourage longer, rather than more transient-oriented, stays. Given those factors, tiiis 
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agenoy does not view timeshares and other fractional ownerships as high priority uses. 
' - -^^111 Given that tiie subject site is on public property m a prime vidtor-serving location, staff 

^ ^ f | T J i I tnay not be able to support the use of tuneshares at this location. 

In summary, hotels and restaitrants are considered to be pubhc tinist uses, even tiiough 
they may be privately owned and operated, because they draw large numbers of people to 
the shoreline and provide facihties for them to enjoy the shoreline once they are there. 
But a well-designed watafront development opens up access to the water for wide range 
of individuals, not just paying hotel guests and restaurant patrons. It provides large, 
signature open spaces where people can eat, shop, people watch, play games, stroll, or 
bring a picnic and spend long Sunday afternoons. With its prime waterfront location, the 
subj ect site must be developed with significant pubhc spaces and must provide for 
significant public accessibility and permeabihty, witii walkways, viewing areas and 
pubhc spaces throughout. Buildings containing uses that would animate the space both 
duiing tiie day and at night shouid be provided. It is not sufficient to provide pubhc 
access only along tiie waterside of one side ofthe site, but rather, the entire site must be 
activated and accessible to the pubhc. Private uses should not encroach into the public 
walkway, and view corridors throu^ the site towards the Bay should be incorporated 
into the project design. 

As a final note, late this afternoon I received by email an updated environmental 
assessment for the project, which contains additional mformation. Commission staff will 
review this latest information and any new information as it becomes available in the 
course ofthe develqiment process; however, this letter' does not include commeats on the 
updated envhonmental assesanent received today. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
call me. 

Sincerely, 

Diana Lilly 
Coastal Planner 

(CASiin Dlg||i>\OIANA\PORT\Sinn»d UolaftSimrotid ooiimi<iats.doB) 

6 1 T T S 



state of Califomia CaUfomia Coasta) Commissloit 

fX5 

M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: October 22,2009 

TO: Anna Buzaitis, Port of San Diego 

CC: Deborah Lee; Sherilyn Sarb 

IROM: Diana Lilly 

SUBJECT: Proposed Sunroad Harbor Hotel PMPA 

Thank you for arranging a meeting with Commission staff to discuss tiie upcoming 
PMPA for the Sunroad Hotel. I thought it might be useful to give you some of staffs 
preliminary comments on tiie draft PMPA before we meet, to help focus our discussion. 

The proposed PMPA would plan for tiie development of the east end of Harbor Island, 
which is currentiy mostiy undeveloped. The existing PMPA indicates that an 
approximately 500 room hotel witii supporting facihties would be located in this subarea. 
'Ilie proposed amendment would add text indicating that development could consist of 
more than one hotel, still totaling approxmiately 500 rooms, and that tiie existing 
promenade along Harbor Island Drive will be extended, designed to provide views, and 
will include public access signage and benches and overiooks that do not obstmct 
pedestrians. Redevelopment may include resizing and realignmg Harbor Island Drive 
and existing utilities. The land and water use tables would be rervised. Changes to the 
project list would clarify that multiple hotels may be oonsti*ucted, along with the pubhc 
promenade, and tiie existing Hariior Island Drive traffic cirde would be modified. 
Changes to the-Precise Plan graphics would be limited to addbigtiie promenade all 
around the east side ofthe perunsula, and ehminating tiie traffic ckcle. 

The inclusion of the promenade around the peninsula is a significant improvement in tiie 
development plans. However, some ofthe previous pubhc access improvement poUcies 
the Port had been considering hi past PMPA drafts for the area have been removed. For 
example an earlier draft included tiie followmg language; 

A multi-modal pedestrian, bicychst, mass-transit, and automobile-based system 
sliall be provided to allow a variety of fi-ee and low-cost San Diego Bay 
waterfront public recreational opportunities for a broad range of individuals to, 
through and around Harbor Island. 

! .1 
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This language is clearly preliminary in nature, as it doesnt identify who, how, or when 
such a system would be provided, but the concept is strongly supported by the Coastal 
Act. Commission staff behoves expansion and/or creation of a shuttie service serving 
Harbor Island should be a part of any i-edevelopment plans for the area, and strongly 
recommends pohoies to this end be mcluded in the proposed amendment. 

Eariier drafts also included the following text additions; 

Pubhc Access Plan 
Subarea 23 shall be developed witii significant open spaces, public accessibility 
and viewing areas proportionate to new development and redevelopment. Tlie 
goals for subarea 23 will be detailed througli the preparation of a Public Access 
Plan (PAP) in association with any future hotel development program, 

Viewing Areas 
View corridore and visual and physical linkages fi'om Harbor Island Drive to the 
marina shall be provided, Designated viewmg areas shall he situated at various 
mtervals along .tiie pedestrian promenade to afford viewing opporhinities of the 
downtown skyline, San Diego Bay and the Marina 

Open Space 
Open spaces integrated mto the hotel complex shall include activating uses such 
as restaurants, outdoor sitting and dining areas and retail shops, which would be 
open to the public as well as hotel pati'ons. 

Promenade 
The PAP will mahitain the existing Class 1 public promenade that paraUels the 
active ship channel of the bay and insures continued pedestrian coastal access. A 
new Class 3 promenade shall be extended to wrap in front of the existing 
restaurant, around the eastern tip of the Island, and extend along the nortii side of 
• the Island adjacent to the existing marma and weaving m front of the buildings. 
The promenade would create visual and physical hnlcages to tiie Bay and the 
marina and provide continuous pedestrian-friendly pubhc access around the enthe 
eastem end ofthe Island. The pubhc promenade shall connect the hotel 
development, marina, restaurants, and public spaces to tiie rest of tiie Island and 
the Port's bay-wide public access system, Private uses shall not obstmct the 
pubUc promenades. 

Signage 
PubHc access and other path-finding signage shall be placed at strategic locations 
throughout tiie hotel complex and along the promenade to guide guests and 
visitors to and firom public use areas, shops and restaurants, restrooms, and otiier 
facilities. 

Low Cost Visitor Servuig Uses 
To help integrate all pubUcly accessible areas and pirovide convenience and low 
cost services for the general public, the ground floor of the hotel development and 

1 : 

^51 T"?^5 P A 6 E 3 1 



^Z\\ 

associated outdoor areas shall contain a variety of pedestiian-oriented amenities, 
which may. include reasonably priced restaurants, newspaper stands, outdoor cafes 
with sit down and walkup seavice, hformational kiosks, ATM's, public art or gift 
shops easily accessible to tiie public. 

No similar language has been included in the current proposal, 

East Harbor Island is of one of the few remaining underdeveloped areas in the downtown 
waterfi-ont region. This amendment should include both broad and specific poUcy . 
language similar to the above, including goals and objectives for visual quality, pubhc 
access, and public recreation to guide whatever particular development project eventually 
moves forward on the site. The proposed amendment shoiild include language requiring 
consideration of view corridors for any new development, development of a pubhc access 
program for any future hotel development projects, specifics on the size and type of 
promenade, goals for how the pubHc and private spaces will interact and connect, goals 
for public amenities and art to be provided m new development, and so fortii. 

As you know. Commission staff is committed to implementing the Coastal Act policies 
that support the provision of lower-cost overnight accommodations. Pohcy language that 
addresses the affordabiHty ofthe hotels on tiie site and the impact that high cost ovemight 
accommodations have on pubhc access should be included, and the provision of or 
flindmg for lower-cost ovemight accommodations should be part of any new project. 

With regard to tiie proposed tcTrt changes, it is not clear what is envisioned by the 
proposed text tiiat states "Plarbor Island Drive and the existing utilities may be resized 
and realigned to optimize use of the existmg and proposed facihties," I sense tiiis is 
intended to accommodate some specific future project beyond simply upgradmg electric 
and cable Ikes, but I don't know what it does refer to, or why it is included m tiie 
proposed plan language. 

How much ofthe changes to the amounts of land and water are just adjustments to reflect 
what is actually on the ground versus changes as a result of the proposed new 
development? 

Thanlt you very much for the opportunity to provide early comments, and to meet and 
discuss this project with ybu. 

(Q;\3im DIosoWlANANPORTOonwad Hoi«l\S«iitoiitl PMPA Cowraonta Od O9.doo) 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

Comment Response 

This comment summarizes the project analyzed in the Draft EIR and Revisions to Draft 
EIR. As this comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to 
Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

This comment addresses the design of the proposed project and the content of the PMPA. 
The comment acknowledges that the project has been revised since 2006 to include 
additional public access improvements, but suggests that additional policies and guiding 
principles are needed in the PMPA. The comment recommends adding policies that were 
part of tiie 2006 PMPA. 

The project that was the subject of the PMPA proposed in 2006 was withdrawn by 
Sunroad Enterprises ih 2007. Subsequentiy, the project, and its environmental review and 
draft PMPA were abandoned. -Thus, the previous PMPA language was specific to a 
different arid larger scale redevelopment project 

Since review on the current proposed project and PMPA began in 2008, the PMPA has 
evolved to add more development standards for hotels on Harbor Island as they are 
developed or redeveloped. These development standards, as Usted on Page 3 of the draft 
PMPA, mclude: 

Preparation and implementation of pubUc access programsi 
Participation in a shuttie to and from the airport and information on other 
transit opportunities; and 
Preparation of parking management plaiw. 

In addition, the pedestrian promenade along Harbor Island East Basin will be extended, 
and enhanced (i.e., benches, viewing decks, signage) as hotels on East Harbor Island are 
developed, as indicated in tiie draft PMPA. Also, as indicated in the draft PMPA, 
proportionate to the type and extent of the hotel development or redevelopment on East 
Harbor Island, future hotel projects may include activating andUary uses such as 
restaurants, outdoor seating and dining areas, and retail shops that would be open to the 
pubhc. The only hotel proposed at this time is the 175-room limited service hotel 
proposed by Sunroad Marina Partners, LP. Due to the limited service nature of the hotel, 
no restaurants or retail are proposed as part of the 175-room Sunroad Hotel project. 

The existing and proposed PMPA indicate that the future hotels on East Harbor Island 
vdll be sited to be responsive to views of San Diego Bay, the downtown San Diego 
skyline, and the Harbor Island East Basin. No designated view corridors exist or are 
proposed across the site of the Sunroad Hotel project. The drsift PMPA text includes the 
following language regarding access and viewing areas: 

"77K promenade vnll provide pedestrian access around East Harbor Island and will 
connect the hotel developments, marina and restaurants with the rest of Harbor Island. 
The promenade will be located to provide views of the San Diego Bay, the downtown San 
Diego skyline, and the Harbor Island East Basin." 

In addition, the proposed 175-room hotel will include pubUc pedestrian corridor linkages 
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on both sides of the building. These corridors will be specifically identified in the pubUc 
access program that is prepared by the project appUcant. 

The EIR analyzed the Proposed Project and determined that it was not incoiisistent with 
appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia Coastal Act. The comment does not 
indicate that the EIR's analysis of potential impacts on pubUc access or pubUc views is 
inadequate or incomplete, but instead recommends additional improvements which 
would further enhance pubhc access and pubUc views. As the EIR did not identify an 
inconsistency with the Califomia Coastal Act, the inclusion of additional pubUc access or 
pubUc view enhancements is not necesseiry to avoid or substantially reduce a potential 
significant impact of the Proposed Project. Since tiie comment does not raise an 
environmental issue conceming the adequacy or completeness of the EIR, no further 
response is required. 

This comment indicates that the proposed 175-room hotel's terrace, fire pit, seating area,,,,, 
and fireplaces should be made available to not only hotel guests but also members of the 
pubUc. Due to pubUc safety, security concems and potential Uabtiity, fire pit/fireplace 
and pool amenities will be located within the guest-only portion of the site. Contuiuous 
pubhc access will be provided along the extended shorelme promenade and the pubUc 
will be provided with access to all amenities of the hotel, except those limited to hotel 
guests only due to safety, security or Uabtiity concems. As the EIR did not identify any 
significant land use impacts regarding the consistency with the CaUfomia Coastal Act, 
the inclusion of additional pubUc access amemties is not necessary to avoid or 
substantiaUy reduce a potential significant impact of the Proposed Project. Since the 
comment does not raise an envirorunental issue conceming the adequacy or completeness 
of the EIR, no further response is required. 

This comment indicates that the pubUc promenade would be mostiy located along the 
water, with the exception of where the promenade bends aroimd the existing marina 
pool. The comment furtiier indicates that any redevelopment of the marina should 
consider how the pubUc promenade can be accommodated on the shoreline-side of the 
structures. No marina development is proposed at this time and the Proposed Project , 
wiU preserve the existing aUgnment of the pubUc promenade at the location of the 
existing marina pool. Improvements to and extensions of the waterside promenade wiU 
be implemented as a site is developed or redeveloped. As this comment does not address 
the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

This comment states that future hotel development on East Harbor Island vdU increase 
vehicle traffic and trigger the need for the provision of new transit linkages along the 
waterfront. The comment also requests that the Port address how the existing shuttie 
and/or future shuttie service wiU be expanded to serve the future East Harbor Island 
hotels. 

The PMPA includes the foUowing text related to shuttie service: 

"All hotel developments on Harbor Island shall provide or participate in shuttle service to 
and from the airport. All development shall provide information regarding other transit 
opportunities." 
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The EIR analyzed the Proposed Project and determined that it was consistent with 
appUcable land use plans, including the CaUfomia Coastal Act. The comment does not 
indicate that the EIR's analysis of potential impacts on pubUc access amenities is 
inadequate or incomplete, but instead recommends additional improvements which 
would further enhance pubUc access amenities. The inclusion of additional pubUc access 
ameiuties is not required to reduce impacts to below a level of significant. However, the 
comment will be forwarded to the Board of Port Commissioners for its consideration as 
to whether additional project features should be adopted as part of the Proposed Project 
As this comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, 
no further response is warranted. 

This comment indicates that it appears that the proposed 175-room hotel would be a 
high-end luxury hotel. This comment also contains a general statement that indicates that 
when no lower cost units are included in a project or plan amendment that involves the 
constmction of new ovemight accommodations, the Coastal Commission has typicaUy 
required on-site or off-site lower-cost accommodations mitigation in the form of 
constmction of lower-cost ovemight accommodations or pa5nnent of an in-Ueu mitigation 
fee. The comment concludes that xmtil the Port District develops a district-v^de program 
to provide and promote lower-cost visitor-serving ovemight accommodations, PMPAs 
need to. include language that addresses the provision of or funding for lower-cost 
ovemight accommodations on a case-by-case basis. 

The Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel project has been revised to respond to this comment In 
2006, the AppUcant proposed a hotel project of 600 roOms, stmctured parking, and off-
site improvements, large onsite meeting space and aU of the amenities typicaUy 
associated with a large fuU service hotel. The costs associated with this proposal resulted 
in an inflation adjusted Average DaUy Rate (ADR) of $220. This 2006 project was 
abandoned, in part as a response to Coastal Commission staff concems. 

The Proposed Project includes a 175 room Umited service hotel with surface parking, 
limited meeting space, no on-site restaurants and very Umited amenities. The per 'key' 
costs savings to constract a smaUer Umited service hotel means that the current projected 
inflation adjusted ADR is $165. With an inflation-adjusted ADR of $ 165, this project is 
below the comparable market average ADR of $ 176 and substantiaUy below ihe average 
ADR of hotels in the vicinity (including downtown San Diego). 

Previous Coastal Commission staff reports have defined "lower-cost ovemight faciUties 
as any fadUty vidth room rates that are below 75% of the Statewide average room rate, 
and higher-cost faciUties as any faciUty with room rates that are 125% above the 
Statewide average room rate. The Statewide average daily room rate in CaUfomia in 2012 
for tiie month of August was $130.69, and 75% of $130.60 is $98.01 accordhig to Smitii 
Travel Research done for visitcalifomia.com" (Agenda Item Thl3b ("Grover Beach 
Lodge") from April 2013 Coastal Commission meeting). Thus, based on previously 
accepted Coastal Commission methodology for defining ovemight accommodation 
affordabtiity, the proposed 175-room hotel is anticipated to have an ADR that is 
considered to be a "moderate cost" As no other hotels are proposed at this time, the 
costs of the up to two other hotels on East Harbor Island are imknown. 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

Consistent with the 2013 CDP issued for the Shelter Pomte Hotel (Kona Kai Resort) 
Expansion Project, the future CDP for the proposed 175-room hotel, if inclusive of high-
end rooms, vytiU include a special condition to develop or designate its fciir-share of on-site 
or off-site lower cost visitor accommodations or pay an in-Ueu fee based on a study 
conducted by the District As noted above, at tiiis time there are no other hotels proposed 
on East Heurbor Island; however, at the time that the other hotel(s) is proposed, it wiU be 
designed and/or required to address the Coastal Commission's concern regarding lower 
cost visitor accommodations. 

The EIR analyzed the Proposed Project and determined that it was consistent with 
appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia Coastal Act The comment does not 
indicate that the EIR's analysis of potential impacts on pubUc access amenities is 
inadequate or incomplete, but instead recommends additional improvements which 
would further enhance pubUc access amenities. The inclusion of additional public access 
amenities is not required to reduce a significant impact to below a level of significant 
However, this comment vdU be forwarded to the Board of Port Commissioners for its 
consideration as to whether additional project features should be adopted as part of the 
Proposed Project. 

As this comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, 
no further response is warranted. 

This comment indicates that Coastal Commission staff is currentiy reviewing the geologic 
and sea level rise analyses included in the Draft EIR and that additional comments or 
questions about these analyses may be forthcoming. As this comment does not address 
ihe accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

This is an introductory statement to the comment letter dated Febraary 25,2009. The 
comment also indicates that Coastal Comnussion staff expected to present additional 
comments on the Draft EIR when it was circulated for pubUc review. Although outside 
of the Draft EIR pubUc review periods, additioucd comments were submitted by Coastal 
Commission staff. The comments cu:e provided v^fhin this conunent letter. As this 
comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no 
further response is warranted. 

This comment summarizes Coastal Commission staffs imderstanding of the project 
analyzed in the Draft EIR and Revisions to Draft EIR. At the time of tiie Notice of 
Preparation, the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel was proposed to be 210 rooms, but was 
changed to be a proposed 175-room hotel. The Draft EIR included an analysis of a 175-
room hotel. As this comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the 
Revisions to Droit EIR, no further response is warranted. Further, no timeshares or condo 
hotels are included in the proposed project 

10 The comment states that the Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide for 
pubhc access to and along the coast, and the importance of development providing pubUc 
access and recreational benefits that are consistent with the Coastal Act and certified Port 
Master Plan. See response to continent #2 above. As this comment does not address the 
accuracy or adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

11 This comment states that the commenter provided comments on an earUer design of the 
project in 2006 and that ihe same concems regarding pubUc access, recreational amenities 
and pubUc trast uses on the site continue to apply. The project which was proposed in 
2006 was substantially different than the Proposed Project and was abandoned in 2007. 

The comment also describes various ameruties and other general recommendations for 
enhancing pubUc access along the shoreline. The EIR analyzed the Proposed Project and 
determined that it was consistent with appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia 
Coastal Act The comment does not indicate that the EIR's analysis of potential impacts 
on public access amenities is inadequate or incomplete, but instead recommends 
additional improvements which would further enhance pubUc access and pubUc views. 
As the EIR did not identify an inconsistency with the Califomia Coastal Act, the inclusion 
of additional public access or pubUc view enhancements is not necessary to avoid or 
substantiaUy reduce a potential significant impact of the Proposed Project. Since the 
comment does not raise an environmental issue conceming the adequacy or completeness 
of the EIR, no further response is required. See also response to comment #2 above. 

12 This comment states that the project wiU increase the demand for parking and result in 
additional traffic on the roads in the Harbor Drive vicinity. The comment also 
recommends that the EIR should evaluate traffic demand reduction strategies and pubUc 
transit opportunities that v*dU help offset the project's impacts to pubUc access. The 
comment also requests that the EIR address how the downtown shuttie could be 
expanded to include the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel project 

The Draft EIR and Revisions to Draft EIR include analyses regarding "transportation, 
traffic and parking" and "pubUc services and utiUties" (including energy). The nearest 
pubUc transit opportunities to the site are located north of the project site, on North 
Harbor Drive. The project wiU not result in a significant adverse impact to these pubUc 
transit opportunities. The Draft EIR and the Revisions to Draft EIR do not identify any 
significant adverse impacts to public access. In addition, as described in response to 
comment #5 above, the PMPA includes the foUowing text related to shuttie service: 

"All hotel developments on Harbor Island shall provide or participate in shuttle service to 
and from the airport. All development shall provide information regarding other transit 
opportunities." 

The EIR analyzed the Proposed Project and determined that it was not inconsistent vdth 
appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia Coastal Act The comment does not 
indicate that the EIR's analysis of potential impacts on pubUc access amenities is 
inadequate or incomplete, but instead recommends additional improvements which 
would further enhance pubUc access amenities. The inclusion of additional pubUc access 
amenities is not required to reduce a significant impact to below a level of significant 
However, this comment wiU be forwarded to the Board of Port Commissioners for its 
consideration as to whetiier additional project features should be adopted as part of the 
Proposed Project 

As this comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, 
no further response is warranted. 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

13 This comment indicates tiiat it appears that the proposed 175-room hotel would be a 
high-end luxury hotel. The comment also indicates that the Coastal Commission has the 
expectation that sites developed with ovemight accommodations should serve people 
with a range of incomes, and if not, provide off-site mitigation. The comment concludes 
that the EIR should examine how the project might provide lower cost visitor amenities 
such as a hostel or camping faciUty, or contribute to the Port's hostel program that was 
evaluated through the Lane Field approval. Please see response to comment #6 above. 

The EIR analyzed the Proposed Project and determined that it was not inconsistent with 
appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia Coastal Act. The comment does not 
indicate that the EIR's analysis of potential impacts on pubUc access amenities is 
inadequate or incomplete, but instead recommends additional improvements which 
would further enhance public access amenities. The inclusion of additional public access 
ameruties is not required to reduce a significant impact to below a level of significant 
However, this comment wiU be forwarded to the Board of Port Commissioners for its 
consideration as to whether additiional project features should be adopted as part of the 
Proposed Project 

14 This comment suggests some potential issue areas tiiat should be evaluated in the EIR. 
Analysis of these issue areas was included in the EIR. SpecificaUy, aesthetic/visual 
impacts are evaluated in Sections 4.1 and 9.2.1 of the EIR; geology/seismic stabtiity are 
evaluated in Sections 4.9 and 9.2.9 of the EIR; and water quaUty is evaluated in Sections 
4.5 and 9.2.5 of the EIR. Since the comment does not identify any way in which the EIR's 
analysis of these issues is inadequate or incomplete, no further response is warranted. 

15 This comment describes a hotel development project that was proposed in 2006. The 2006 
proposal was substantiaUy different than the Proposed Project and was withdrawn in 
2007. Subsequentiy, the project, and its environmental review and draft PMPA were 
abandoned. Thus, the previous PMPA language was specific to a different and larger 
scale redevelopment project. As this comment does not address the Proposed Project or 
the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

16 The comment states that the Coastal Act emphasizes the need to protect and provide for 
pubUc access to and along the coast, and the importance of development providing pubUc 
access and recreational benefits that are consistent vdth the Coastal Act and certified Port 
Master Plan. As this comment does not address the adequacy or completeness of the EIR, 
no further response is warranted. 

17 This comment identifies concems regarding a hotel development project that was 
proposed in 2006. The 2006 proposal was substantiaUy different than the Proposed 
Project and was withdrawn in 2007. 

Please see responses to comments #2 and #4 regarding the Proposed Project's pubUc 
access, pubUc views, and connectivity. As this comment does not address the Proposed 
Project or the adequacy or completeness of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

18 This comment indicates that pubUc access and recreational amenities must be an uitegral 
part of the 2006 project, including a continuous promenade, and activating uses such as 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

restaurants, newspaper stands, or gift shops. . The 2006 proposal was substantiaUy 
different than the Proposed Project and was withdrawn in 2007. . 

Please see response to comment #2 regarding the Proposed Projecf s pubUc access and 
recreational amenities. In addition, as indicated in the draft PMPA, the "existing 
promenade along the southem side of Harbor Island Drive will be extended to the eastem portion 
of the East Harbor Island subarea and along the Harbor Island East Basin frontage as the subarea 
is developed or redeveloped." 

As tills comment does not address the Proposed Project or the accuracy or adequacy of 
the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

19 This comment refers to a parking stracture and the aUeged lack of pubUc amenities 
associated with the previously proposed 2006 project and its associated PMPA. The 2006 
proposal was substantiaUy different than the Proposed Project and was withdrawn in 
2007. 

The Proposed Project does not include a parking stracture. Please see response to 
comment #2 regarding the currentiy proposed project's public amenities. In addition, as 
indicated in the draft PMPA, pubUc access and other path-finding signage wtil be placed 
at strategic locations throughout East Harbor Island to guide guests and visitors to and 
from pubUc use areas, restaurants, and other faciUties. 

As this comment does not address the Proposed Project or the accuracy or adequacy of 
the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

20 This comment refers to the location of hotel gardens, courtyards and plazas associated 
with the previously proposed 2006 project The 2006 proposal was substantiaUy different 
than the Proposed Project and was withdrawn in 2007. As this comment does not 
identify concems associated with the Proposed Project or the accuracy or adequacy of the 
EIR, no further response is warranted. 

21 This comment refers to vehicular access to existing restaurants, parking and pubUc transit 
issues associated with the previously proposed 2006 project The 2006 proposal was 
substantiaUy different than the Proposed Project and was withdrawn in 2007. The 
Proposed Project does not interfere with vehicular access to the existing restaurants and 
the EIR includes a thorough analysis of the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on 
parking. As this comment does not identify any concems associated with the Proposed 
Project or tiie accuracy or adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

22 This comment indicates that new uses extending over the water could result in 
envirorunental impacts and would likely not be supported by Coastal Commission staff. 

This comment indicates Coastal Commission staff's position on a component of the 
previously proposed 2006 project and its associated PMPA. The 2006 project was 
withdrawn in 2007. The Proposed Project does not propose any new use extending over 
the water. As this comment does not address Proposed Project or the accuracy or 
adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

23 This comment summarizes the Coastal Commission's position on timeshares on pubUc 
property. No timeshares or any multiple ovmership arrangements are iacluded in the 
Proposed Project. As this comment does not address Proposed Project or the accuracy or 
adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

24 This comment provides a summary of the characteristics which the commenter beUeves 
wiU open up access to the shoreline to large numbers of people and wiU provide factiities 
for them to enjoy the shoreline once they are there. This summary does not refer to any 
specific aspect of the Proposed Project or to the pubUc access and amenities which are 
incorporated into the Proposed Project As this comment does not identify any concems 
associated with the Proposed Project or the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR, no further 
response is warranted. 

25 This is a general statement summarizing the previous version of the draft PMPA, the 
approval of which was rescinded by the Board of Port Commissioners in compUance with 
the writ of mandate issued by the San Diego Superior Court. The PMPA as described in 
the October 22,2009 comment letter from Coastal Commission staff has been revised in 
connection vdth the Proposed Project A copy of the proposed PMPA is provided in 
Appendix B of the Revisions to Draft EIR. As this comment does not address the 
accuracy or adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

26 This comment indicates that commenter's support for the promenade around the 
peninsula which is part of the Proposed Project, an excerpt from an earUer draft of the 
PMPA conceming a multi-modal transportation system which is not contained in the 
proposed PMPA, and Coastal Conrmiission staff's recommendation that ihe Proposed 
Project include a shuttie service serving Hcirbor Island. The Proposed Project includes 
various features and amenities for pubhc access. The EIR analyzed the potential impacts 
of the Proposed Project and determined the Proposed Project was not inconsistent with 
appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia Coastal Act. 
As the EIR did not identify an inconsistency with the Califomia Coastal Act, the inclusion 
of additional pubUc access features and amenities is not necessary to avoid or 
substantiaUy reduce a potential significant impact of the Proposed Project As this 
comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR, no further response is 
warranted. 

27 This comment provides some of the text that was included in earUer drafts of the PMPA. 
The earUer drafts of the PMPA were associated vdth a project that proposed in 2006 and 
was withdrawn in 2007. Thus, the previous PMPA language was specific to a different 
and larger scale redevelopment project. 

The Proposed Project includes various features and amenities for pubUc access. The EIR 
analyzed the potential impacts of the Proposed Project and determined the Proposed 
Project was not inconsistent with appUcable land use plans, including ihe Califomia 
Coastal Act. As the EIR did not identify an inconsistency with the Califomia Coastal Act, 
the inclusion of additional pubUc access features and ameiuties is not necessary to avoid 
or substantiaUy reduce a potential significant impact of the Proposed Project Please also 
see response to comment #2. As this comment does not address the accuracy or 
adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Responses to Coastal Commission Comment Letter 

28 This comment indicates that the PMPA should include poUcy language related to visual 
quaUty, pubUc access, public recreation, view corridors, pubUc access programs, ete. The 
proposed PMPA text does address these topics. The Proposed Project includes various 
features and ameruties for pubUc access. The EIR analyzed the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project and determined the Proposed Project was not inconsistent with 
appUcable land use plans, including the Califomia Coastal Act As the EIR did not 
identify an inconsistency with the Califomia Coastal Act, the inclusion of additioncd 
pubUc access features and amenities is not necessary to avoid or substantiaUy reduce a 
potential significant impact of the Proposed Project Please also see response to comment 
#2. As this comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR, no further 
response is warranted. 

29 This comment indicates that Coastal Commission staff is conunitted to implementing the 
Coastal Act poUcies that support the provision of lower-cost ovemight acconunodations. 
Please see response to comment # 6 above. 

30 Tlus comment asks for clarification on text that was part of a previous draft of the PMPA. 
The referenced PMPA text has been deleted and is not contained in the proposed PMPA. 
As this comment does not otherwise adckesS j&e.|accuraGy-pr adequacy of the EIR, no 
further response is wari-anted. ^ r . 7 \ r' i' f>! ' •'r. 

31 This comment asks for clarification on which proposed PMPA changes are just 
adjustments to reflect what is actuaUy on the ground versus changes as a result of the 
proposed new development. The changes in acreage reflect the proposed new 
development The proposed revisions in the acreages of land uses are not ground-
trathed because the PMPA's Precise Plem was not prepared with the Geographical 
Information Systems (GIS). As indicated in the existing certified Port Master Plan, the 
Precise Plans are "for Ulusfrative purposes only..." The acreage changes included in the 
proposed PMPA are estimates of the proposed land use configuration. 
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Second Errata to Revised Final Environmental 
Impact Report, IVIitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, and Findings of Fact 

This second errata to the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project & East Harbor Island Subarea Port Master 
Plan Amendment (PMPA) (herein referred to as "Project" or "Proposed Project") Revised Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), and 
Findings of Fact (Findings) reflects the additional clarifying and/or amplifying infonnation proposed by 
Port District staff to the staffs original recommendation to certify tiie Revised Final EIR and adopt the 
MMRP, Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) at the Board of Port 
Commissioners' (Board) hearing held On Tuesday, March 4, 2014. The Board approved District staffs 
recommendation with District staff s additional revisions, as well as revisions requested by the Board, 
certifying the Revised Final EIR and adopting the MMRP, Findings, and SOC. The revisions to staffs 
original recommendation, which were presented orally (and on a shde during the presentation) by staff, 
and the additional revisions made by the Board, at the March 4^ hearing, are provided below. 

Any additions to the Revised Final EIR are indicated as double underlined text. These modifications do 
not alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis such that new significant environmental impacts 
have been identified, nor do they constitute significant new infonnation. The modifications are provided 
by chapter and indicated with the page number from the Revised Final EIR and/or Findings of Fact that 
they would replace. 

Revised Final EIR Chapter/Section Changes 

Changes to Chapter 2.0, "Executive Summary" 

Page 2-26 

Significant Impact Proposed Mit̂ ation Level of Ŝ nificance 
After Mitigation 

Parking (Section 9.2.6) 

PARK-1: An madequate parkmg MM PARK-1: Inadequate Parking. Less than significant 
supply may result if future hotel 
development occurs on the westem a. Prior to the approval of a Coastal 
marina parking lot. Development Permit for future development of a 

hotel on the existing west marina parking lot, 
the design ofthe proposed hotel development 
shall provide adequate on-site parking in 
accordance with the Port District parking 
guidelines for the proposed hotel development 
and for the shared parking requirements of the 
existing marina and the proposed 175-room 
hotel and shall include a Parking Management 

• . Plan which shall include, hilt not he limited tn. ^ 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Hartxir March 2014 
Island Sut)area PMP Amendment, Second Errata to 1 
Revised Final EIR 
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San Oiego Unified Port District Second Emata to Revised Final EIR, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 

Findings of Fact 

parking reduction strategies including 
subsidized emplovee mass transit nrogram, 
provision of bicvcle parking racks, provision of 
off-site emplovee parking, and altemative 
transportation modes such as participation in an 
airoort shuttle and/or the Port District's bavside 
shuttle system; and 

b. Prior to demolition or removal of any 
parking spaces in the existing west marina 
parking lot which are required for the shared 
parking of the existing marina and the proposed 
175-room hotel, the Project Applicant shall 
submit to the Port District for its review and 
approval a Parking Management Plan, which 
shall provide adequate parkmg to satisfy the 
shared parking requirements for the existing 
marina and the proposed-175-room hotel during 
constmction of the new hotel and replacement 
parking spaces., 

Changes to Chapter 6.0, ''Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program' 

Pages 6-25 and 6-26 

PARKING 

M M PARK-1: 
a. Prior to the approval of a Coastal 
Development Pemiit for fiiture development of a 
hotel on the existing west marina parking lot, the 
design of the proposed hotel development shall 
provide adequate on-site parking in accordance 
with the Port District parking guidelines for the 
proposed hotel development and for the shared 
parking requirements of the existing marina and 
tiie proposed 175-room hotel and shall include a 
Parking Management Plan which shall include-
but not be limited to. narking reduction strategies 
including subsidized employee mass transit 
program, provision of bicvcle narking racks-
provision of off-site employee narking, and 
altemative transportation modes such as 
participation in an airoort shuttle and/or the Port 
District's bavside shuttle system. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional 
Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
approval of 
Coastal 
Development 
Permit 

The Project Applicant 
shall submit a Site Plan 
showing demonstrating 
adequate on-site parking 
in accordance with the 
Port District parking, 
guidelines for the 
proposed hotel 
development and for the 
shared parking 
requirements ofthe 
existing marina and the 
proposed 175-room hotel. 

Prior to demolition or removal of any parking Future Project Prior to 
Applicant for demolition or 

The Project Applicant 
shall submit to the Port 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Second Errata to 
Revised Final EIR 

March 2014 
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San Diego Unified Port District Second Errata to Revised Final EIR, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 

Findings of Fact 

spaces in the existing west marina parking lot 
which are required for the shared parking of the 
existing marina and the proposed 175-room hotel, 
the Project Applicant shall submit to the Port 
District for its review and approval a Parking 
Management Plan, which shall provide adequate 
parking to satisfy the shared parking requirements 
for the existing marina and the proposed 175-
room hotel during constmction of die new hotel 
and replacement parking spaces. 

Additional 
Hotel(s) 

removal of 
parking space 
in the existing 
west marina 
parking lot 

District for its review and 
approval a Parking , 
Management Plan, which 
shall provide adequate 
parking to satisfy the 
shared parking 
requirements for the 
existing marina and the 
proposed 175-room hotel 
during constmction of the 
new hotel and 
replacement parking 
spaces. 

Changes to Appendix B - Port Master Plan Amendment 

Page 3 

Development of . unleased parcels on Harbor 
Island is expected to be completed with the 
construction of the hotels on the east basin. 
Along Harbor Drive, from the Navy Estuary to 
the Coast Guard facility, planning concepts 
focus on providing a sense of entry into 
downtown San Diego for travelers coming via 
Lindbergh Field and Point Loma, with 
activities and landscape features that 
strengthen the image of San Diego as a 
pleasant place to visit. Considerable attention 
must be paid to improvements in the general 
appearance of existing industrial uses and the 
planned expansion of these uses. Public 
park, pedestrian promenade and open space 
are reserved on the bayside and in the 
circulation gateway of Harbor Island. Coastal 
access is enhanced by a shoreline park with 
leisure facilities, induding restroom, and a 1.3 
mile bayside public pathway. 

A public access plan will be prepared and 
implemented for each hotel development on 
Harbor Island as the hotels are developed or 
redeveloped. The public access plans will 
include information on signage, amenities. 
and public information to inform and invite the 
public to and around Harbor Island and 
downtown San Dieoo. 

from the airport. All development shall 
provide information regarding other transit 
opportunities. All hotel developments or 
redevelopments on Harbor Island shall 
participate on a fair share basis in the cost of 
the District's implementation of its 
transportation system. The fair share will be 
determined bv the District according to the 
nature, size and scope of the proposed 
development or redevelopment and the 
District's transportation svstem in operation at 
the time an application for a coastal 
development permit is submitted. 

A parking management plan will be prepared 
for each hotel development on Harbor Island 
as the hotels are developed or redeveloped. 

As a special condition of the coastal 
development permit for anv hotel development 
or redevelopment that adds hotel rooms to 
Harbor Island, the hotel developer or 
redeveloper will develop or designate its fair-
share of on-site or off-site lower cost visitor 
accommodations or oav an in-lieu fee based 
on a study conducted bv the District. 

Land and Water Use Allocations 

AH hotel developments on Harbor Island shall 
provide or participate in shuttle service to and 

The Harbor Island/Lindbergh Field Planning 
District contains an approximate total of 996 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Second Errata to 
Revised Final EIR 

March 2014 
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Changes to "Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations'* 

Page 17 

4.8 Parking 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant impacts to Parking (Inadequate 
Parking) associated with the PMP Amendment in that an inadequate parking supply may result if future 
hotel development occurs on the westem marina parking lot. Detailed information and analysis regarding 
this significant potential impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.6 
(Transportation, Traffic and Parking) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(l), changes or alterations have been required or 
incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effect to Parking (Inadequate Parking) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Parking (Inadequate Parking) wiU be 
mitigated to a level less than significant by requiring: (a) prior to the approval of a Coastal Development 
Permit, the design of any future hotel development on the west marina parking lot shall provide adequate 
on-site parking in accordance with the Port District parking guidelines for the proposed hotel 
development and for the shared parkiag requirements of the existing marina and the Sunroad Hotel 
Project and shall include a Parking Management Plan which shall include, but not be limited to. narking 
reduction strategies including subsidized employee mass transit tw-ogram. provision of bicvcle parking 
racks, provision of off-site employee parking, and altemative transportation modes such as participation 
in an aimort shuttie and/or the Port District's bavside shuttle svstem: and (b) prior to demolition or 
removal of any parking spaces in the existing west marina parking lot which are required for the shared 
parking of the existing marina and the Sunroad Hotel Project, the Project Applicant shall submit to the 
Port District for its review and approval a Parking Management Plan, which shall provide adequate 
parking to satisfy the shared parking requirements for the existing marina and the Sunroad Hotel Project 
during constmction of the new hotel and replacement parking spaces. These measures are described in 
Mitigation Measure PARK-1, which is set forth in full in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 
9.2.6.4 (Transportation, Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measures) of the EIR. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures will reduce the potential impact to Parking (Inadequate Parking) to a level less than 
significant. 

Sunroad Harisor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Second Errata to 
Revised Final EIR 

March 2014 
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Prologue 

This Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (Revised Final EIR)ana]yzes the potential 
environmental impacts that could result fi-om implementation of the proposed Sunroad Harbor Island 
Hotel Project ("175-room Hotel Project") and the East Harbor Island Subarea Port Master Plan (PMP) 
Amendment ("PMP Amendment"). Together, the 175-room Hotel Project and the PMP Amendment 
constitute the "Proposed Project." This Revised Final EIR supersedes the Final EIR that was 
certified by the Board of Port Commissioners on June 14, 2011 and subsequently was rescinded on 
August 14,2012 in compliance with a writ of mandate issued by the San Diego Superior Court in a 
lawsuit entitled Unite Here Local 30, et al. v. San Diego Unified Port District, et al., San Diego Superior 
Court Case No. 37-2011000094537-CU-TT-CTL ("Lawsuit"). 

The Lawsuit challenged the adequacy of the EIR for the Proposed Project. Although it found the EIR was 
adequate with respect to the 175-room Hotel Project, the Superior Court held that the EIR was not 
adequate with respect to the PMP Amendment. In compUance \yith the "ftfrit, of mandate, therefore, the 
Port District undertook additional environmental review of the poteritiaT impacts of the PMP Amendment. 
This additional environmental review of the PMP Amendment is contained primarily in a new Chapter 
9.0 of the EIR, which was circulated for public review and comment as required by CEQA in a document 
entitled "Revisions to Draft EIR." The Revisions to Draft EIR is included in this Revised Final EIR as 
Volume 6. 

Revisions Made to tlie Previous Final EIR 

Volume 1 of the original Final EIR has been revised in this Volume 1 of the Revised Final EIR to reflect 
the additional enviroiimental review ofthe PMP Amendment required by the writ of mandate. For ease of 
reading, the following is a summary of the main revisions made to Volume 1 of the original Final EIR: 

Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter includes minor modifications to the original Final EIR (Volume 1). The minor 
modifications clarify references to "Proposed Project" and "175-room Hotel Project," and indicate 
that there are no proposals to develop any of the remaining 325 rooms allowed under the proposed 
PMP Amendment. 

Chapter 2: Executive Summary 
This chapter includes modifications to the original Final EIR (Volume 1). The modifications 
primarily clarify references to "Proposed Project" and "175-room Hotel Project," remove the figures 
and add references to the figures within the Draft EIR, revise the PMP Amendment text to the version 
that is in Appendix B of the Revisions to Draft EIR, which supersedes all previous versions; and add 
Table 2-4 to summarize the significant impacts and mitigation measures associated with the PMP 
Amendment. 
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San Diego Unified Port District Prologue 

Chapter 3: Errata and Revisions 
This chapter has been revised to also include the errata and revisions associated with the Revisions to 
Draft EIR. 

Chapter 4: Public Review Distribution List 
Minor modifications to this chapter were made to add references to the Revisions to Draft EIR and to 
correct the order of the agencies and organizations which received copies of the EIR and the agencies 
and organizations that received a postcard notice of availability. 

Chapter 5: Responses to Comments 
This chapter was revised to add reference to the Revisions to Draft EIR. In addition, the comment 
letters received on the Revisions to Draft EIR (Comment Letters J, K and L), and the District's 
responses to those comment letters, have been added to this chapter. 

Chapter 6: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program 
This chapter was revised to add "sea level rise" to one of the subject categories that is covered in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). A cumulative sea level rise impact was 
identified for the PMP Amendment. In addition, this chapter has also been revised to include the , 
mitigation measures, responsible party, timing, and monitoring and reporting procedures for each 
mitigation measure associated with the PMP Amendment. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This document is a Revised Final Enviromnental Impact Report ("Revised Final EIR"), which provides a 
review and analysis of the potential environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the 
proposed Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project ("Proposed 175-room Hotel Project") and the East Harbor 
Island Subarea Port Master Plan (PMP) Amendment ( " P M P Amendment"). Together, the Proposed 175-
room Hotel Project and the proposed PMP Amendment constitute the "Proposed Project." 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15002(f), an 
EIR "is the public document used by the govemmental agency to analyze the significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project, to identify the altematives, and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid 
the possible environmental damage." The EIR itself does not control the way in which a project can be 
developed or constmcted; rather, the govemmental agency must respond to the information contained in 
the EIR by one of more of the seven methods outlined in Section 15002(h) which include: 

• Changing a proposed project; 

• Imposing conditions on the approval of the project; 

• Adopting plans or ordinances to control a broader class of projects to avoid the adverse changes; 

• Choosing an altemative way to meet the same need; 

• Disapproving the project; 

• Finding that changing or altering the project is not feasible; 

• Finding that the unavoidable significant environmental damage is acceptable as provided in Section 
15093. 

The Revised Final EIR is an informational document only. The Revised Final EIR will be used by the 
Board of Port Commissioners, San Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD) staff, and decision-makers of 
other affected agencies or responsible agencies as an informational document for the Proposed Project. 
The Revised Final EIR is anticipated to cover the following discretionary actions: 

B SDUPD approval of proposed PMP Amendment and the Proposed 175-room Hotel Project. 

• Califomia Coastal Commission certification of PMP Amendment. 

• SDUPD issuance of a coastal development permit for the Proposed 175-room Hotel Project. 

The Califomia Coastal Commission may consider the information contained in this EIR in its decision to 
certify the proposed PMP Amendment. As the primary jurisdicfional authority under the Califomia 
Coastal Act, the Coastal Comniission must certify the proposed PMP Amendment as consistent with the 
provisions ofthe Califomia Coastal Act. 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 1. Introduction 

Other agencies may use the information contained in this EIR when considering issuance or authorization 
of the requisite pennits for construction of the Proposed 175-room Hotel Project. 

Although there is no proposal to develop any of the remaining 325 hotel rooms allowed under the 
proposed PMP Amendment, the Port District and other agencies may consider the information contained 
in this EIR if and when fiiture hotel development(s) associated with the PMP Amendment is proposed. 

The Revised Final EIR, in compliance with Section 15132 of the State CEQA guidelines, includes the 
following six volumes, all of which are included on the enclosed CD: 

Volume 1: Revised Final EIR 

Chapter 1 - Introduction 

This chapter provides background on, and the procedural compliance of, the Proposed Project and the 
Revised Final EIR. 

Chapter 2 - Executive Summary 

This summary includes a brief description of the Proposed Project, including the Proposed 175-room Hotel 
Project and the proposed PMP Amendrhent; a brief summary of significant impacts and mitigation measures; a 
brief summary of project alternatives; and issues to be resolved by Board of Port Commissioners. 

Chapter 3 - Errata and Revisions 
This chapter includes the errata and revisions to the Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, 
and the Revisions to Draft EIR, which were developed in response to comments received during the 
public review periods for the Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portion ofthe Draft EIR, and the Revisions to 
Draft EIR. 

Chapter 4 - Public Review Distribution List 
This chapter presents a list of agencies, individuals, and organizations that were provided a copy ofthe 
Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the Revisions to Draft EIR, or notice of the 
document's availability. 

Chapter 5 - Responses to Comments 
This chapter includes a list of those that provided comments on the Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portions 
of the Draft EIR, and the Revisions to Draft EIR during the public review periods. This chapter also 
includes the comments received on environmental issues raised during the public review process for the 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 1. Introduction 

Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the Revisions to Draft EIR, as well as the 
SDUPD's responses to these comments. Each comment is assigned a comment number, which 
corresponds to a response number and response that appear on the same page. 

Chapter 6 - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
This chapter of the Revised Final EIR provides the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) for the Proposed Project. The MMRP is presented in table format and identifies mitigation 
measures for the Proposed Project, the party responsible for implementing the mitigation measures, the 
timing of implementing the mitigation measures, and the monitoring and reporting procedures for each 
mitigation measure. 

Volume 2: Draft EIR 
The Draft EIR that was previously circulated for public review is an integral part ofthe Revised Final 
EIR. The Draft EIR was not reprinted due to its size; however, a CD copy of the Draft EIR, including its 
two volumes bf appendices, is enclosed within this Revised Final EIR. A paper copy of the Draft EIR, 
including its two volurhes of appendices, is available at the SDUPD's Clerk office located at 3165 Pacific 
Highway, San Diego, during regular business hours, which are Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

Volume 3: Draft EIR Technical Appendices A-D 
The appendices to the Draft EIR that were previously circulated for public review are integral parts of the 
Revised Final EIR. Volume 3 ofthe Revised Final EIR consists of Appendices A through D ofthe Draft 
EIR. 

Volume 4: Draft EIR Technical Appendices E-1 
The appendices to the Recirculated Portion of the Draft EIR that were previously circulated for public 
review are an integral part ofthe Revised Final EIR. Volume 4 of the Revised Final EIR consists of 
Appendices E through I of the Draft EIR. 

Volume 5: Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 
The Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR that was previously circulated for public review are an integral 
part of the Revised Final EIR. The Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR was not reprinted due to its 
size; however, it is available at the SDUPD's Clerk office located at 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, 
and during regular business hours, which are Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. The Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR and its technical appendices were included in one volume. The Draft EIR 
sections, including Appendices B and E, that were revised and recirculated as part ofthe Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR are superseded by the versions in the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR. 
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Volume 6: Revisions to Draft EIR 
The Revisions to Draft EIR that was previously circulated for public review are an integral part of the 
Revised Final EIR. The Revisions to Draft EIR was not reprinted due to its size; however, it is available 
at the SDUPD's Clerk office located at 3165 Pacific Highway, San Diego, and during regular business 
hours, which are Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. The Revisions to Draft EiR and its technical 
appendices were included in one volume. Components ofthe Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of the 
Draft EIR, including Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendix B, are superseded by the versions in the Reviisions 
to Draft EIR. 
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Chapter 2 
Executive Summary 

Project Description 
The Proposed Project is comprised ofthe proposed Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project ("Proposed 175-
room Hotel Project") and the East Harbor Island Subarea Port Master Plan (PMP) Amendment ("PMP 
Amendment"). 

Proposed 175-ro6m Hotel Proiect 

The Proposed 175-room Hotel Project involves the partial redevelopment of one leasehold, which 
is currently leased by.Sunroad Marina Partners, LP, located at 955 Harbor Island Drive. This 
leasehold is currently developed.with a marina, support buildings, and surface parking. The 

, proposed redevelopment would only affect the land side of this leasehold. The traffic circle, 
located at the east end of Harbor Island Drive, as well as a portion of Harbor Island Drive is also 
included in the proposed redevelopment. The proposed components of the 175-room hotel 
Project are shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the Draft EIR. 

The proposed 175-room hotel Project includes the following physical changes to East Harbor 
Island: 

demolition of one existing locker building and parking lot east of the existing marina 
building; 

construction of a limited service 4-story hotel with a maximum bf 175 rooms, fitness and 
limited meeting space (approximately 8,000 square feet), and common areas; 

reduction of the traffic circle and realignment of the road and leasehold lines; 

reconfigurarion of existing paved areas as necessary to accommodate ingress and egress 
to the hotel and surface parking; 

enhanced public access along the Harbor Island East Basin; and 

realignment of existing sewer, water, and utility lines. 

The floor area of the proposed 175-room hotel would total approximately 117,000 square feet and 
include a maximum of 175 rboms, fitness and rneeting space, and common areas. The meeting 
rooms would facilitate fimctions and conferences for guests. The 175 rooms, which would make 
up approximately 94,000 square feet of the hotel, would be distributed over four floors. The 
height of the stmcture is proposed to be approximately 65 feet (see Figures 2-3 and 2-4 of the 
Draft EIR). Architectural details and fenestrations may cause the maxirhum building height to 
reach 75 feet. The maximum height approved by the Federal Aviation Administration and San 
Diegb County Airport Land Use Commission for the proposed 175-room hotel project is 86 feet 
above mean sea level in order to accommodate features such as a flag pole. 
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Fitness and meeting rooms would total approximately 8,000 square feet. Common areas— 
including exterior features such as the pool and spa—^would total approximately 15,000 square 
feet of the proposed 175-rooin hotel site. 

Specific lighting plans have not been developed. However, the stmcture is proposed to be lit at 
night for security and aesthetic purposes. All lighting will be consistent with the City of San 
Diego Outdoor Lighting Regulations. 

The projected number of fulltime hotel employees would range from 35 to 40. 

Open Areas, Promenade, and Landscaping 

The 175-room hotel project proposes enhanced public access within East Harbor Island. The 
proposed 175-room hotel project will include a pedestrian promenade along the Harbor Island 
East Basin side of the hotel and would connect to the promenade that will be extended along the 
eastem end of Harbor Island, as part of the Reuben E. Lee restaurant redevelopment. The 
proposed promenade will consist of a 10-foot-wide hardscape path extending frbm the existing 
promenade to the hotel and would also extend along the northem perimeter of the hotel to allow 
access to the restaurants at the eastem border of Harbor Island. Pedestrian access would also be 
available adjacent to the hotel building to provide access to Harbor Island Drive. Additional 
public access enhancements include landscaping, benches, and signage adjacent to the pathways 
identifying the promenade as open to the public. 

As part of the 175-room hotel project, the traffic circle would be reconfigured to accommodate 
the ingress and egress ofthe hotel and a realignment of the easternmost portion of Harbor Island 
Drive. 

The landscape improvements currently proposed as part of the 175-robm hotel project are 
conceptual. A detailed landscape plan would be prepared for review and approval ofthe Port 
District prior to constmction of the hotel. Certain mature and scenic trees would be incorporated 
into the exterior design of the hotel and common areas. 

Parking 

The proposed 175-room hotel project would include a total of 457 parking spaces for shared use 
with the hotel and marina guests. To accommodate the hotel and parking lots immediately west 
and east ofthe hotel, 111 parking spaces ofthe existing 291-space lot currently located east of the 
marina building would be eliminated. A 72-space parking lot would be located east of the 
proposed 175-room hotel, and a 101-space lot would be located west ofthe proposed 175-room 
hotel. An additional 7 parking spaces would be located near the front entrance of the hotel. The 
configuration ofthe spaces in the existing 277-space lot west ofthe existing marina building may 
be modified as a part of the proposed 175-room hotel. However, the number of spaces in the 
existing i277-sipace lot would not be reduced. The existing 306-space parking area located east of 
the 175-room hotel project site is not a part of the proposed 175-room hotel. The existing parking 
available on the proposed 175-room hotel site is part of the leasehold and is utilized for marina 
use. Public parking in the vicinity of the Project site is located on the southem side of Harbor 
Island Drive and will not be affected by the proposed 175-room hotel. 
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Roadway and Infrastructure Realignment 

Roadway Realignment 

The section of Harbor Island Drive located immediately south of the proposed 175-room 
hotel would be realigned. Harbor Island Drive would be reduced in width by 
approximately 12 feet by removing one of the two westbound lanes for a total distance of 
approximately 370 feet. The number of lanes in the vicinity of the hotel would be 
reduced from four to three, and would accommodate visitors to the hotel and maintain 
access to and from the Island Prime and Reuben E. Lee restaurants. 

Emergency access and fire lanes would be provided. Emergency vehicles would be able 
to access fire lanes in the 101-space lot west of the hotel. 

Infrastructure Realignment 

Operation of the proposed 175-room hotel would increase demands on existing 
infrastmcture systems including water supply and wastewater treatment. Water and 
sewer pipelines currently extend through the site of the proposed 175-room hotel. The 
Project Utility Plan (see Figures 2-5 and 2-6 of the Draft EIR) for the 175-room hotel 
proposes that certain existing facilities be removed and new facilities would be placed 
undemeath Harbor Island Drive. Water and sewer pipelines serving the proposed 175-
f oom hotel would be connected with the realigned water and wastewater lines within 
Harbor Island Drive. Electrical, gas, telephone connections, and a storm drain system 
serving the hotel are also proposed to be located beneath Harbor Island Drive. Two new 
commercial fire hydrants—one for fire service and one for domestic service—^would be 
built to serve the proposed hotel. 

Proposed sewer and storm drain facilities would connect with existing facilities located 
on East Harbor Island. The proposed 8-inch sewer line would be extended within Harbor 
Island Drive and connect to an existing sewer line in the parking area proposed to the 
west of the hotel. Proposed 24-inch storm drain facilities would connect with facilities 
south of Harbor Island Drive. 

The proposed 12-inch water line would extend from the hotel to Harbor Island Drive. 
This water line would extend within Harbor Island Drive outside of the proposed 175-
robm hotel site and connect with existing facilities immediately south of the existing 
marina. In accordance with City requirements, a redundant Ibop connection would be 
installed. The redundant Ibop would consist of a 12-inch water line that would extend 
from a connection point in Harbor Island Drive west of the proposed 175-rooni hotel site. 
From this connection point the redundant loop would extend within Harbor Island Drive 
to the proposed 175-room hotel site. A portion ofthe redundant loop would consist of a 
proposed 16-inch water line that would connect with facilities in the section of Harbor 
Island Drive that extends north to Harbor Drive. 

Existing sewer and water lines serving the Island Prime and Reuben E. Lee restaurants 
would be realigned to accommodate the proposed hotel. These sewer and water lines 
would only be realigned if the proposed hotel is built. 
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After completion of the utility realignments, the roadway will be repaved and restriped. 

Existing stormwater drains extend within East Harbor Island to the proposed 175-robm 
hotel site. A stormwater drainage system would be connected with these existing 
facilities to collect stormwater mnoff from the proposed 175-robm hotel site. Prior to 
constraction detailed stormwater drainage system plans would be prepared in accordance 
with Port of San Diego Storm Water Ordinance and the Standard Urban Storm Water 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. These plans would show Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) incorporated into the system in accordance with National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and Port District requirements. A Bio-filtration 
System or a mechanical Baysaver Sepaî ation System is proposed to be used for 
stormwater containment. 

Construction Activities 

Demolition 

Demolition associated with the proposed 175-room hotel would involve removal of one 
existing locker building and the existing parking lot located east of the marina building. 
Following constmction, the number of parking spaces within the vicinity of the proposed 
175-room hotel would be reduced from 568 to 457. The remaining locker facilities 
within the marina area would be maintained for marina use. In addition, 100 to 120 
lockers would be constracted north of the proposed 101 -space parking lot. 

Construction 

Constraction ofthe proposed 175-room hotel would occur in a single phase. 
Constraction would involve excavation of approximately 10,000 cubic yards of material. 
The excavated material would be used on site or would be disposed of at an offsite 
landfill. The construction period is expected to be 15 to 18 months in duration. 

The constraction staging area would be on the proposed 175-room hotel project site, east 
of the marina building and west of the proposed hotel footprint. During constraction the 
277-space parking lot located west of the marina building would be available for marina 
use. The existing public parking spaces albng East Harbor Island Drive would remain 
available for public use during constraction. 

The foundation ofthe proposed hotel would be constiiicted using stone columns or Hehcal 
Earth Anchor Technology (HEAT anchors). The proposed 175-room hotel would riot 
utilize pile driving. 

Design Features 

Energy conservation and sustainability features would be incorporated into the design and 
constiaiction of the proposed 175-room hotel. These features will provide energy and water 
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efficiency equivalent to 15% in excess of standards required by Califomia's Energy Efficiency 
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24, Part 6 ofthe Califomia Code of 
Regulations). These features will be incorporated as conditions of approval of the proposed 175-
room hotelproj ect. 

Port Master Plan Amendment 
The Project proposes an amendment to the PMP to address the proposed changes in land use 
resulting from reconfiguring East Harbor Island Drive and the traffic circle at its eastem terminus, 
and providing for the existing allowed 500-room hotel currently allowed in the PMP to be located 
in Up to three hotels in up to two locations of the East Harbor Island Subarea, with a combined 
maximum of not more than 500 rooms. The proposed 175-room hotel project includes 
development of a 175-room hotel, which would constitute a portion of the 500 total hotel rooms 
allowed on East Harbor Island. 

The PMP Amendment, described below, is included in this EIR as Appendix B. 

The hotel referenced in the existing certified PMP was proposed for the westemmost parcel of 
East Harbor Island (the parcel located west of the proposed 175-room hotel site). This parcel was 
previously used by San Diego Intemational Airport (SDIA) for employee parking and is currently 
temporarily used to park overflow rental cars. Although the Proposed Project generally includes 
those uses outiined in this description, the PMP would need to be amended to allow those uses, 
including the proposed 175-room hotel project, on all of East Harbor Island. The portion of the 
175-room hotel project site that the hotel would be constracted on, as well as other areas within 
East Harbor Island where other hotels could occur, already has the proper land use designation for 
a hotel use—Commercial Recreation. The proposed changes to the fraffic circle and roadway 
also warrant an amendment to the PMP and are part of the proposed 175-room hotel project. 

The PMP Amendment would revise the East Harbor Island Subarea discussion as follows: 

The east end of Harbor Island, subarea 23, has been is the last subarea to complete phased 
development and is designated for Commercial Recreation uses. The last project, a Future 
development in this subarea includes up to three hotels with a combined total of no more than-Mgb 
quality hotol of approximately 500 rooms.7 The hotels would be located on the marina parcel or 
yyest of the marina parcel (former airport emplovee parking lot): no hotels would be sited on the 
restaurant parcel on the eastemmost end of the island. These hotels4s will be sited to be 
responsive to views of San Diego Bay, the airport, and the downtown San Diego skyline. 
Maximum building heights will be establiah consistently with adopted aircraft approach paths and 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAAl regulations. The hotel Hotels oomplox mav includes 
typical supporting facilities and ancillarv uses such as swimming pools, spas, commercial retail 
shops, restaurants, cocktail lounges, meeting and conference space, and recreational facilities, 
including pierŝ , and ancillary uses. A marina of approximately 550 slips is located adjacent to the 
hotels and occupies most ofthe basin. The eastem end ofthe peninsula is anchored by restaurants, 
which are uniquely sited on the water's edge. 

The existing promenade along the southem side of Harbor Island Drive will be extended to the 
eastem portion ofthe East Harbor Island subarea and along Harbor Island East Basin frontage as 
the subarea is developed or redeveloped. The promenade will provide pedestrian access around 
East Harbor Island and will connect the hotel developments, marina, and restaurants to the rest of 
Harbor Island. The promenade will be located to provide views of the San Diego Bay, the 
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downtown San Diego skyline, and the Harbor Island East Basin. When the promenade is located 
within a private leasehold or on a Port development site, improvements and the promenade will be 
sited to allow uninterrupted pedestrian flow. Benches and viewing decks adiacent to the 
promenade will be sited to provide multiple viewing opportunities in a manner that does not 
obstmct pedestrian flow. Public access and other path-finding signage, as well as signage 
identifying that the promenade is open to the public, will be placed at strategic locations 
throughout East Harbor Island to guide guests and visitors to and from public use areas, 
restaurants, and other facilities. 

As the East Harbor Island subarea is developed or redeveloped. Harbor Island Drive mav be 
resized and realigned to optimize use of East Harbor Island. This mav allow for increased and 
enhanced public enjoyment of the bay. The promenade and new public access features (i.e.. 
benches') will provide enhanced open space and public access oppormnities within the East Harbor 
Island subarea. Proportionate to the type and extent of development or redevelopment, aictivating 
uses such as restaurants, outdoor seating and dining areas, and retail shops open to the public will 
be integrated into the hotel development or redevelopment. 

A public promenade parallels the active ship channel of the bay and iensures pedestrian and 
bicycle coastal access. Landscaped open space on Harbor Island Drive is retained with the street 
design of an upgraded and modified "T" inter-section. Utility capacity is expanded to meet 
increased service needs. 

The PMP Amendment would also include the following: 

• updating the Precise Plan map; 

• updating the Lindbergh Field/Harbor Island Plaiming District 2 project list to change the 
500-robm hotel to no more than three hotels with a cumulative total of 500 rooms on two 
sites and include the fraffic circle/road realignment; 

• updating the land use acreage tables within the PMP to reflect increased promenade 
, acreage, decreased sfreet acreage, reduced open space acreage, and increased commercial 

recreation acreage; and 

• adding language to the introductory Planning District 2 text that indicates that as each 
hotel development on Harbor Island is developed or redeveloped it will: (1) prepare and 
implement a public access plan; (2) provide or participate in shuttle service to and from 
the airport; and (3) prepare a parking management program. 

Table 2-1 includes the revised Land Use acreages for Lindbergh Field/Harbor Island: Planning 
District 2 from the PMP Amendment. Appendix B of the Revisions to Draft EIR includes each of 
the components of the proposed PMP Amendment. 
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Table 2-1. Precise Plan Land Use Allocation—Lindbergh Field/Harbor Island: Planning District 2 

Land Use 

Commercial 

Airport-related Commercial 

Commercial Recreation 

Industrial 

Aviation-related Industrial 

Industrial Business Park 

Intemational Airport 

Public Recreation 

Opeii Space 

Park 

Promenade 

Public Facilities 

Harbor Services 

Streets 

Total 

Acres 

Existing Revised 

90r6 

38.0 

631.8 

130.6 

33.1 

468.1 

36T3 

16.4 

2 ^ 

5^ g 

1.3 

^5.5 

91.3 

53.3 

25.6 

6 i . 

l i 

66.7 

65.4 

81S.4 

Note: 

Does not include 
Leased Federal Land 22.5 acres 
State Submerged Tideiands 41.3 acres 
Leased Uplands 4.1 acres 

Revised acreage includes East Harbor Island Subarea PMPA 
Source: Port District 2013 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summary 

Coastal Access 

The Califomia Coastal Act Sections 30210-30214 establish requirements for the provision of 
public access to the coast, implementing Section 4 of Article X of the Califomia Constitution. 
The PMP includes goals and policies established to address the Coastal Act requirements for 
public access to the coast within the Port District's jurisdiction. The PMP also defines four 
public access categories (Classes I-IV) that require developrnent of physical accessways 
depending on the intended degree of public shoreline access. The existing Class I promenade, 
identified in the PMP, includes pedestrian access south (along the bay) of Harbor Island Drive; 
this promenade would not be altered as a part ofthe Proposed Project. The promenade proposed 
along the northem portion ofthe proposed 175-room hotel project site, as well as along the basin 
side of future hotels that could occur under the proposed PMP Amendment, would be within the 
Class III access category, while the existing promenade along Harbor Island's southem boundary 
is within the Class I access category. 

The Project has been designed to conform to or exceed the coastal access requirements by 
constructing a landscaped public promenade along the northem portion of the proposed 175-room 
hotel project site and requiring that a public promenade be included on the basin side of fiiture 
hotels. The public promenade associated would fiirther enhance physical and visual access to the 
San Diego Bay. 

Project Alternatives for the 175-room Hotel 

Two altematives, including the No Project Altemative, have been identified for consideration in 
the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, the Reduced Project Altemative 
would avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the 175-room Hotel Project with 
respect to fraffic. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Altemative is a CEQA-required altemative that assumes no project development 
would occur and none of the 175-room Hotel Project's other components would be implemented. 
Under the No Project Altemative, the Port District would maintain existing conditions within the 
proposed 175-room hotel project site, with all existing buildings remaining jand the marina 
continuing to operate in its current capacity, with existing facilities and parking areas left intact. 
No new development or alterations would be implemented on this portion of East Harbor Island, 
including stmctures, parking lots, landscaping, or promenade. The PMP would continue to allow 
one 500-room hotel on the westemmost portion of East Harbor Island; the PMP would not be 
amended to allow for the development of three hotels in up to two locations ofthe East Elarbor 
Island Subarea, with a combined maximum of not more than 500 rooms and to incorporate the 
other changes to the PMP. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summary 

Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Altemative entails consfruction and operation of a smaller hotel than that 
proposed for the 175-room hotel. This altemative was selected for analysis because a reduction 
in the scale ofthe proposed 175-room hotel would substantially lessen the significant cumulative 
fraffic impacts identified for the proposed 175-room hotel. Under this altemative. East Harbor 
Island would still undergo redevelopment, with constmction of a new hotel and parking areas and 
extension of the promenade, but the hotel would have fewer hotel rooms than that of the proposed 
175-room hotel project. The Reduced Project Altemative would entail a reduction in the number 
of rooms in the proposed hotel from a total of 175 rooms to 69 rooms and 123 rooms, but would 
retain the same amount of meeting space associated with the 175-room hotel. The reduction in 
rooms would be accomphshed by reducing the height of the hotel building from four stories to 
two stories (69 rooms) and three stories (123 rooms), respectively. Although a smaller hotel 
would result ih fewer patron and employee vehicles than the proposed 175-rbom hotel, the 
parking areas under this altemative would be similar in size to the parking lots proposed under the 
proposed 175-rbom hotel project. The promenade improvements and roadway, traffic circle, and 
utility realignments would be the same as proposed for the 175-room hotel project 

Table 2-2 presents the impacts associated with the proposed 175-room hotel project compared 
with the altematives. 

Table 2-2. Impact and Level of Significance Comparison of Proposed 175-room Hotel Project and 
Alternatives 

Issue Area/Impact 
Proposed 

Project 
No Project 
Alternative 

Reduced 
Project 

Alternative 

Land/Water Use and Coastal Access NS NI NS 

Biological Resources SM • NI SM 

Aesthetics NS NI NS 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials SM NI SM 

Hydrology and Water Quality NS NI NS 

Transportation/Traffic/Parking NS NI NS 

Air Quality NS NI . NS 

Noise 

-Interior Noise Levels SM NI . SM 

Geology and Coastal Processes SM NI SM 

Public Services/Utilities SU NI SU 

Recreation NS NI NS 

Cumulative 

--Traffic (intersections & street segments) SU NI SU 
—Public Services (Fire service) 

—Public Services (Solid Waste) su NI su 
SM NI SM 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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Issue Area/Impact 
Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

Reduced 
Project 

Alternative 

Notes: 
NS = Not Significant 
NI = No Impact , 

• SM = Significant and Mitigable 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

Impact Summary 

The proposed 175-room hotel project would result in significant project impacts on Biological 
Resources; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Geology and Soils; Noise; and Piibhc Services and 
Utilities. The proposed 175-room hotel project would contribute to cumulative impacts related to 
Transportation, Traffic, and Parking; and Public Services and Utilities. Those issues for which 
effects were found not to be significant are: Agricultural Resources, Cultural Resources, Mineral 
Resoiu-ces, and Population and Housing. These environmental topics are described in Chapter 7, 
"Other Required Considerations," of the Draft EIR, and are not discussed in fiirther detail (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15128). Table 2-3 presents the significant impacts and proposed mitigation 
measures associated with the proposed 175-room hotel. 

The proposed PMP Amendment would resuh in significant impacts on Biological Resources, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Parking, Noise, Geology and Soils, a.nd Public Services and 
Utilities, The proposed PMP Amendment would contribute to cumulative impacts related to 
Transportation and Traffic; Noise; and Public Services and Utilities. Table 2-4 presents the 
significant ihipacts and proposed mitigation measures associated with the PMP Amendment. 

The text denoted in a istrikoout and underline format in Tables; 2-3 and 2-4 reflects the text 
changes shown in Chapter 3 (Errata and Revisions) of this Revised Final EIR. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summary 

Table 2-3. Matrix of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed 175-room Hotel 

Level of Significance 
Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation After Mitigation 

' ' _-- - , ^ ^ Project Level Impacts for 175-rooin Hotel Project 

Biological Resources (Section 4.2) 

m 
"4 
"4 

m 

B I O - l : Removal of the mature trees 
during construction, as well as noise from 
constmction activity, could impede the 
use of bird breeding sites on and adjacent 
to the Project Site. The MBTA prohibits 
take of nearly all native birds. Under the 
MBTA, "take" means only to kill; directly 
harm; or destroy individuals, eggs, or 
nests; or to otherwise cause failure of an 
ongoing nesting effort. Similar 
provisions within the FGC protect all 
native birds of prey and all non-game 
birds that occur naturally in the state. The 
destraction of an occupied nest or 
potential indirect impacts from 
constraction noise on occupied nests that 
are located off site would be considered a 
significant impact and a violation of the 
MBTA and the FGC. Therefore, a 
significant impact would occur and 
mitigation is required. 

MM BIO-l: Avoid Nesting Season for Birds or Conduct Preconstruction Nesting 
Surveys 

To ensure compliance with MBTA and similar provisions under the Fish and Game Code, 
the Project Applicant or its contractor shall implement one of the following restrictions: 

1. Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season (between September 
1 and January 31). 

OR 

2. If constraction activities are scheduled between Febraary 1 and August 31, a qualified 
omithologist (with knowledge of the species to be surveyed) shall conduct a focused 
nesting survey prior to the start of vegetation removal and within any potential 
nesting habitat (mature trees, eaves on buildings, etc). 

The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire limits of disturbance plus a 300-
foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for ground-nesting raptors. The 
nesting surveys shall be conducted within I week prior to initiation of constraction 
activities and shall consist of a thoroujgh inspection of the Project site by a qualified 
omithologist(s). The work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are 
most active. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no additional 
mitigation is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet of the disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established 
around each nest site to avoid disturbance or destraction of the nest until after the 
nesting season or after a quaUfied omithologist determines that the young have 
fledged. The size ofthe no-disturbance buffer shall be determined by the qualified 
biologist at the time of discovery. If there is a delay of more than 7 days between 
when the nesting bird survey is performed and vegetation removal begins, it shall be 

Less than significant. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

confirmed that no new nests have been established. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 4.4) 

HZ-1: Constraction crews could 
encounter undocumented areas of 
contamination and other constraction-
related hazards. 

MM HZ-la: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project Applicant shall 
prepare and submit to the Port District's Environmental Services Department for 
approval, a contingency plan outlining the procedures to be followed by the Project 
Applicant and/or contractor in the event that undocumented areas of contamination are 
encoimtered during construction activities. The contingency plan shall provide, at a 
miniinum, that in the event undocumented areas of contamination are discovered during 
constraction activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall discontinue 
constraction activities in the area of suspected contammation and shall notify the Port 
District forthwith, and, in consultation with the County of San Diego Department of 
Environmental Health's Hazardous Materials Division and subject to the review and 
approval of the Port District and any other public agency with jurisdiction over the 
contamination encountered, the Project Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and 
remediation of the contamination. Constraction activities shall be discontinued until the 
Project Applicant and/or contractor has implemented all appropriate health and safety 
procedures required by the Port District and any other agency with jurisdiction over the 
contamination encountered. 

Less than significant 

"4 

M M HZ-lb: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project Applicant shall 
prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible hazardous materials present within the 
Project Site associated with the UST that was removed, the marina and past use of the 
surrounding areas for industrial purposes including aerospace and other industries. The 
Site Safety Plan shall be subject to Port of San Diego approval, and, if deemed 
appropriate, the Project Applicant shall, in consultation with the County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health, be prepared to address hazardous construction-
related activities within the boundaries of the Project site to reduce potential health and 
safety hazards to workers and the public. 

Q 
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Level of Significance 
Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation After Mitigation 

Noise (Section 4.8) 

NOI-1: The proposed hotel would be 
constracted within an area that could 
resiilt in interior noise levels exceeding 
the 45 dBA CNEL threshold. Exposure 
to high levels of sirigle-event noise from 
aircraft could resuh in significant 
operational impacts on interior noise 
levels at the proposed hotel. 

MM NOI-1: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) interior noise 
requirement. 

The proposed hotel shall include noise insulation features such that an interior noise level 
of 45 dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An acoustical consultant shall be retained by the Project 
Applicant prior to commencement of construction to review Proposed Project 
constraction-level plans to ensure that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that could be installed 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding glass door asseinblies 

2. Heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound absorption 

The following minimal performance requirements as specified by the project's franchiser 
(Hyatt Place Franchising, LLC) shall be adhered to as they pertain to interior/exterior 
sound transmission loss: 

Less than significant 

m 
"4 

m 

> 
Q 

m 
m 

Exterior wall assemblies and walls between guestrooms shall have a minimum sound 
transmission class (STC) rating of 52 

Walls between guestrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

Al l floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

Guest room entry doors shall receive full-frame sound insulation stripping 

Geology and Soils (Section 4.9) 

G E O - l : The proposed stractures could 
suffer significant adverse effects due to 
groundshaking from seismic events and 
hazards due to relatively shallow 
groundwater and liquefiable soils beneath 
the surface that may create significant 

M M G E O - l : To reduce the soil liquefaction and lateral spreading potential beneath the 
surface of the site, the Project Applicant shall implement all ofthe measures 
recommended in the Geocon Study (Appendix H I of the EIR) iiicluding the following site 
design criteria: 

I. Except for stone columns and HEAT Anchor methods, dewatering shall be 

Less than significant 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea 
PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
2-13 



San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summary 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

adverse effects on proposed stractures in 
a seismic event. 

undertaken for excavations below an elevation of 5 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL). 

II. Groimd improvements or deep foundations shall be implemented in conformance 
with the CBC site design criteria for Type B fauhs, which include the Rose Canyon 
Fault zone, as summarized in the following table: 

Site Design Criteria 

IJ5 

-4 

m 

> m m 
'4 

.m 

Parameter Ground 
Improvements 

Deep 
Foundations 

CBC 
Reference 

Seismic Zone 
Factor 

0.40 0.40 Table 16-1 

Soil Profile SD SF Table 16-J 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Ca 

0.57 0.57 Table 16-Q 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Cv 

1.02 1.87 Table 16-R 

Near-Source 
Factor, Na 

1.3 1.3 Table 16-S 

Near-Source 
Factor, Nv 

1.6 1.6 Table 16-T 

. Seismic Source B B Table 16-U 

Notes: 

SD is the soil profile type that contains types of soils that are vulnerable 
to potential failure or collapse under seismic loading. This soil is often 
liquefiable. 

SF is the soil profile type that contains dense granular soil or stiff 
cohesive soil. 

Ca is the seismic response coefficient for proximity and is defmed by site 
conditions such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Ca is determined 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea 
PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 2-14 

November 2013 



San Dlego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summaiy 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

using Table 16-Q of the CBC. 

Cv is the seismic response coefficient and is defmed by site conditions 
such as seismic zone aiid soil profile type. Cy is determined using Table 
16-R ofthe CBC. 

Na is the near-source factor for Ca and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Na is 
determined using Table 16-S of the CBC. 

Nv is the near-source factor for Cv and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Ny is 
determined using Table 16-T of the CBC. 

B is the seismic source type between A—faults that produce the largest 
magnitude events with high rates of seismic activity, and C—faults that 
are not capable of producing large magnitude events and have low rates 
of seismic activity. B is determined using Table 16-U of the CBC. 

m 
'4 

Q 

•m 
'4 

A. As recommended in the Geotech Study, ground improvements to mitigate the 
effects of liquefiable soils and lateral spreading shall be implemented for 
settlement-sensitive stractures (such as the use of stone columns or the HEAT 
method). In addition, ground improvements for lateral spreading will be 
extended at least 5 feet below the mud line of the adjacent San Diego Bay along 
the existing shoreline, and for all stractures the minimum depth of ground 
improvements will be as specified by the Geotech Study conducted by Geocon in 
March 2006. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed in the Geotech Study 
conducted by Geocoii in March 2006 for ground densification methods, 
minimum cone penetration test (CPT) tip resistance, minimurh Standard 
Penetration Test (SPT), theinstallation of stone columns, and deep soil mixing. 

C. Following densification of the existing soils, the Project Applicant shall place 
additional fill material on the site to re-establish existing grades of between 
approximately 13 to 16 feet above MSL. 

Sunroad HariDor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

m 
'4 
•4 

m 

V 

tn 
'4 

III. The Project Applicant shall consult with a geotechnical engineer regarding 
placement of settlement moiiuments and recommended Grading Specifications. 

IV. Site preparatioti shall begin with the removal of all deleterioiis material and 
vegetation. The depth of removal should be such that material exposed in cut areas 
or soil to be used as fill is relatively free of organic matter. Material generated 
during stripping and/or site demolition shall be exported from the site. 

A. The upper 3 feet of soil within areas subjected to densification by stone columns 
shall be femoved,"moisture conditioned and recompacted. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommended procedures listed in the 
Geotech Study with respect to removal of existing fill soil and insertion of new 
fill. In addition, ariy imported soils shall have an expansion index of less than 50 
and a maximum particle dimension of 3 inches. 

V. The Project Applicant shall foUow the recommendations set by in the Geotech Study 
for the Proposed Project regarding foundations for the stractures. 

A. A geotechnical engineer shall observe foundation excavations to verify that the 
exposed soil conditions are consistent with those anticipated and that they have 
been extended to the appropriate bearing strata. 

VI. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set in the Geotech Study 
for the Proposed Project with regard to utilization of ground foundations such as 
deep foundations, when they shall be required. 

VII. Where proposed, buildings can be supported by shallow or mat foundations in 
improved ground, or by deep foundations capable of transmitting foundation loads 
through the hydraulic fill and bay deposits into the Bay Point Formation. Such 
foundation systems include the following: 

A. Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical engineer prior to 
the placement of reinforcing steel and concrete to verify that the exposed soil 
conditions are consistent with those anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions 
are encountered, foundation modifications may be required. 

v m . The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed on the Geotech Study 
regarding the use of concrete slab-on-grade, including guidelines for crack-control 
spacing. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

IX. In addition to the extensive mitigation measures listed above, the Geotech Study 
provides detailed recommendations for the appropriate engineering of other Project 
components including retaining walls, pavement, and drainage. These measures 
shall also be implemented. 

Public Services and Utilities (Section 4.10) 

m 
"4 

V 

m 

'4 

PUB-1: Due to one ofthe responding fire 
stations being above its annual workload 
capacity, the City of San Diego Fire 
Department has indicated that a new fire 
station is necessary in the area. The 
increased demand for fire protection 
service associated with the Proposed 
Project would contribute to the need for 
the City to constract an additional fire 
station. Constraction of this station could 
cause additional impacts to the 
environment. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would result in a significant 
impact on fire protection service by 
contributing to the need for the City to 
constract a new fire station. 

M M PUB-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Proposed Project, 
the Project Applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost of constracting a new fire station 
at-in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the amount determined by the City of San Diego. 
This fire station is within the Peninsula Pubhc Facilities Firiancing Plan. Fiscal Year 2001 
communitv boundary. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
and will be deposited into the Developer Contribution Fund No. 200636. In the event the 
City of San Diego has not detennined the amount of the Proposed Project's fair share of 
the cost of constracting a new fire station at-in the vicinity of Liberty Station at the time 

. the Proposed Project requests issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant 
shall enter into a reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with the City of San 
Diego to provide for payment of its fair share amount when determined by the City of San 
Diego. 

Implementation of 
mitigation measure 
M M PUB-1 could 
mitigate impacts of 
the Proposed Project 
on fire services to a 
less-than-significant 
level; however, the 
stated measures are 
contingent on the 
action of the City of 
San Diego and are 
outside of the 
jurisdiction of the Port 
District. The City has 
identified the 
constraction of the 
fire station at tho in 
the vicinity of Liberty 
Station (former Naval 
Training Center) as a 
Tier-2, low priority 
project. This fire 
station would be the 
primary location for 
which emergency fire, 
rescue and medical 
resources would be 
provided to the 
Proposed Project. The 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

m 
'4 
-4 

m 

m 

c 

fire station is 
ideiitified as a 
proposed proiect in 
the Fire Station 
Master Plan (February 
2009) and is within 
the Peninsula Public 
Facilities Financing 
Plan. Fiscal Year 2001 
community boundarv. 
Final location for the 
required facility shall 
be determined bv the 
Fire Rescue 
Department, to ensure 
compliance with 
National Response 
time standards.-The 
City has also not 
identified any 
financing plans that 
will ossitfe that tho 
fire station is 
constracted. Because 
the City does not have 
plans or funding for 
the constraction of tho 
fire station at tho 
Liberty Station sito. 
Although . 
implementation of 
mitigation measure 
M M PUB-1 could 
mitigate impacts of 
the Proposed Proiect 
on fire services to a 
less-than-significant 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

leVel. the mitigation 
measure is within the 
jurisdiction of the City 
of San Diego and not 
die Port District. 
Accordingly, the Port 
District cannot assure 
that this mitigation 
measure would be 
implemented when 
needed, and the 
irnpacts would remain 
is considered 
significant and 
unmitigated. 

Cumulative Impacts for 175-room Hotel Project 

Transportation, Traffic, and Parking 

T R - C l : Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
North Harbor Drive/Harbor Island 
Drive/Terminal 1 intersection in excess of 
City of San Diego thresholds during the 
A M and PM peak hours. 

m 
iA 

"4 
'4 

m 

m m 
'4 

m 

TR-C2: Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
North Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access 
Road intersection in excess of City of San 

MM TR-Cl: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / Terminal 1 intersection 
(East Airport Entrance). 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 9.0% towards restriping 
the northbound approach to provide a left-tum lane, a shared left-turn/thra lane, a thra 
lane, and a right-tum lane. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego fraffic impact fee program. The improvements at this intersection shall include the 
following: remove the northbound right-tum lane's "free" movement and introduce right-
tum "overlap" phasing; retain the north/south "split" signal phasing; and restripe the 
eastbound approach to convert the right-tum lane to a shared thru/right-tum lane. 
Modifications to the triangular median in the southeast portion of the intersection are 
expected. 

MM TR-C2: North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.8% towards the 
reconfiguration ofthe westbound approach to provide an additional thra lane. To 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 
M M TR-Cl through 
M M TR-C6 would 
mitigate impacts of 
the Proposed Project 
to less-than-
significant levels. 
However, the 
intersections and 
sfreet segments to be 
improved are within 
the jurisdiction of the 
City of San Diego. 
The mitigation 
measures are. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Diego thresholds during the A M and PM 
peak hours. 

TR-C3: Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
North Harbor Drive/Laurel Street 
intersection in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds during the PM peak 
hours. 

TR-C4: Project fraffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
Pacific Highway/Hawthorn Street 
intersection in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds during the A M peak 
hours. 

accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median / roadway 
shall be required. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic 
impact fee program. 

MM TR-C3: North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.2% towards the 
reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to provide a third left-tum lane and restriping 
the south-bound approach to provide a single shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median/roadway 
shall be required. All three eastbound lanes on Laurel Street shall continue to Pacific 
Highway, where the number 1 lane would frap into the left-tum lane(s). An overhead sign 
bridge(s) shall be implemented to instract drivers of the frap lane. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 

MM TR-C4: Pacific Highway/Hawthorn Street intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.7% towards restriping 
the westbound approach of Hawthom Street to provide a dedicated left-tum lane in 
addition to the three through lanes. To accommodate the additional lane, all curbside 
parking on Hawthom Sfreet will have to be prohibited between Pacific Highway and the 
railroad tracks. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

therefore, contingent 
upon the action of the 
City of San Diego and 
are outside of the 
jurisdiction of the Port 
District. In addition, 
the City does not have 
an adopted plan or 
program that lists 
these intersection or 
sfreet segment 
improvements. 
Therefore, the Port 
District cannot assure 
that these measures 
would be 
implemented, and the 
impacts vvould remain 
significant and 
unmitigated until the 
mitigation is 
implemented. 

m 
•4 
"4 

m 
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Q 

m 
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TR-C5: Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations on the 
'North Harbor Drive between Harbor 
Island Drive and Rental Car Access 
Road' street segment in excess of City of 
San Diego thresholds. 

TR-C6: Project traffic would confribute 
to the degradation of operations on the 
'North Harbor Drive between Rental Car 
Access Road and Laurel Sfreet' street 

MM TR-C5: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and Rental Car 
Access Road street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.3% towards the addition 
of one lane. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic 
impact fee program. 

MM TR-C6: North Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road and Laurel Street 
street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 0.9% towards the addition 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
segment in excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds. 

of one lane. The fafr. share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

Public Services and Utilities 
PUB-Cl : The Proposed Project would 
contribute to cumulative demands on the 
fire protection and emergency response 
service of the City of San Diego Fire 
Department. Due to one of the 
responding fire stations being above its 
annual workload capacity, the Fire 
Department has indicated that a new fire 
station is necessary in the area. The 
increased demand for fire protection 
service associated with the Proposed 
Project would contribute to the need for 
the City to constract an additional fire 
station. 

Significant cumulative impact PUB-Cl, the Proposed Project's confribution of demand to 
the City Fire Department's fire protection and emergency response services, is similar to 
its project-level impact (see Section 4.10, "Public Services and Utilities"). The Proposed 
Project would place demand on a fire station that is above its annual response workload 
capacity—conditions that are likely to worsen fiirther with the addition of cumulative 
development. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M M PUB-1 could mitigate the 
Proposed Project's contribution to this cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 
M M PUB-1 could 
mitigate the Proposed 
Project's impacts on 
fire services to a less-
than-significant level. 
However, this 
mitigation measure 
entails establishment 
by the City Ffre 
Marshal of San Diego 
of a development 
impact fee program, 
by which the Project 
Applicant would pay 
impact fees for its 
demand on fire 
services. This 
mitigation measure is 
contingent upon 
action of the City of 
San DiegO; and is 
outside of the 
jurisdiction of the 
Port District.raad . 
may not be feasible. 
Tho City has 
identified the 
constraotiori of the 
fire station at Liberty 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
Station (former Naval 
Training Center) as a 
Tier 2, low priority, 
project. The City has 
also not identified any 
financing plans that 
will assure that tho 
station is constracted. 
Because ^ 
construction of this 
fire station is not 
identified as a high 
priority by the City, 
the Port Disfrict 
cannot assure that this 
mitigation measure 
would be 
implemented when 
needed, aad-the 
cumulative impact 
would remain is 
considered significant 
and unmitigated. 

m 
-4 
4 

m 

> 
Q 
m 
4 

m 

PUB-C2: The Proposed Project involves 
commercial constraction of more than 
40,000 square feet; therefore, it would 
contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact on solid waste facilities. 

M M PUB-Cl: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or constraction permits, 
the Project Applicant shall prepare a waste management plan and subrnit it for approval to 
the City's Environmental Services Department. The plan shall include the following, as 
applicable: 

• Tons of waste anticipated to be generated 

• Material type of waste to be generated 

• Source separation techniques for waste generated 

• How materials will be reused on site . 

• Name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where recyclables and 
waste will be taken if not reused on site 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 
MM PUB-Cl would 
mitigate the Project's 
cumulative impact on 
solid waste facilities 
to below a level of 
significance. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

a A "buy-recycled" program for green constraction products, including mulch and 
compost 

• How the project will aim to reduce the generation of constraction/ dernolitipn debris 

• How waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to subconfractors 

• A timeline for each ofthe three mam phases of the Project (demolition, constraction, 
and occupancy) 

B How the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations will be incorporated 
into constraction design of building's waste area 

• How compliance with the Recycling Ordinance will be incorporated into the 
operational phase 

• Intemational Standards of Operations, or other certification, if any 

In addition, the Project Applicant has committed to implement the following recycling 
measures. These measures shall be included in the Waste Management Plan: 

• Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and 
provide adequate recycling containers on site. 

B Provide education and publicity about recycling and reducing waste, using signage 
and a case study. 

"4 
'4 

V 
.> 
Q 

m 
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table 2-4. Matrix of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures for PMP Amendment 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Project Level impacts for PMP Amendment 

Biological Resources (Section 9.2.2) 

m 
{A 

4 
4 m 

'0 

m m 

BIO-2: Removal of the mature trees 
during constraction of future hotels, as 
well as noise from constraction activity, 
could impede the use of bird breeding 
sites on and adjacent to the East Harbor 
Island Subarea. The MBTA prohibits 
take of nearly all native birds. Under the 
MBTA, "take" means only to kill; dfrectly 
harm; or destroy individuals, eggs, or 
nests; or to otherwise cause failure of an 
ongoing nesting effort. Similar 
provisions within the FGC protect all 
native birds of prey and all non-game 
birds that occur naturally in the state. The 
destraction of an occupied nest or 
potential indirect impacts from 
constraction noise on occupied nests that 
are located off site would be considered a 
significant impact and a violation ofthe 
MBTA and the FGC. Therefore, a 
significant impact would occur and 
mitigation is requfred. 

MM BIO-2: Avoid Nesting Season for Birds or Conduct Preconstruction Nesting 
Surveys 

To ensure compliance with MBTA and similar provisions under the Fish and Game Code, 
the Project Applicant or its contractor shall implement one ofthe following restrictions: 

3. Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season (between September 
1 and January 31). 

Less than significant. 

OR 

4. If constraction activities are scheduled between Febraary 1 and August 31, a qualified 
ornithologist (with knowledge ofthe species to be surveyed) shall conduct a focused 
nesting survey prior to the start of vegetation removal and within any potential 
nesting habitat (mature frees, eaves on buildings, etc). 

The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire limits of disturbance plus a 300-
foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for ground-nesting raptors. The 
nesting surveys shall be conducted within 1 week prior to initiation of constraction 
activities and shall consist of a thorough inspection of the Project site by a qualified 
omithologist(s). The survey work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when 
birds are most active. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no 
additional mitigation is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet of the disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established 
around each nest site to avoid disturbance or destraction of the nest until after the 
nesting season or after a qualified ornithologist determines that the young have 
fledged. The size of the no-disturbance buffer shall be determined by the qualified 
biologist at the time of discovery. If there is a delay of more than 7 days between 
when the nesting bird survey is performed and vegetation removal begins, it shall be 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

confirmed that no new nests have been established. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 9.2.4) 

HZ-2: Constraction crews could 
encounter undocumented areas of 
contamination and other constraction-
related hazards during constraction of 
future hotels within the East Harbor 
Island Subarea. 

M M H2^2a: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project Applicant for 
each hotel shall prepare and submit to the Port District's Envfronmental and Land Use 
Management Department for approval, a contingency plan outlining the procedures to be 
followed by the Project Applicant and/or contractor in the event that undocumented areas 
of contamination are encountered during constraction activities. The contingency plan 
shall provide, at a minimum, that in the event undocumented areas of contamination are 
discovered during constraction activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall 
discontinue constraction activities in the area of suspected contamination and shall notify 
the Port District forthwith, and, in consultation with the County of San Diego Department 
of Envfronmental Health's Hazardous Materials Division and subject to the review and 
approval of the Port District and any other public agency with jurisdiction over the 
contamination encountered, the Project Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and 
remediation of the contamination. Constraction activities shall be discontinued until the 
Project Applicant and/or contractor has implemented all appropriate health and safety 
procedures required by the Port District and any other agency with jurisdiction over the 
contamination encountered. 

Less than significant 

4 
•4 

m 

M M HZ-2b: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project Applicant for 
each hotel shall prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible hazardous materials present 
within the East Harbor Island Subarea associated with the UST that was removed, the 
marina and past use of the surrounding areas for industrial purposes including aerospace 
and other industries. The Site Safety Plan shall be subject to Port of San Diego approval, 
and, if deemed appropriate, the Project Applicant shall, in consultation with the County of 
San Diego Department of Environmental Health, be prepared to address hazardous 
constraction-related activities within the boundaries ofthe hotel development to reduce 
potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public. 

p. 
m 
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Level of Significance 
Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation After Mitigation 

Parking (Section 9.2.6) 

PARK-1: An madequate parking supply MM PARK-1: Inadequate Parking. Less than significant 
may result if future hotel development 
occurs on the westem marina parking lot. a. Prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Permit for future development of 

a hotel on the existing west marina parking lot, the design ofthe proposed hotel 
development shall provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the Port District 
parking guidelines for the proposed hotel development and for the shared parking 
requirements of the existing marina and the proposed 175-room hotel; and 

b. Prior to demolition or removal of any parking spaces in the existing west marina 
parking lot which are required for the shared parking of the existing marina and the 
proposed 175-room hotel, the Project Applicant shall submit to the Port District for its 
review and approval a Parking Management Plan, which shall provide adequate parking 
to satisfy the shared parking requirements for the existing marina and the proposed 175-
room hotel during constraction of the new hotel and replacement parking spaces. 

Noise (Section 9.2.8) 

0) 
]A 

-4 
•4 

m 

NOI-2: Future hotels allowed under the 
proposed PMP Amendment would be 
constracted within an area that could 
result in interior noise levels exceeding 
tihe 45dBA CNEL tiireshold due to single-
event afrcraft noise. Exposure to high 
levels bf smgle-event noise from aircraft 
could resuh in significant operational 
impacts on interior noise levels at the . 
proposed hotel. 

MM NOI-2: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) interior noise 
requirement. 

Future hotels shall include noise insulation features such that an interior noise level of 45 
dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An acoustical consultant shall be retained by the Project 
Applicant prior to commencement of constraction to review Proposed Project 
constraction-level plans to ensure that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that could be installed 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

5. Acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding glass door assemblies 

6. Heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for soimd absorption 

Less than significant 

in 
m 

The following minimal performance requirements shall be adhered to as they pertain to 
interior/exterior sound fransmission loss: 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Exterior wall assemblies and walls between guesfrooms shall have a minimum sound 
transmission class (STC) rating of 52 

Walls between guesfrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

Al l floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

Guest room entry doors shall receive full-frame sound insulation stripping 

Geology and Soils (Section 9.2.9) 

GEO-2: Future hotel development could 
be subject to liquefaction, and 
foundations and stractures could be 
damaged by ground settlement. 

M M GEO-2: To reduce the soil liquefaction and lateral spreading potential beneath the 
surface of the site, the Project Applicant shall implement all ofthe measures 
recommended in the Geocon Study (Appendix HI of the EIR) including the following site 
design criteria: 

Less than significant 

I. Except for stone columns and HEAT Anchor methods, dewatering shall be 
undertaken for excavations below an elevation of 5 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL). 

II. Ground improvements or deep foundations shall be implemented in confonnance 
with the CBC site design criteria for Type B faults, which include the Rose Canyon 
Fault zone, as summarized in the following table: 

Site Design Criteria 

m 
lA 

-4 

m 

V 

m 

Parameter 

Seismic Zone 
Factor 

Soil Profile 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Ca 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Cv 

Ground 
Improvements 

Deep CBC 
Foundations Reference 

0.40 

SD 

0.57 

1.02 

0.40 Table 16-1 

SF Table 16-J 

0.57 Table 16-Q 

1.87 Table 16-R 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

m 
•4 
4 

m 

Near-Source 
Factor, Na 

Near-Soiu-ce 
Factor, Nv 

Seismic Source 

1.3 

1.6 

B 

1.3 

1.6 

B 

Table 16-S 

Table 16-T 

Table 16-U 

Notes: 

SD is the soil profile type that contains types of soils that are vuhierable 
to potential failiu'e or collapse under Seismic loading. This soil is often 
hquefiable. 

Sp is the soil profile type that contains dense granular soil or stiff 
cohesive soil. 

Ca is the seismic response coefficient for proximity and is defined by site 
conditions such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Ca is determined 
using Table 16-Q of the CBC. 

Cv is the seismic response coefficient and is defined by site conditions 
such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Cv is determined using Table 
16-R ofthe CBC. 

Na is the near-source factor for Ca and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Na is 
determined using Table 16-S of the CBC. 

Nv is the near-source factor for Cv and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Nv is 
determined using Table 16-T of the CBC. 

B is the seismic source type between A—faults that produce the largest 
magnitude events with high rates of seismic activity, and C—faults that 
are not capable of producing large magnitude events and have low rates 
of seismic activity. B is determined using Table 16-U of the CBC. 

> 
Q m 
m 

A. As recommended in the Geotech Study, ground imprpvenients to mitigate the 
efiects of liquefiable soils and lateral spreading shall be implemented for 
settlement-sensitive stractures (such as the use of stone colunms or the HEAT 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

m 
'4 
-4 

m 

Q 

m 
m m 

method). In addition, ground improvements for lateral spreading will be 
extended at least 5 feet below the mud line of the adjacent San Diego Bay along 
the existing shorehne, and for all stractures the minimum depth of ground 
improvements will be as specified by the Geotech Study conducted by Geocon in 
March 2006. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed in the Geotech Study 
conducted by Geocon in March 2006 for ground densification methods, 
minimum cone penefration test (CPT) tip resistance, minimum Standard 
Penetration Test (SPT), the installation of stone columns, and deep soil mixing. 

C. Following densification of the existing soils, the Project Applicant shall place 
additional fill material on the site to re-establish existing grades of between 
approximately 13 to 16 feet above MSL. 

III. The Project Applicant shall consult with a geotechnical engineer regarding 
placement of settlement monuments and recommehded Grading Specifications. 

rv. Site preparation shall begin with the removal of all deleterious material and 
vegetation. The depth of removal should be such that material exposed in cut areas 
or soil to be used as fill is relatively free of organic matter. Material generated 
during stripping and/or site demolition shall be exported from the site. 

A. The upper 3 feet of soil within areas subjected to densification by stone columns 
shall be removed, moisture conditioned and recompacted. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommended procedures listed in the 
Geotech Study with respect to removal of existing fill soil and insertion of new 
fill. In addition, any imported soils shall have an expansion index of less than 50 
and a maximum particle dimension of 3 inches. 

v. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set by in the Geotech Study 
fof the Proposed Project regarding foundations for the stractures. 

A. A geotechnical engineer shall observe foundation excavations to verify that the 
exposed soil conditions are consistent with those anticipated and that they have 
been extended to the appropriate bearing strata. 

VI. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set in the Geotech Study 
for the Proposed Project with regard to utilization of ground foundations such as 
deep foundations, when they shall be requfred. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
VII. Where proposed, buildings can be supported by shallow or mat foundations in 

improved ground, or by deep foundations capable of transmittuig foundation loads 
through the hydraulic fill and bay deposits into the Bay Point Formation. Such 
foimdation systems include the following: 

A. Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical engineer prior to 
the placement of reinforcing steel and concrete to verify that the exposed soil 
conditions are consistent with those anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions 
are encountered, foundation modifications may be required. 

VIII. The Project AppUcant shall follow recommendations listed on the Geotech Study 
regarding the use of concrete slab-on-grade, including guidelines for crack-control 
spacing. 

IX. In addition to the extensive mitigation measures listed above, the Geotech Study 
provides detailed recommendations for the appropriate engineering of other Project 
cotriponents including retaining walls, pavement, and drainage. These measures 
shall also be implemented. 

Public Services and Utilities (Section 9.2.10) 

m 
'4 
'4 
m 

'0 
> 
Q m 
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PUB-2: Due to one ofthe responding fire 
stations being above its annual workload 
capacity, the City of San Diego Fire 
Department has indicated that a new fire 
station is necessary in the area. The 
increased demand for fire protection 
service associated with the Proposed PMP 
Amendment may contribute to the need 
for the City to provide additional facilities 
and/or expanded services. 

M M PUB-2: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for future hotels allowed 
by the PMP Amendment, the Project Applicaiit(s) shall pay its fafr share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station in the vicmity of Liberty Station m the amount determined 
by the City of San Diego. This fire station is within the Peninsula Public Facilities 
Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 200f community boundary. The fafr share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego and will be deposited into the Developer Confribution 
Fund No. 200636. In the event the City of San Diego has not determined the amount of 
the fafr share of the cost of constracting a new ffre station in the vicinity of Liberty 
Station at the time a future hotel project requests issuance of a certificate of occupancy, 
the Project Applicant(s) shall enter into a reimbursement agreement or other arrangement 
with the City of San Diego to provide for payment of its fair share amount when 
determined by the City of San Diego. 

Implementation of 
mitigation measure 
MM PUB-2 could 
mitigate impacts of 
the PMP Amendment 
on fu-e services to a 
less-than-significant 
level; however, the 
stated measures are 
contingent on the 
action of the City of 
San Diego and are 
outside of the 
jurisdiction of the Port 
District. . The City has 
identified the 
constraction of the 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
2-30 



San Dlego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summary 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
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fire station in the 
vicinity of Liberty 
Station (former Naval 
Training Center) as a 
Tier-2, low priority 
project. This fire 
station would be the 
primary location for 
which emergency fire, 
rescue and medical 
resources would be 
provided to future 
hotels that could be 
located within the 
PMP Amendment 
area. The fire station 
is identified as a 
proposed project in 
the Fire Station 
Master Plan (Febraary 
2009) and is witiiin 
the Peninsula Public 
Facilities Financing 
Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 
community boundary. 
Final location for the 
required facility shall 
be determined by the 
Fire Rescue 
Department, to ensure 
compliance with 
National Response 
time standards. 
Although 
implementation of 
mitigation measure 
M M PUB-2 could 
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After Mitigation 

mitigate impacts of 
the PMP Amendment 
on fire services to a 
less-than-significant 
level, the mitigation 
measure is within the 
jurisdiction of the City 
of San Diego and not 
the Port District. 
Accordingly, the Port 
District carmot assure 
that this mitigation 
measure would be 
implemented when 
needed, and the 
impact is considered 
significant and 
unmitigated. 

PUB-3: The downstream sewer system 
does not have capacity to incorporate the 
added demand resulting from the 
additional 325 hotel rooms that could 
occur under the proposed PMP 
Amendment. 

M M PUB-3: Prior to the constraction of the second hotel within the PMP Amendment 
area, the Project Applicant(s) shall replace the existing 8-inch sewer and fom- manholes as 
indicated m Figure 9.2.10-1, to the satisfaction of the City of San Diego Engineer. 

Less than significant 

'4 
"4 

m 

•m 
60 

m 

L' Cumulative Impacts for PMP Amendment 

(Section;9.3) 

Transportation, Traffic, and Parking 

TR-C7: Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
North Harbor Drive/Harbor Island 
Drive/Terminal 1 intersection in excess of 
City of San Diego thresholds during the 

MM TR-C7: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / Terminal 1 intersection 
(East Airport Entrance). 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of i9M^20.7% for 
Scenario A 6r 22.4% for Scenario B towards resfriping the northbound approach to 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 
M M TR-C7 through 
MMTR-C10wpuld 
mitigate impacts of 
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A M and PM peak hours. 

TR-C8: Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
North Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access 
Road intersection in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds during the A M and PM 
peak hours. 

TR-C9: Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
North Harbor Drive/Laurel Street 
intersection in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds during the A M and PM 
peak hours. 

TR-CIO: Project traffic would confribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
Pacific Highway/Laurel Street 
intersection in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds during the A M and PM 

provide a left-tum lane, a shared left-tum/thra lane, a thni lane, and a right-tum lane. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 
The improvements at this'intersection shall include the following: remove the northbound 
right-tum lane from a "free" movement and mtroduce right-tum "overlap" phasing; retain 
the north/south "splif signal phasing; and restripe the eastbound approach to convert the 
right-tum lane to a shared thru/right-tum lane. Modifications to the triangular median in 
the southeast portion of the intersection are expected. Modifications to the traffic signal 
timing in conjunction with the change m lane designations are also recommended. 

MM TR-C8: North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 3.6% 4.0% for Scenario 
A oir 4.3% for Scenario B towards the reconfiguration of the westbound approach to 
provide an additional thra lane. To accommodate the additional lane, widening and 
modifications to the median / roadway shall be required. Modifications to the traffic 
signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane destination are also recommended. 
The fafr share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

MM TR-C9: North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of ̂ .6% 5.2% for Scenario 
A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards the reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to 
provide a third left-tum lane and restriping the southbound, approach to provide a single 
shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To accommodate the additional lane, widening and 
modifications to the median/roadway shall be required. All three eastbound lanes on 
Laurel Sfreet shall continue to Pacific Highway, where the number 1 lane would trap into 
the left-tum lane(s). An overhead sign bridge(s) shall be implemented to instract drivers 
of the frap lane. Modifications to the fraffic signal timing in conjunction with the change 
in lane destination are also recommended. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 

MM TR-CIO: Pacific Highway/Laurel Street intersection. 

Dual southbound right-tum and eastbound left-tum lanes are needed to accommodate the 
anticipated traffic volumes, but do not appear feasible due to right-of-way constraints on 

the proposed PMP 
Amendment to less-
than-significant levels. 
However, the 
intersections and 
street segments to be 
improved are within 
the jurisdiction of the 
City of San Diego. 
The mitigation 
measures are, 
therefore, contingent 
upon the action of the 
City of San Diego and 
are outside of the 
jurisdiction of the Port 
District. In addition, 
the City does not have 
an adopted plan or 
program that lists 
these intersection or 
sfreet segment 
improvements. 
Therefore, the Port 
District cannot assure 
that these measures 
would be 
implemented, and the 
impacts would remain 
significant and 
unmitigated until the 
mitigation is 
implemented. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
peak hours. at least three of the comers of the intersection. 

TR-Cl l : Project traffic would contribute 
to the degradation of operations at the 
Pacific Highway/Grape Sfreet intersection 
in excess of City of San Diego thresholds 
during the PM peak hours. 

MM TR-Cll: Pacific Highway/Grape Street intersection. 

A northbound right-tum lane is needed to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes, 
but may not be feasible due to right-of-way constraints. 

TR-C12: Project traffic would 
contribute to the degradation of 
operations on the 'North Harbor Drive 
between Harbor Island Drive and Rental 
Car Access Road' sfreet segment in 
excess of City of San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C12: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and Rental Car 
Access Road street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 5.8% for Scenario A or 
5.3% for Scenario B towards the addition of one westbound lane along the sfreet segment. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

TR-C13: Project traffic would 
contribute to the degradation of 
operations on the 'North Harbor Drive 
between Rental Car Access Road and 
Laurel Street' street segment in excess of 
City of San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C13: North Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road and Laurel 
Street street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.4% for Scenario A or 
2.2% for Scenario B towards the addition of one westbound lane along the street segment. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

m 
4 
4 

TR-C14: Project traffic would 
contribute to the degradation of 
operations on the 'North Harbor Drive 
between Liurel Street and Hawthom 
Street' street segment in excess of City 
of San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C14: North Harbor Drive between Laurel Street and Hawthorn Street street 
segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 7.1% for Scenario A or 
6.5% for Scenario B towards the addition of one southbound lane along the sfreet segment. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program. 

V 
'> 
Q 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

TR-C15: Project fraffic would 
contribute to the degradation of 
operations on the 'Laurel Sfreet between 
North Harbor Drive and Pacific 
Highway' sfreet segment in excess of 
City of San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C15: Laurel Street between North Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway street 
segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.4% for Scenario A or 
1.3% for Scenario B towards the addition of one eastbound lane along the street segment. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

TR-C16: Project fraffic would 
contribute to the degradation of 
operations on the 'Laurel Street bet\yeen 
Pacific Highway and Kettner Boulevard' 
sfreet segment in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C16: Laurel Street between Pacific Highway and Kettner Boulevard street 
segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.7% for Scenario A or 
2.5% for Scenario B towards the addition of one eastbound lane along the sfreet segment. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

Noise 

m 
lA 
4 
•4 m 

"0 
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NOI-Cl : If exterior usable areas, such 
as pool decks, patios, balconies, and 
outdoor eating areas, are located in areas 
where greater than 65-dBA CNEL noise 
levels would occur, then a significant 
impact would result. 

MM NOI-Cl: Reduction of exterior noise impacts. 

The plans and specifications for fiiture hotel development shall provide that all exterior 
noise-sensitive elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed to 65 dBA 
CNEL or below, i f exterior use areas are subiect to noise levels greater than 65 dBA 
CNEL. the design of the proiect shall incorporate measures such as noise barriers to reduce 
exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. Noise barriers such as walls are commonly 
used to reduce outdoor noise levels froni transportation sources. The effectiveness of a 
barrier depends on the distance from the source to the barrier, the distance from the 
receiver to the barrier, and the relative height of the barrier above the line-of-sight between 
the source and receiver. Noise barriers incorporated into project design shall block this 
line-of-sight. be constracted of solid material (such as concrete masonry), and be long 
enough to prevent sound from flanking around the ends, and shall have a minimum density 
of 3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks through or below the barrier. Where 
preservation of views is desired, fransparent materials such as glass or Plexiglas can be 
used. 

Less than significant 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Reduction of interior noise levels below 15 dBA (CNEL) interior noise requirement. 

Because fiiture cumulative sound levels would exceed 60 dBA CNEL at tho hotel building 
fa9ados, an interior noise analysis evaluating proposed exterior wall constraction, windows, 
and doors shall be completed after building plans aro finalized to ensure that noise levels 
within habitable rooms will be 15 dBA CNEL or less, as requfred by CaUfomia Code of 
Regulations, Title 21: Noise Insulation Standard and the City's CEQA significance 
determination thresholds. This analysis shall be submitted to the Cit>''s Building Inspection 
Department prior to obtaining a buildmg permit. Tho project applicant shall implement the 
noise reduction measures recommended in the interior noise analysis which may include 
but are not limited to sound rated wmdows, a closed windows option, and mechanical 
ventilation meeting applicable California Building Code (CBC) requirements. 
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NOI-C2: Because building facades on 
the project site would be exposed to 
noise levels exceeding 60 dBA CNEL, 
the potential for an interior noise impact 
would exist. 

M M NOI-C2: 
requirement. 

Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) interior noise Lggg t}ja„ significant 

Because future cumulative sound levels would exceed 60 dBA CNEL at the hotel building 
fapades. an interior noise analysis evaluating proposed exterior wall constraction. windows, 
and doors shall be completed after building plans are finalized to ensure that noise levels 
within habitable rooms will be 45 dBA CNEL or less, as requfred by Califomia Code of 
Regulations. Titie 24: Noise Insulation Standard and the City's CEQA significance 
determination thresholds. This analysis shall be submitted to the City's Building Inspection 
Department prior to obtaining a building permit. The proiect applicant shall implement the 
noise reduction measures recommended in the interior noise analysis which may include 
but are not limited to sound-rated windows, a closed-windows option, and mechanical 
ventilation meeting applicable Califomia Building Code (CBO requirements. -

Reduction of cxtiarjor noise impactSi 

The plans and specifications for future hotel development shall provide that all exterior 
noise sensitive elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed to 65 dBA 
CNEL or below. If exterior use areas are subject to noise levels greater than 65 dBA 
CNEL, the design of the projoct shall incorporate measures such as noipe barriors to reduce 
exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. Noise barriers such as walls are coniinonly 
used to reduce outdoor noise levels froin transportation sources. The effectiveness of a 
barrier depends on the distance from the source to the barrier, the distance from the 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
receiver to the barrier, and the relativo height of tho barrier above the line of sight between 
the source and rocoiver. Noise barriers incorporated into project design shall block this 
line of sight, be consfructed of solid inaterial (such as concrete masonry), and bo long 
enough to prevent soimd from flanldng around tho ends, and shall have a minimum density' 
of 3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks through or below tho banier. Where 
preservation of views is desfred, fransparent materials such as glass or Plexiglas can be 

Public Services and Utilities 
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PUB-C3: The proposed PMP 
Amendment would contribute to 
cumulative demands on the fire protection 
and emergency response service of the 
City of San Diego Ffre Department. Due 
to one of the responding fu-e stations 
being above its aimual workload capacity, 
the Fire Department has indicated that a 
new fire station is necessary in the area. 
The increased demand for fire protection 
service associated with the Proposed 
Project would contribute to the need for 
the City to constract an additional fire 
station. 

Significant cumulative impact PUB-C3, the PMP Amendment's contribution of demand 
to the City Fire Department's fire protection and emergency response services, is siniilar 
to its project-level impact (see Section 9.2.10, "Public Services and Utilities"). The PMP 
Amendment would place demand on a fire station that is above its annual response 
workload capacity—conditions that are likely to worsen fiirther with the addition of 
cumulative development. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM PUB-2 could 
mitigate the PMP Amendment's contribution to this cumulative impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 
MM PUB-2 could 
mitigate potential 
impacts associated 
with future hotel 
development allowed 
under the proposed 
PMP Amendment on 
fire services to a less-
than-significant level. 
However, this 
mitigation measure 
entails establishment 
by the City of San 
Diego of a 
development impact 
fee program, by 
which the Project 
Applicant would pay 
impact fees for its 
demand on fire 
services. This 
mitigation measure is 
contingent upon 
action of the City of 

November 2013 



San Dlego Unified Port District Chapter 2. Executive Summary 

Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

San Diego and is 
outside of the 
jurisdiction of the 
Port District. Because 
the Port District 
caimot assure that this 
mitigation measure 
would be 
implemented when 
needed, the 
cumulative impact is 
considered significant 
and unmitigated until 
the rnitigation is 
implemented. 

PUB-C4: The PMP Amendment 
involves commercial constraction of more 
than 40,000 square feet; therefore, it 
would contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact on solid waste 
facilities. 
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M M PUB-C2: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or constraction permits 
for hotels within the PMP Amendment area, the Project Applicant(s) shall prepare a waste 
management plan and submit it for approval to the City's Environmental Services 
Department. The plan shall include the following, as applicable: 

B Tons of waste anticipated to be generated 

B Material type of waste to be generated 

B Source separation techniques for waste generated 

B How materials will be reused on site 

B Name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where recyclables and 
waste will be taken if not reused on site 

B A "buy-recycled" program for green constraction products, including mulch and 
compost 

B How the project will aim to reduce the generation of constraction/ demolition debris 

B How waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to subcontractors 

B A timeline for each of the three main phases of the Project (demolition, construction, 
and occupancy) 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 
M M PUB-C2 would 
mitigate the 
cumulative impact on 
solid waste facilities 
associated with future 
hotel development 
that could occur under 
the proposed PMP 
Amendment to below 
a level of 
significance. 
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Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
How the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations will be incorporated 
into constraction design of building' s waste area 

How compliance with the Recycling Ordinance will be incorporated into the 
operational phase 

Intemational Standards of Operations, or other certification, if any. 

Air Quality 

SLR-Cl: Sea level rise projected to 
occur by the year 2100 is assumed to have 
the potential to result in a significant 
impact on fiiture hotel development 
allowed under the proposed PMP 
Amendment. Mitigation would be 
required to ensure that, when such fiiture 
hotel development is proposed, it will 
take into account the updated information 
regarding future sea level rise available at 
that time and its design will include the 
adaptive strategies, if any, necessary to 
accommodate potential sea level rise. 

M M SLR-Cl: Prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Permit for future hotel 
development that could occur under the proposed PMP Amendment, the project applicant 
shall retain a qualified engineer who shall prepare for the Port District's review and 
approval an up-to-date, site specific analysis ofthe potential impacts of sea level rise by 
the year 2100 on the proposed hotel development. The report shall determine whether 
adaptive sfrategies for accommodating the potential for sea level rise and the potential for 
more frequent wave overtopping and wave-induced impact forces are necessary and, if so, 
shall recommend appropriate adaptive strategies such as the use of perimeter floodwalls 
or other flood barriers around either the outer margins of Harbor Island or the proposed 
development to be incorporated into the design ofthe proposed development. 

The implementation 
of mitigation measure 
MM SLR-Cl would 
mitigate the potential 
significant impacts of 
sea level rise by the 
year 2100 to below a 
level of significance. 
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Issues to be Resolved bv Board of Port Commissioners 

Statement of Overriding Considerations 

As discussed in Section 4.10.7 ofthe Draft EIR, Section 5.6.2 of the Recirculated Portions of the 
Draft EIR, and Sections 9.2.10.5 and 9.3.6.3 of the Revisions to Draft EIR, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures M M PUB-1, M M PUB-Cl, M M PUB-2, and M M PUB-C3 could mitigate 
the Proposed Project's impacts on fire services to a less-than-significant level. However, these 
mitigation measures entail establishment by the City of San Diego of a development impact fee 
program, by which the Project Applicant(s) would pay impact fees for its demand on fire 
services. These mitigation measures are contingent upon action of the City of San Diego and are 
outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. The City has identified the construction of the fire 
station in the vicinity of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority 
project. This fire station would be the primary location for which emergeilcy fire, rescue and 
medical resources would be provided to the Proposed Project. The fire station is identified as a 
proposed project in the Fire Station Master Plan (February 2069) and is within the Peninsula 
Public Facilities Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 community boundary. Final location for the 
required facility shall be determined by the Fire Rescue Department to ensure compliance with 
National Response time standards. Although implementation of mitigation measures M M PUB-
1, M M PUB-C1, M M PUB-2, and M M PUB-C3 could mitigate impacts of the Proposed Prpject 
on fife services to a less-than-significant level, the rnitigation measures are withiii the jurisdiction 
of the City of San Diego and not the Port District. Accordingly, the Port District cannot assure 
that these mitigation measures would be implemented when needed and the direct and cumulative 
impacts are considered significant and unmitigated. The Board of Port Commissioners will 
determine whether or not to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for approval of the 
Project identifying the benefits of the Project that outweigh the significant and unmitigated 
impacts related to fire protection service. 

As discussed in Section 5.6.1 of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and Section 9.3.6.1 of 
the Revisions to Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures M M TR-Cl through M M 
TR-Cl 6 would mitigate the Proposed Project's cumulative traffic impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction 
df the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the action of 
the City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City 
does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or sfreet segment 
improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these mitigation measures would 
be implemented, and the impacts would remain significant and unmitigated until the mitigation is 
implemented. The Board of Port Commissioners will determine whether or not to adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for approval ofthe Project identifying the benefits of the 
Project that outweigh the significant and unmitigated impacts related to fraffic. 
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Chapter 3 
Errata and Revisions 

The text of the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, or Revisions to Draft EIR has been 
modified to reflect typographical errors or to make minor clarifications. The following errata pages detail 
the changes made to the Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, or the Revisions to Draft 
EIR. These changes are denoted in a strikeout and underiine format. The errata sheets include minor 
riiodifications to the text of the draft document as reflected in response to the comment letters. 

The following is a list of pages requiring text changes, indicating the EIR section and page in which the 
changes are to be included in this Revised Final EIR. Al l changes on the listed page numbers are 
discussed in fiirther detail in this errata. 

EIR SECTION PAGE NUMBER 
1.0 - Executive Summary 1-24 
1.0 - Executive Summary 1-27 
1.0 - Executive Summary 1-30 
1.0 - Executive Summary 1-39 through 1-43 
4.10 - Public Services and Utilities 4.10-18 
5.0- Cumulative Impacts 5-41 
9.3 - Cumulative Impacts 9.3-53 through 9.3-57 

Chapter 1.0- Executive Summary 

Page 1-24 

Revised Table 1-2 to incorporate additional information provided in a Cify of San Diego comment letter 
on the Recirculated Portions ofthe Draft EIR. Please note that this revision was reflected in the 
Executive Summary chapter that was included in the Revisions to Draft EIR. 

Public Services and Utilities (Section 4.10) 

PUB-1: Due to one of the 
responding fire stations being 
above its annual workload 
capacity, the: City of San 
Diego Fire Department has 
indicated that a new fire 
station is necessary ih the 
area. The increased demand 
for fire protection service 
associated with the Proposed 

MM PUB-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the Proposed Project, the Project 
Applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station in the vicinitv of at 
Liberty Station ih the amoimt determined by the City 
of San Diego. This fire station is within the Peninsula 
Public Facilities Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 
communitv boundarv. The fair share contribution 
shall be paid to the Citv of San Dieeo and will be 
deposited into the Develooer Contribution Fund No. 

Implementation of 
mitigation measure MM 
PUB-1 could mitigate 
impacts of the Proposed 
Project on fire services to 
a less-than-significant 
level; however, the stated 
measures are contingent 
on the action of the City 
of San Diego and are 
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Project would confribute to 
the need for the City to 
constract an additional fire 
station. Constraction of this 
station could cause additional 
impacts to the environment. 
Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would result in a 
significant impact on fire 
protection service by 
contributing to the need for 
the City to constract a new 
fire station. 

200636. In the event the City of San Diego has not 
determined the amount of the Proposed Project's fair 
share of the cost of constructing a new fire station in 
the vicinitv of at-Libertv Station at the time the 
Proposed Project requests issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Applicant shall enter into a 
reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with 
the City of San Diego to provide for payment of its 
fafr share amount when determined by the City of San 
Diego. 

outside of the jurisdiction 
of the Port District. The 
City has identified the 
constraction of the fire 
station at-the-in the 
vicinitv of Liberty Station 
(former Naval Training 
Center) as a Tier-2, low 
priority project. The City 
has also hot identified any 
financing plans that will 
assure that tho fire station 
ia bohstraotod. Because 
the City does not have 
plans or funding for tho 
constraction of the fire 
station at the Liberty 

station would be the 
primary location for 
which emergency fire. 
rescue and medical 
resources would be 
provided to the Proposed 
Proiect. The fire station is 
identified as a proposed 
proiect in the Fire Station 
Master Plan (Febraary 
2009) and is within the 
Peninsula Public Facilities 
Financing Plan. Fiscal 
Year 2001 commuiiitv 
boundarv. Final location 
for the required facility 
shall be determined by the 
Fire Rescue Department. 
to ensure compliance with 
National Response time 
standards. Although 
implementation of 
mitigation measure M M 
PUB-1 could mitigate 
impacts of the Proposed 
Proiect on fire services to 
a less-than-significant 
level, the mitigation 
measure is within the 
jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego and not the 
Port District. 

Accordingly, the Port 
District cannot assure that 
this mitigation measure 
would be implemented 
when needed, and the 
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impacts would remain is 
considered significant and 
unmitigated. 

Page 1-27 

Revised the Public Services and Utilities Cumulative Impact summary on Ta6le 1-2 to incorporate 
additional information provided in a Cify of San Diego comment letter on the Recirculated Portions of the 
Draft EIR. Please note that this revision was reflected in the Executive Summary chapter that was 
included in the Revisions to Draft EIR. 

Public Services and Utilities 

PUB-Cl : The Proposed 
Project woiild confribute to 
cumulative demands on the 
fire protection and 
emergency response service 
of the City of San Diego Fire 
Department. Due.to one of 
the responding fire statibns 
being above its annual 
workload capacity, the Fire 
Department has indicated 
that a new fire station is 
necessary in the area. The 
increased demand for fire 
protection service associated 
with the Proposed Project 
would contribute to the need 
for the City to constract an 
additional fu-e station. 

Significant cumulative impact PUB-Cl, the Proposed Project's 
contribution of demand to the City Fife Department's fire 
protection and emergency response services, is similar to its 
project-level impact (see Section 4.10, "Public Services and 
Utilities"). The Proposed Project would place demand on a fire 
station that is above its annual response workload capacitŷ — 
conditions that are likely to worsen further with the addition of 
cumulative development. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M M PUB-1 could mitigate the Proposed Project's 
contribution to this cumulative impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Implementation 
of Mitigation 
Measure M M 
PUB-1 could 
mitigate the 
Proposed 
Project's 
impacts on fire 
services to a 
less-than-
significant level. 
However, this 
mitigation 
measure entails 
establishment by 
the City Fire 
Marshal of Sah 
Diego of a 
development 
impa,ct.fee 
program, by 
which the 
Project 

Applicant would 
pay impact fees 
for its demand 
on fire services. 
This mitigation 
measure is 
contingent upon 
action of the 
City of San 
DiegO; and is 
outside of the 
jurisdiction of 
the Port 
District^rand 
may not bo 
feasible. Tho 
City has 
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identified the 
constraction of 
the fire station at 
Liberty Station 
(former Naval 
Training Center) 
as a Tier 2, low 
priority, project. 
The City has 
also not 
identified any 
financing plans 
that will assure 
that tho station 
is oonstraotod. 
Because tiie 
constmction of 
this fire station 
is not identified 
as a high 
priority by the 
City; the Port 
District cannot 
assure that this 
mitigation 
measure would 
be implemented 
when needed, 
and-the 
cumulative 
impact would 
remain is 
considered 
significant and 
unmitigated. 

Page 1-30 

Hevised Table 1 -3 as follows to clarify that the cumulative fraffic impact also includes "sfreet segments." 
Please note that this revision was reflected in the Executive Summary chapter that was included in the 
Revisions to Draft EIR. 

Issue Area/Impact 
Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

Reduced 
Project 

Alternative 

Land/Water Use and Coastal Access . NS NI NS 

. Biological Resources 

—Impact on Nesting Birds SM NI SM 

Aesthetics NS NI NS 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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Issue Area/Impact 
Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

Reduced 
Project 

Alternative 

-Hazardous Building Materials SM NI SM 

Hydrology and Water Quality NS NI NS 

Transportation/Traffic/Parking NS NI NS 

Air Quality NS NI NS . 

Noise 
—Interior Noise Levels SM NI SM 

Geology and Coastal Processes 

—Shallow groundwater/liquefiable soils SM NI SM 

Public Services/Utilities 

—Increase in fire service demand SU NI SU 

Recreation NS NI NS 

Cumulative 

—Traffic ("intersections & street segments") SU NI SU 
—Public Services (Fire service) su NI SU 
—Public Services (Solid Waste) SM NI SM 

Notes: NS = Not Significant; NI = No lmpact; SM = Significant and Mitigable; SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

Pages 1-39 through 1-42 

Revised the fair share calculations in mitigation measures M M TR-C7 through M M TR-C9, and M M TR-
C12 through M M TR-Cl6 based dn the higher A M or P M peak hour impact, as requested by the Cify of 
San Diego. 

liiwlll Cumulative Impacts for PMP Amendment 

(Section 9.3) 

Transportation, Traffic, and Parking 

TR-C7: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations at 
the North Harbor 
Drive/Harbor Island 
Drive/Terminal 1 intersection 
in excess of City of San 
Diego thresholds during the 
A M and PM peak hours. 

MM TR-G7: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / 
Terminal 1 intersection (East Airport Entrance). 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 
19.9% 20.7% for Scenario A or 22.4% for Scenario B towards 
restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-tum lane, a 
shared left-tum/thra lane, a thra lane, and a right-tum lane. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
fraffic impact fee program. The improvements at this 
intersection shall include the following: remove the northbound 
right-tum lane from a "free" movement and infroduce right-tum 
"overlap" phasing; retain the north/south "split" signal phasing; 
and restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-tum 
lane to a shared thru/right-tum lane. Modifications to the 

Implementation 
of Mitigation 
Measures M M 
TR-C7 through 
MMTR-CI6 
would mitigate 
impacts of the 
proposed PMP 
Amendment to 
less-than-
significant 
levels. 
However, the 
intersections 
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TR-C8: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations at 
the North Harbor 
Drive/Rental Car Access 
Road intersection in excess of 
City of San Diego thresholds 
during the A M and PM peak 
hours. 

TR-C9: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations at 
the North Harbor 
Drive/Laurel Street 
intersection ih excess of City 
of San Diego thresholds 
during the A M and PM peak 
hours. 

TR-GIO: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations at 
the Pacific Highway/Laurel 
Street intersection in excess 
of City of San Diego 
thresholds during the A M and 
PM peak hours. 

T R T C I I : Project traffic 
would contribute to the. 
degradation of operations at 
the Pacific Highway/Grape 
Street intersection in eXcess 
of City of San Diego 
thresholds during the PM 
peak hours. 

triangular median in the southeast portion of the intersection are 
expected. Modifications to the traffic signal timing in 
conjunction with the change in lane designations are also 
recommended. 

MM TR-C8: 
intersection. 

North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 
4.0% for Scenario A or 4.3% for Scenario B towards the 

reconfiguration of the westbound approach to provide an 
additional thra lane. To accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the median / roadway shall be 
required. Modifications to the traffic signal timing in 
conjunction with the change in lane destination are also 
recommended. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 

MM TR-C9: North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street 
intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 
4T6% S.2% for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards the 
reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to provide a third left-
tum lane and resfriping the southbound approach to provide a 
single shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To accommodate the 
additional lane, widening and modifications to the 
median/roadway shall be required. All three eastbound lanes on 
Laurel Sfreet shall continue to Pacific Highway, where the 
number 1 lane would trap into the left-tum lane(s). An overhead 
sign bridige(s) shall be implemented to instract drivers of the frap 
lane. Modifications to the traffic signal timing in conjunction, 
with the change in lane destination are also recommended. The 
fair share confribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. 

MM TR-CIO: Pacific Highway/Laurel Street intersection. 

Dual southbound right-tum and eastbound left-tum lanes are 
needed to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes, but do 
not appear feasible due fo right-of-way constraints on at least 
three of the comers of the intersection. 

MM TR-Cll: Pacific Highway/Grape Street intersection. 

A northbound right-tum lane is needed to accommodate the 
anticipated fraffic volumes, but may not be feasible due to right-
of-way constraints. 

and sfreet 
segments to be 
improved are 
within the 
jurisdiction of 
tiieCity of San 
Diego. The 
mitigation 
measures are, 
therefore, 
contingent 
upon the action 
ofthe City of 
San Diego and 
are outside of 
the jurisdiction 
of the Port 
District. In 
addition, the 
City does not 
have an 
adopted plan or 
program that 
lists these 
intersection or 
street segment 
improvemeiits. 
Therefore, the 
Port District 
caimot assure 
that these 
measures 
would be 
implemented, 
and the impacts 
would remain 
significant and 
unmitigated 
uiitil the 
mitigation is 
implemented. . 
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TR-C12: Project fraffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations on 
the 'North Harbor Drive 
between Harbor Island Drive 
arid Rental Car Access Road' 
street segment in excess of 
City of San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C12: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island 
Drive and Rental Car Access Road street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage 
of 5.8% for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one westbound lane along the street segment. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the Gity of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. 

TR-C13: Project traffic 
would confribute to the 
degradation of operations on 
the 'North Harbor Drive 
between Rental Car Access 
Road and Laurel Street' sfreet 
segment in excess of City of 
San Diego thresholds. 

MMTR-C13: North Harbor Drive between Rental Gar 
Access Road and Laurel Street street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage 
of 2.4%) for Scenario A or 2.2%> for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one westbound lane along the sfreet segment. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. 

TR-C14: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations on 
the 'North Harbor Drive 
between Laurel Street and 
Hawtliom Street' street 
segment in eXcess of City of 
San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C14: North Harbor Drive between Laurel Street 
and Hawthorn Street street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall confribute a fair share percentage 
of 7.1%) for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one southbound lane along the street segment. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
fraffic impact fee program. 

TR-C15: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations on 
the 'Laurel Street between 
North Harbor Drive and 
Pacific Highway' street 
segment in excess of City of 
San Diego thresholds. 

MM TR-C15: Laurel Street between North Harbor Drive 
and Pacific Highway street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage 
of 1.4% for Scenario A or 1.3% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one eastbound lane along the sfreet segment. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. 

TR-C16: Project traffic 
would contribute to the 
degradation of operations on 
the 'Laurel Street between 
Pacific Highway and Kettner 
Boulevard' sfreet segment in 
excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds. 

MM TR-C16: Laurel Street between Pacifib Highway and 
Kettner Boulevard street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage 
of 2.7%) for Scenario A or 2;5% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one eastbound lane along the sfreet segment. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. 

Pages 1-42 and 1-43 

Revised Table 1-4 to correct the incorrect placement of the text of Mitigation Measures MM NOl-Cl and 
MM N0I-C2. Cumulative Noise Impact NOI-Cl, an impact for exterior noise, incorrectly referenced 
MM NOI-Cl, which is related to an interior noise impact; and Cumulative Noise Impact N0I-C2, an 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 3.. Errata and Revisions 

impact for interior noise^ incorrectly referenced MM N0I-G2, which is related to an exterior noise impact. 
The mitigation measure text has not been revised. 

Noise 

N O I - C l : If exterior 
usable areas, such as pool 
decks, patios, balconies, 
and outdoor eating areas, 
are located in areas where 
greater than 65-dBA 
C N E L noise levels would 
occur, then a significant 
impact would result. 

MM NOI-Gl: Reduction of interior noise levels 
below 45 dBA (CNEL) interior noise requirement 

Because future cumulative sound lovolo would exceed 
60 dBA CNEL at the hotel building fa9ados, an 
interior noise analysis evaluating proposed exterior 
wall constraction, windows, and doors shall bo 
completed after building plans arc finalized to ensure 
that noise levels within habitable rooms will be AS 
dBA CNEL or loss, as required by California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24: Noise Insulation Standard and 
the City's CEQA signifioanoe determination 
thresholds. This analysis shall be submitted to the 
City's Building Inspection Department prior to 
obtaining a building permit. The project applicant 
shall implement the noise reduction measures 
recommended in tho interior noise analysis which may 
include but are not limited to sound rated windows, a 
closed windows option, and mechanical ventilation 
meeting applicable California Building Code (CBC) 
roquiroments. 

Reduction of exterior noise impacts. 
The plans and specifications for future hotel 
development shall provide that all exterior noise-
sensitive elements of future hotels shall be positioned 
in areas exposed to 65 dBA CNEL or below. If 
exterior use areas are subiect to noise levels greater 
than 65 dBA CNEL. the design of the project shall 
incorporate measures such as noise bartiers to reduce 
exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. Noise 
barriers such as walls are commonly used to reduce 
outdoor noise levels from transportation sources. The 
effectiveness of a bartier depends on the distance from 
the source to the barrier, the distance from the receiver 
to the barrier, and the relative height ofthe barrier 
above the line-of-sight between the source and 
receiver. Noise bartiers incorporated into proiect 
design shall block this line-of-sight. be constracted of 
solid material (such as concrete riiasonrvl. and be long 
enough to prevent sound from flanking around the 
ends, and shall have a minimum density of 3.5 
pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks 
through or below the bartier. Where preservation of 
views is desired, transparent materials such as glass or 
Plexiglas can be used. 

Less than significant 

NOI-C2: Because 
building facades on the 

MM NOI-G2: Reduction of exterior noise impgctsi 
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project site would be 
exposed to noise levels 
exceeding 60 dBA C N E L , 
the potential for an interior 
noise impact would exist. 

The plans and specifications for future hotel 
development shall provide that all exterior noise 
sensitive elements of fiiture hotels shall be positioned 
in areas exposed to 65 dBA CNEL or below. If 
exterior use areas are subject to noise levels greater 
than 65 dBA CNEL, the design ofthe project shall 
incorporate measures siich as noise bartiers to reduce 
exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. Noise 
barriers such as walls are commonly used to reduce 
outdoor noiso levels from transportation sources. The 
effectivonoss of a barrier depends on the distance from 
the source to tho barrier, the distance from tho roceivor 
to the barrier, and the relative height of the barrier 
above the lino of oight between the source and 
receiver. Noise barriers incorporated into project 
design shall block this line-of sight, be constracted of 
solid material (such as concrete masonry), and bo long 
enough to prevent sound from flaiiking around the 
ends, and shall have a minimum density of 3.5 
pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks 
through or bolow the bartier. Where preservation of 
views is desired, transparent materials such as glass or 
Plexiglas can be used. 

Reduction of interior noise levels below 4S-dBA 
fCNEL) interior noise requirement. 

Because fiiture cumulative sound levels would exceed 
60 dBA CNEL at the hotel building facades, an 
interior noise analysis evaluating proposed exterior 
wall construction, windows, and doors shall be 
completed after building plans are finalized to ensure 
that noise levels within habitable rooms will be 45 
dBA CNEL or less, as required by Califomia Code of 
Regulations. Title 24: Noise Insulation Standard and 
the City's CEQA significance determination 
thresholds. This analvsis shall be submitted to the 
City's Building Inspection Department prior to 
obtaining a building permit. The proiect applicant 
shall implement the noise reduction measures 
recommended in the interior noise analvsis which mav 
include but are not limited to sound-rated windows, a 
closed-windows option, and mechanical ventilation 
meeting applicable California Building Code fCBC) 
requirements. 

Section 4.10 - PubUc Services and Utilities 

Page 4.10-18 

Revised Sections 4.10.6 and 4.10.7 as follows to incorporate additional information provided in a Cify of 
San Diego comment letter on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR: 
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4.10.6 Mitigation Measures 

M M PUB-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Proposed Project, the Project 
Applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost of constructing a new fire station in the vicinitv of afr-Liberfy 
Station in the amount determined by the Cify of San Diego. This fire station is within the Peninsula 
Public Facilities Financing Plan. Fiscal Year 2001 communitv boimdary. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego and will be deposited into the Developer Contribution Fund No. 200636. 
In the event the Cify of San Diego has not determined the amount of the Proposed Project' s fair share of 
thei cost of constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of a^Liberty Station at the time the Proposed 
Project requests issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant shall enter into a 
reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with the Cify of San Diego to provide for payment of its 
fair share amoimt when determined by the Cify of San Diego. 

4.10.7 Significance of Impacts after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure M M PUB 1 could mitigate impacts of the Proposed Project on fire 
servioos to a less than significant level; however, the stated measures are contingent on the action of the 
Cify of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. The Cify has identified the 
construction of the fire station at-tbe-in the vicinity of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a 
Tier-2, low priority project. This fire station would be the primary location for which emergency fire, 
rescue and medical resources would be provided to the Proposed Project. The fire station is identified as 
a proposed proiect in the Fire Station Master Plan (February 2009) and is within the Peninsula Public 
Facilities Financing Plan. Fiscal Year 2001 communify boundarv. Final location for the required facility 
shall be determined bv the Fire Rescue Department, to ensure compliance with National Response rime 
standards. The Citv has also not identified any financing plans that will assure that the fire station is 
constructed. Because the Cify does not have plaps or funding for the construction of the fire station at the 
Liberty Station site. Although implementation of mitigation measure M M PUB-1 could mitigate impacts 
ofthe Proposed Proiect on fire services to a less-than-significant level, the mitigation measure is within 
the jurisdiction of the Citv of San Diego and not the Port District. Accordingly, the Port District cannot 
assure that this mitigation measure would be implemented when needed, arid the impacts would remain is 
considered significant and unmitigated. 

Section 5.0 - Cumulative Impacts 

Page 5-41 

Revised Section 5.6.2 as follows to incorporate additional information provided in a Cify of San Diego 
comment letter on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR: 

Fire Protection 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M M PUB-1 could mitigate the Proposed Project's impacts on fire 
services to a less-than-significant level. However, this mitigation measure entails establishment by the 
Cify Fire Marshal of San Diego of a development impact fee program, by which the Project Applicant 
would pay impact fees for its demand on fire services. This mitigation measure is contingent upon action 
ofthe Cify of San DiegO; and is outside of the jurisdiction ofthe Port District^, and may not bo feasible. 
The Cify has identified the construction of the fire station at Liberty Station (former Ndval Training 
Center) as a Tier 2, low priorify, project. Tho Cify has also not identified any financing plans that will 
assure that the station is constructed. Because the construction of this fire station is not identified as a 
high priorify by the Cify, the Port District carmot assure that this mitigation measure would be 
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implemented when needed, and-the cumulative impact would remain is considered significant and 
unmitigated. 

Section 9.3 - Cumiilative Impacts 

Pages 9.3-53 through 9.3-56 

Revised the fair share calculations in mitigation measures M M TR-C7 through M M TR-C9, and M M TR-
C12.thrbugh M M TR-C16, and Tables 9.3-11 and 9.3-12 based on the higher A M or PM peak horn-
impact, as requested by the Cify of San Diego. 

MM TR-C7: N. Harbor Dr./Harbor Island Drive/Terminal 1 (East Airport Entrance). 

- Contiribute a fair share as outlined in Tables 9.3-11 and 9.3-12 of 19.9% 20.7% for Scenario A or 
22.4% for Scenario B towards restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-tum lane, a shared 
left-tum/thru lane, a thru lane, and a right-turn lane. 

- Remove the northbound right-tum lane from a "free" movement and introduce right-tum "overlap" 
phasing. 

- Retain the north/south "split" signal phasing. Restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-
turn lane to a shared thru/right-tum lane. 

- Modifications to the triangular rriedian in the southeast portion of the intersection are expected. 
Modifications to the traffic signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane designations are 
also recommended. 

MMTR-C8: N. Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access Road. 

- Confribute a fafr share as outlined in Tables 9.3-11 and 9.3-12 of 4.0% for Scenario A or 4.3% 
for Scenario B towards the reconfiguration of the westbound approach to provide an additional thm lane. 
To accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median/roadway will be required. 
Modifications to the traffic signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane destination are also 
recommended. 

MM TR-C9: N. Harbor Drive/Laurel Street: The following measures would likely mitigate the 
significant impact. 

- Confribute a fair share of 4.6% 5.2% for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B as outlined in Tables 
9.3-11 and 9.3-12 towards the reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to provide a third left-tum lane 
and restriping the southbound approach to provide a single shai-ed left-tum/right-tum lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median/roadway will be required. It 
is recommended that all three eastbound lanes on Laurel Street continue to Pacific Highway, where the 
number one lane would frap into the left-tum lane(s). An overhead sign bridge(s) may be needed to 
instmct drivers of the frap lane. Modifications to the fraffic signal timing in conjunction with the change 
in lane destination are also recommended. 

MM TR-C12: N. Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and Rental Car Access Road. 

Contributing a fair share of 5.8% for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B as outlined in Tables 9.3-11 and 
9.3-12 towards the addition of one westbound lane along the street segment would mitigate the 
significant impact. 
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MM TR-C13: N. Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road and Laurel Street. 

Contributing a fair share as outlined in Tables 9.3-11 and 9.3-12 of 2.4% for Scenario A or 2.2% for 
Scenario B towards the addition of one westbound lane along the sfreet segment would mitigate the 
significant impact. 

MM TR-C14: N. Harbor Drive, Laurel Street to Hawthorn Street. 

Confributing a fair share of 7.1 % for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario B as outiined in Tables 9.3-11 and 
9.3-12 towards the addition of one southbound lane along the street seginent vvduld mitigate the 
significant impact. 

MM TR-Cl 5: Laurel Street, N. Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway. 

Contributing a fair share of 1.4% for Scenario A or 1.3% for Scenario B as outlined in Tables 9.3-11 and 
9.3-12 towards the addition of one eastbound lane along the sfreet segment would likely mitigate the 
significant impact. • 

MM TR-Cl 6: Laurel Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard. 

Confributing a fair share of 2.7% for Scenario A or 2.5% for Scenario B as outlined in Tables 9.3-11 and 
9.3-12 tovvards the addition of one eastbound lane along the street segment would mitigate the 
significant impact. 

Table 9.3-11. "Year 2030" Fair-Share Contribution Calculations: Scenario A 

Impacted Locations 

Year 
2030 

Scenario 
A 

Project 
Traffic 

Year 2030 
+ Scenario 
A Project 

Traffic 

Existing 
Traffic 

%Fair 
Share' 

Intersections ° 

N. Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Terminal 1 (East Airport 
Entrance) 

530292 8.7651.682 6̂ 44*3,270 4»920.7% 

N. Harbor Dr. / Rental Car Access Road 344-147 

333126 

16.8818.532 

N. Harbor Dr. / Laurel Street 

344-147 

333126 12.6226.436 ?;8443.99S 

Segments * , 

N. Harbor Dr.: Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 1,915 113,935 81,000 5.8% 

N. Harbor Dr.: Rental Car Access Rd. to Laurel St. 1,915 • 163,535 82,790 , • 2.4% 

N. Harbor Dr.: Laurel St. to Hawthorn St. 1,340 ^ 

575 

73,250 54,260 ^'"•7,1% 

Laurel St.: N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 

1,340 ^ 

575 76,785 36,390 1.4% 

Laurel St.: East of Pacific Highway 385 41,935 27,620 2.7% 

Footnotes: 
I a. Intersection fair share contributions arc oolculgtcd uaine corobiiicdbased on ttie liifiher AM awd-or PM peak i 

h. Segment fair stiarc contributions arc calculated using ADT volumes, 
c. Fair share percentages calculated as 

Project Traffic 

(Year 2030 + Project Traffic) - (Existing Trafllc) 
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Table 9.3-12. "Year 2030" Fair-Share Contribution Calculations: Scenario B 

impacted Locations 

Year 
2030 

Scenario 
B Project 
Traffic 

Year 2030 
+ Scenario 
B Project 
Traffic 

Existing 
Trafflc 

% Fair 
Sliare' 

Intellections" 

N. Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Temiinal 1 (East Airport 
Entrance) S9»280 8:̂ 404.135 22.44% 

N, Harbor Dr. / Rental Car Access Road 3^157 16.9178..542 9.?094.893 4.+3% 

N. Harbor Dr. / Laurel Street 353129 12.6526.439 5.33% 

Segments'' 

N. Harbor Dr.: Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 1,750 113,770 81,000 5,3% 

N. Harbor Dr.: Rental Car Access Rd. to Laurel St, 1,750 163,370 : 82.790 2.2% 

N. Harbor Dr.: Laurel St. to Hawthom St. 1,225 73,135 54,260 6,5% 

Laurel St.: N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 525 76,735 36,390 1,3% 

Laurel St.: East of Pacific Highway 350 41,900 27,620 2,5% 

Footnotes:' 
a. Intersection fair share contributions'are € 
b. , Segment fair share contributions are calculated using ADT volumes, 
c. , . Fair share percentages calculated as 

; Project Traffic 

(Year 2030 + Project Traffic) - (Existing Traffic) 

tlbased on the higher A M ftfMi-or_PM peak hour votumeHiinpact. 

Pages 9.3-56 and 9.3-57 

Correct the incorrect placement ofthe text of Mitigation Measures MM NOl-Cl and MM N01-C2. 
Cumulative Noise Impact NOI-C1, an impact for exterior noise, incorrectly referenced MM NOI-CI, 
which is related to an interior noise impact; and Cumulative Noise Impact NOI-C2, an impact for interior 
noise, incorrectly referenced MM N0I-C2, which is related to an exterior noise impact. This correction is 
also reflected in the corrections to Table 1-4. The mitigation nieasure text has not been revised. 

MM NOl-Cl: Reduction of exterior noise impacts. 

The plans and specifications for future hotel development shall provide that all exterior noise-sensitive 
elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed to 65 dBA CNEL or below. If exterior use 
areas are subject to noise levels greater than 65 dBA CNEL. the design of the project shall incorporate 
measures such as noise barriers to reduce exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. Noise barriers 
such as walls are commonly used to reduce outdoor noise levels from transportation sources. The 
effectiveness of a barrier depends on the distance from the source to the barrier, the distance from the 
receiver to the barrier, and the relative height of the barrier above the line-of-sight between the source and 
receiver. Noise barriers incorporated into proiect design shall block this line-of-sight. be constructed of 
solid material (such as concrete masonrv). and be long enough to prevent sound from flanking around the 
ends, and shall have a minimum density of 3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks through or 
below the barrier. Where preservation of views is desired, transparent materials such as glass or Plexiglas 
can be used. 
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Reduction of interior noise levels below 45 dBA (CNEL) interior, noise requirement. 

Because fiiture cumulative sound levels would exceed 60 dBA CNEL at tho hotel building fagades, an 
interior noise analysis evaluating proposed exterior wall construction, windows, and doors shall be 
completed after building plans aro finalized to ensure that noise levels within habitable rooms will be 45 
dBA CNEL or less, as required by California Code of Regulations, Title 24: Noise Insulation Standard 
and the City's CEQA significance determination thresholds. This analysis shall be submitted to the City's 
Building Inspection Department prior to obtaining a building permit. The project applicant shall 
implement the noise reduction measures recommended in the interior noise analysis which may include 
but are not limited to sound rated windows, a closed windows option, and mechanical ventilation meeting 
applicable Califomia Building Code (CBC) requirements. 

M M NOI-C2: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) interior noise requirement. 

Because future cumulative sound levels would exceed 60 dBA CNEL at the hotel building facades, an 
interior noise analvsis evaluating proposed exterior wall construction, windows, and doors shall be 
completed after building plans are finalized to ensure that noise levels within habitable rooms will be 45 
dBA CNEL or less, as required by Califomia Code of Regulations. Title 24: Noise Insulation Standard 
and the City's CEQA significance determination thresholds. This analvsis shall be submitted to the City's 
Building Inspection Department prior to obtaining a building permit. The proiect applicant shall 
implement the noise reduction measures recommended in the interior noise analvsis which mav include 
but are not limited to sound-rated windows, a closed-windows option, and mechanical ventilation meeting 
applicable Califomia Building Code (CBC) requirements-
Reduction of exterior noise impacts. 

The plans and specifications for fiiture hotol development shall provide that all exterior noise-sensitive 
elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed to 65 dBA CNEL or bolow. If exterior use 
areas are subject to noise levels greater than 65 dBA CNEL, the design of the project shall incorporate 
measures such as noise barriers to reduce exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. Noise barriers 
such as walls are commonly used to reduce outdoor noise levels fi-om transportation sources. The 
effectiveness of a barrier depends on the distance from tho source to the barrier, the distance from the 
receiver to the barrier, and the relative height ofthe barrier above the line of sight between the source and 
receiver. Noise barriers incorporated into project design shall block this line of sight, be constmcted of 
solid material (such as concrete masbnry), and be long enough to prevent sound fi-om flanldng around the 
ends, and shall have a minimum density of 3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or Cracks through or 
below the barriei-. Where preservation of viowa is desired, transparent materials suoh as glass or Plexiglas 
can be used. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
3-14 

6 1 Y T 5 O A R P " l i r a 



Chapter 4 
Public Review Distribution List 

The Draft EIR was made available for public review on December 10,2009, for the standard 45-day 
public review period that concluded on January 25, 2010. A Notice of Availability was published in the 
San Diego Daily Transcript and San Diego Union-Tribune on December 10, 2009. The Recirculated 
Portions ofthe Draft EIR was made available for a 45-day public review period fi-om November 24, 2010 
through Janiiary 10, 2011. A Notice of Availability was published in the San Diego Daily Transcript and 
San Diego Union-Tribune on November 24, 2010. The Revisions to Draft EIR was made available for a 
45-day public review period from July 10, 2013 through August 26, 2013. A Notice of Availability was 
published in the Sari Diego Daily Transcript and UT San Diego on July 10, 2013. On August 23, 2013, 
the Public Review period was extended an additional 45 days, ending on October 7, 2013. Below is a 
listing of those agencies that received a copy of the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and 
Revisions to Draft EIR. 

Federal Agencies 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Los Angeles District; San Diego Field Office 
U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, Carlsbad Office 
Federal Aviation Administration, San Diego Flight Standards District Office 

State Agencies 
CaUfomia Air Resources Board 
Califomia Coastal Commission: San Diego Coast District Office 
Califomia Department of Fish and Game, San Diego Office 
Califomia Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Califomia Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 
Califomia State Lands Comrriission 
State Water Resources Control Board 

Local Agencies 
County of San Diego, Air Pollution Control District 
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board • 
City of San Diego: Development Services; Central Library; Mission Hills Library; Point Loma Library 

In addition, the following agencies and organizations received a postcard noticing the availability of the 
Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and Revisions to Draft EIR. 
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Sari Dlego Unified Port District Chapter 4, Public Review Distribution List 

Federal Agencies 
U.S. Nayy, Southwest Division 
U.S. Coast Guard, San Diego Marine Safety Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Pacific Southwest Region 
Federal Aviation Administration: Air Traffic Airspace Branch; Western-Pacific Region 

State Agencies 
Califomia Department of Boating and Waterways 
Califomia Department of Health Services 
Califomia Department of Transportation: District 11 Office 
Califomia Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Califomia Integrated Waste Management Board 
Califomia Public Utilities Commission 
Califomia Resources Agency 
Califomia Native American Heritage Commission 
Califomia Highway Patrol, San Diego 
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

Local Agencies 
City of San Diego: Transportation Division; Metropolitan Wastewater; Water Department; City Planning 
& Community Investment 
County of San Diego: Board of Supervisors; County Clerk; Department of Environmental Health; 
Department of Planning and Land Use; Land Use and Environmental Group 
San Diego County Water Authority 
San Diego Metropolitan Transit System 
City of San Diego: Mayor's Office; City Council; City Clerk; Engineering & Capital Projects 
City of National City: Mayor's Office; City Manager; Community Development Department 
City of Chula Vista: Mayor's Office; City Manager; Planning Department 
City of Coronado: Mayor's Office; City Manager; Community Development Department 
City of Imperial Beach: Mayor's Office; City Manager; Community Development Department 
San Diego Association of Govemments (SANDAG): Land Use & Transportation; Planning Department 
San Diegb County Regional Airport Authority 
San Diego Gas & Electric 

Organizations 
Accessible San Diego 
Port Tenants Association 
Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) / Civic San Diego 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (C-3) 
Downtown San Diego Partnership 
Environmental Health Coalition 
1 Love a Clean San Diego 
North Bay Cbmrnunity Planning Group 
San Diego Archaeological Society 
San Diego Audubon Society 
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San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
San Diego Coastkeeper 
San Diego Convention Center Corporation 
San Diego Convention & Visitors Bureau 
San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation 
Save Our Bay Inc. 
Save Our Heritage Organisation 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter 
Unite Here Local 30 Union 

Other Interested Individuals and Groups received a postcard noticing the availability ofthe Draft EIR, 
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the Revisions to Draft EIR. 
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Chapter 5 
Responses to Comments 

Under CEQA, an agency must solicit and respond to comments from the public and from other agencies 
concemed with the project. The Draft EIR (DEIR) was rriade available by the San Diego Unified Port 
District (SDUPD) for public review from December 10, 2009 through January 25, 2010. The 
Recirculated Portions ofthe Draft EIR was made available for a 45-day public review period from 
November 24, 2010 through January 10, 2011. The Revisions to Draft EIR was made available for a 45-
day public review period from July 10, 2013 through August 26, 2013, with a 45-day extension from 
August 23,2013, ending the public review period on October 7, 2013. The DEIR, Recirculated Portions 
ofthe DEIR, and the Revisions to Draft EIR have undergone an extensive public and agency review 
process, including submittal to the Califomia State Clearinghouse. Comments received on the Sunroad 
Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea PMP Amendment EIR were from state and 
local agencies, and organizations. The comments addressed concems with transportation/traffic, cultural 
resources, visual resources, hazardous materials, and public services and utilities. 

The following interested parties submitted letters during the public review periods for the Draft EIR 
and/or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR and/or Revisions to Draft EIR: 

State Agencies 
Govemor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Scott Morgan, 
State Clearinghouse Director 

Department of Toxic Substances Confrol, Greg Holmes, Unit Chief 

Califomia Native American Heritage Commission, Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 

Local Agencies 
City of San Diego^ Development Services Department, Cecilia Gallardo, Assistant Deputy Director 

City of San Diego, Facilities Financing Section, Oscar Galvez III 

City of San Diego, Development Services Department, Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner 
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Organizations 
• Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attomey for UNITE HERE Local 30 Union 

To finalize the EIR for the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea PMP 
Amendment, SDUPD staff has prepared the following responses to comments that were received during 
the public review periods. These responses have been distributed to the commenters and the Board of Port 
Commissioners. Al l commenters, and those who so requested, have been individually advised of the 
Board of Port Commissioners' hearing for the EIR certification. 

The following section includes comments received during the public review processes and responses to 
the comments. Each comment has been assigned a comment number, which corresponds to a response 
number and response that appears on the same page. Comment Letters A through D were received during 
the public review period for the DEIR. Comment Letters E through I were received during the public 
review period for the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. Comment Letters J and L were receiving during 
public review for the Revisions to Draft EIR. 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 5. Responses to Commerits 

ComnicDj Letter A 

m 
\A 

4 
•4 

m 
V 

m 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE O/PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
S T A I E CLSABDKmOOSS A})D P L A M H I N G UNTT m 

Response to Gomment A-1: 

This comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse submitted the DEIR to 
selected state agencies for review. The Port District addresses comments from 
the responding state agencies throughout this Fmal EIR. 

Jaeasaiy 26.2010 

AmuBuzattts 
San Dego UaifKd Port Dis&ict 
P.O. Box 120488 
Saa Diego, CA 92n2-048S 

. SsA^t Sumoad HMioc Utftod Hotel Project & EMtHarbcr Istai^ Sub«ea ̂ P A (UPD $33Se-EIR-783) 
SCH#: 2006021027 

Dear Amu Buzsitis: 

£be eiû osed Docuineffl Details RQMit please QDte ̂  ^ C l e v ^ 
reviewed yens docutoeta. The review pmo<tclosî  on Samaiy 25,2010, and Sxconaot^ 
lespooding ageocy (tes) is (sn;} enclosed If this anmnent paclcBge is not in oider, please notify the ^oe 
Oetmiiglmise timaedutety. Please R^aiodwpn:9e(^'s^*di^StattC3eariii^K»^ 

Pleise note diat Section 21104(c) of tbe CahfonuB Public Resources Code states tiak 

"A reqwDsS^ or o&oj piAsGc agency shall only make sufcrtaiitive comnientt leganSiig those 
acttvittes involved ID « pnyject wlu^ ait viSm an area of expertise ofthe agency ot which are. 
mpiitKAiabtcmjeAwxm^tptovedhy^ Those annBeiita ̂ att be siî ipcmed 
specific docunMatMion," 

TbffiS(:coniineidsaivfi>nrard«dforusei& Shcwld yoa need 
more jnforimtioo or clarification of the enclosed comments, we mootmxai thai you contact the 
connntnting agency directly. 

This letter acknowiedg«rs that you have con^licd with tbe Stalt Clearingbousc review rcquunnents for 
draft cnvircramcntal docuownts, pursuant to the California EavtrDnattntai Qaality Act Please contact the 
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if yon have any questioM regarding the cnvironmentol review 
pro«M. • 

Sincerely. 

tt Morgan 
Acting Director, Stale Cleann^wuse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

140010th Street P.O. Box 3044 SBcram«to,CtHforaU 95«l2-3044 
{nSiilSmi l>AX^16)323-5018 vmtJDpxt^ 

1̂ 1 

•'•4 
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Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2008021027 
Project r m . Sunroad Hart)OT)*md^tole^P^o/ec^ 4 East Harbor Island SiAareaR 

LeadAgBttcy San Diego, Port of 

Type B R Draft EIR 

. Oescrtpepn Redeyelopiient on a portion of East Haitor Island to indude: ttemolition of one eidsfig locker building 
and a paricing lot located east of the Siinroad Resort Marina buildng: constiuction of a limited sovie 
hotel (-117,000 sO with a max. of 175 rpoms, fimited meeting space (-8K sf), parking, and common 
areas: r«Ttoval of traffic drcle at eastem tenminus of Hartjor island drive; raal^nment of road and 

' lease lines; reconfiguration of emstihg paved areas to provided ingress and egress to the hotel and 
surface paricing; putific promer^Kle along the basin-^ide of the hotel; rraltgnm^t of existbig sewer, 
water, a id ufilHy fines. A Port Master Plan Amendment is required to redesignate some land uses on 
the project site. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
emaO 

Adthvss 
aty 

Anna Buzaitis 
San Oiego Uitifted Port District 
610^6-7263 

P.O. Box 120488 
San Diego State CA Zip 92112-0488 

Pivject Loctrtlon 
County San Diego 

a t y San Diego 

Lat /Long 32" 43' 30" N / l i n i * 2 6 * W 
Cross Sfraefs Hartior Island Drive 

ParcefNo. 760-010-23-00.8.760-010-11-00 
Tbwnsfifp Range 

Proximity to:. 
Highways Interstate 5 

Airports 
Reltways 

Waterways 
Sctiools 

Land Use Commercia! Recreation; Open Space; Streets 

San Diego Intematitmal 
SDNR 
San Diego Bay 

Prt^ect Issues • Aesthetic/Visual; Air OuaBty; Biological Resout:e$; Coasta] Zone; Cumulafive Effects; 
pr3inage/At>sorption; Flood Ptain/Flobdit^; Geologlc/Seisniic: Landuse; Noise; Public Services; 
Recreation/Paiks; Sewer Capacity; Sofl Erosion/Comp^Oon/Gratfingi Solid Waste; Toxic/HsEardous; 
Traffic/Circulation; Water QuaK^ Water Supply: W^and/Riparian 

m 
]A 

•4 
"4-m 

Revteedag Resources Agmcy; CaBfomia Coastal Comrrasson; Department of Conservation; D^r tmen l of Fish 
Agencies and Game, Region 5:Off!ceofHistoHcPresnvation;Oepartmwit of Parks and Recreatton; 

Departmentof Water Resources: Caltraru, Dtvlsi(»nof.Aen)naulh:s: Cailtomia l^tiway P ^ l ; 
Caftrsns, CKstrict 11; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 0; Departnientof Toxk: 
Substances Control; Nath« Arnerlcan Haritaga C o m n i ^ ^ 

DateReeefved 12/090009 Start aftievtew 12/09/2009 End of Review 01/25/2010 

"0 
Note; Blanks in data Reus result fram insufllclenl tnfbmislion pravided by lead agency. 

iA 

m 
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Conunent Letter B 

4 
-4 

NATIVE AMERCAN IHEIVrAGE COMMBStON 
atS CAJWOt m U , BOOH 384 

eAcnuraiTacAsau n ^ 

DacetriMr 30,2009 

Ms. Anna BuzaHis. Prelect Ptanner 
SAN DIEGO UNineO PORT DISTRICT 
P.O. Box 120488 
San Ofego. CA 92112-0488 
Re: SCH»20ofe21027 C B i A Nalliai ot CotmaeHBn: Jralt ErolriOTtieiilal limiael Rwian ibgRI to 
Sumoad Haitiof Wand HoMPlBlea and EaatHartliir Ma id Sabara Pat 
IPI«PAinjPD««33«6,6ll^78a: located mBieSsoulhBa»arM cat o> San DIam San maoo •earMs. Buz^ia: 

The Nailvie Aiiiertcan Heritage Consnlsslon (NAHC) is tlw state tnistae agency'punuart 
P i ^ Resources Code $21070 for its protactton and presefvaSon of CaHltenia's Native American 
CuHuralResaucas.. (AlsoaaeBinimmiiBi l lalf totecft inVrtbmistt lnCBntery. Mmsmn flOSSI ITOCal 
App. sr 804!) Ttia Catbmla Eiiirliuiinieiilal Qually Act (CEQA- CA PuMc Resouicas Coda ^1000-
21177, amended In 2009) teqiAes tiat any project Biat causes a substantial adverea c h a i ^ in tha 
signWcance of an tiMottctf resource, ttot tidudas archaaolagical resources, Is a 's^ l l ca i t efiaer 
rei^iMng tin praparatkin of an EnvlR>nmantal Impact Report (BR) par ttw CdnsnM Coda of Ragutag^ 
S1S064.S(bXc Vft CEQA iMdeAws). Section i a ^ of ffia CEQA GuWnes defines a sSnMcant mpact 
on ttie errvtonment as *a sitelansal, or patartfaOy sutnlantial, adverse chsige m any of pDysieai 
conditions wntih an area affected liy die proposed project, incMng.. . otjacts af h l ^ ^ 
signWcance.' In older to con^wlt l i ttiis pri»islon, tite lead agewy is reqidred to assess wlielhw 
picject win havB an advarsa liiipact on these resouTcas within the'area of potential etlK^ 
so, to ml^aie that elltel To adequataly assess t l» prafect̂ eiated kr^acls cf< histortcal resouioa^ 
Comnussion reoornmends tlia toQowiitg. 

The Native American tterttaga Commission did perform a Sacred Lan^ FBe (SLP) sesch 
in tha NAHC StF Invwitory, astabUsfied tiy tha Legistature pursuant tb PutiSc Resourcas Code 
$8097.94(8) and NativaAmarieafi Cultural rasoureasiaarB not BantHlBd withiri oh»«ialf mile of the 
APE • • • 

Ealy consultation with Naltw Arnertcan trftas in your ffiaa b the bed way to avoM 
uantlc^atad discovartes once a project Is igiderway. Enclosed are the names of the nearest tribes 
and interested Native American tidlvlduals that the NAHC lecomneflds as'consulting parties,'for 
gils purpose, M may have Imowledge of Itie religious and culbral signllcance of the NstoTlc 
properHas In dw project area (e.g. APE). Wa recommend that you contact penuuis on eie attached 
Hst of Nativa American contad^ A Native Amslcan Tillie or Trtal Elder may be the only sowce of 
Infornuilon abatA a cultural resource.. Also, tfie NAHC recommends flwl a Native American 
Monitor or Nalhie Arnartean cultufally knowtei^eabla person be ernployed wttenever a protassional 
archaeologist Is employed durtig Ihe'Initial Sbdy'and In elher phases of ttwenvirohinei'tal 
plaining processes. Furthemure ws suggest dnt you contact the Califomia Hislortc Resources 
Inlermallon System (CHRIS) at the Office of Hislorie PresenaHon (OHP) Coordnator's office (at 
(916) 853-7278, for retinal to 9ie nearest OHP MormaHoi Center of which Bwre are 11.. 

Consullallen with W)es and imwasledNaave American Itttea and inawdut^s. as consulting 
partes, on Bie NAHC list should be conducted In cempllanta wtth the requtemenls of laderal 
NEPA (42 U,S.C. 4321-43351) and Section ice end 4(f) of federal NHPA(18U.S.C.47D|l)lef»;, 
38 CFR Part 880.3, the Preaideflfa CouncB on EnvfronmenlBl (SuaUy (C^SQ; 42 U.S.C. 4371 
ef seq) and NAOPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-3013), as appropilalei.. 

Subject Line: 

Please note that the Proposed Project is not located in the South Bay area of San 
Diego. The Project site is located on Harbor Island in northem San Diego bay. 

Response to Comment B-1: 

This comment indicates that a Sacred Lands File search was conducted by the 
Native American Heritage Coimnission and no Native American Cultural 
Resources were identified within one-half mile of the Project site. As the 
comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy ofthe DEIR, no further 
response is warranted. 

Response to Comment B-2: 

As discussed on page 7-3 of the DEIR, the Project site is located on filled land. 
Harbor Island was created in the 1960s, and the onsite buildings were constructed 
in the following decades. Therefore, the consultation and monitoring 
responsibilities mentioned in this comment are not deemed necessary for this 
Project beca.use it is unlikely that Native American cultural resources will be 
discovered during project grading due to the Project site being located entirely on 
fill. 
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m 
\A 
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Lead agendas should eonSdar avcidaioe, e« detned In Section 15370 of Sie CaUomla 
Bwlronmarrtal QuaHy Act (CEQA) whan a^tiicant cultural resources could be affected by a 
ptslacL AtetC PiMe Resources Code Section 5097.98 and HeaMi&Safely Coda Secllon 70SD.S 
prtwide for provisions for accidentally discovered aichaoioglcri tesoureas during construction aid 
inandate the processes to be fodowed hi 9i8 event df an eoddattal discovery df any human remains 
In a pnjeet l oc^M other 9ian a'dadlcaled ceiiielery. Oscussion of Siese should be Inckided In 
your envfronmental documcsils, aa apprcprl̂ B^ ' 

Tha aitfiorlly for (ha a.F record aearch of the NAHC Sacred Lands InveRtory, estatiSstiad 
Iqr the Canbrhia Legislature, Is Califernia PuMc Resources Code $5097.94(8) and Is exonpt Ira^ 
the CA P iMc Records Act (e.f CaSbmla Gcwemmffiit Coda §8254.10). The leauls of the 
search are conndentlal. Howsver,NaIy8 Americans on the attached contact Hst s s not prohMlad 
Item and may wish to reve^ the ralura of IdenflSedcî tuJal resoiacesAlstoric properties. 
CorilUentlalfty of'•'historic pn^ierties of tenuous aid cuflural signWcance' may also be piuteclBd the 
under Seceon 304 of the NHPA or at the Secretary of the Intsrlor̂  (Ssctetlon If not ellglbto for i s ^ 
on the Nationat Retfster of Historic Places. Tfie Secretary may ̂ so tie advbed by Sie federal 
bidianR^^^dus Freedom A d (cf. 42 U.SC, 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or not 16 
discloae itaim of leBgious sidfor cullural a^nlScanu MenMed in or near the APE ^ 
fftraatanad by proposed prvjjsul ecSvHy. 

CEQA Guldetlnes, Section 15064J(d) requires the lead agency to wodi with the NaSve Americans 
Menlllled by this Conrnbsloh If the MtM Study WenlMes Ihe presence « Brely presence of Natve 
Amadcai human lemrtna wWih the APE. CEQA &ildrtnes provte Ibr agreernenls with Native 
Anierlcm, IdentIM by the NAHC, to assure the approprlale and deified tiealrnent of Ntfve 
American Iwinan rainains and ariy assoclalad grave Bens.-' • 

HeaUft and Sata^ Code $7050.5, PubBe Resaanoes Cods ̂ 097.98 and Sac $15064.5 (4 of Ihe 
CaHonte Coda of liegulations ( ( i ^ A Guld^nes) mandate procedures to be Mowed, Inelw^ 
censlruetloii or axcsyallon be altiwed In tie event ef an accidental discovery of any humBiiernatis In a 
locsfion other than a dedicated cmuetery unt8 the cotinty coroner or medlctfe)gmlner can detemihie 
whelhwtheremalnBOTlhosaofaNathieABtailc^ 
sttfas that cSsttsbanoe of NaSvs American oMneterlea la a felony. 

Anain. liwdaoancies shoidd consider avoidance, aadufined In 815370 of lhaCallfanila Code of 
RaiBrlaaonafCeQAOuldallnes>.«»henrior<ncailculluMlraaouroasaredl«nr«iiw^ 
gfploct plaiipinfl flnd hnglfliiwfilflllQn 

Please feel tee to contact me a (916) 6534251 Ifyouhavaoiyqueslans. 

Program Anati'St 

Attachment Ust of Native ArnerlcanContacfe 

Ce State Clearinghouse 

Response to Comment B-3: 

See Response to Comment B-2. No cultural resources were identified on or 
adjacent to the Project site. In addition, because the Project site is located on fillj 
no buried cultural resources or human remains are anticipated to be discovered 
during site disturbance activities associated with construction of the Proposed 
Project. 

Response to Comment B-4: 

Harbor Island was created in the 1960s, and the onsite buildings were constructed 
in the following decades. In addition, the Sacred Lands File (SLF) record search 
performed by NAHC, revealed that no cultural resources were identified on or 
adjacent to the Project site. As a result accidental discovery of archeological 
resources defined in the comment as "historic properties of religious or cultural 
significance" during construction is not anticipated. Therefore, consultation with . 
Native Americans on the attached list is not necessary. 

Response to Comment B-5: 

See Response to Comment B-2. No cultural resources were identified on or 
adj acent to the Project site. Therefore, accidental discovery of human remains 
during constmction is not anticipated. 

Response to Comment B-6: 

See responses to Comments B-3 and B-5. 

GI 
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Comment Letter C 

UndaS Adams 
SBcratafyfOr 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Mazis" Movassaghl, AcUng Obector 
5796 Corporate Avenue 

Cypress. Callomla 90630 

m 
'4 
'4 

m 

January 13, 2010 

Mr John Helmer, Director 
Land Usa Plannihg 
San DI^o Unified Port District 
Land Use Department . 
3165 Padfic Highway 
San Diego, Califomia 92101 

i ® H 
JAW 1 3 ZHO 

STATE Cl̂ ARiNGHOySE 

NOTICE OE AVMLABILnY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAITr 
REPORT FOR SUNROAD HARBOR ISLAND HOTEL PROJECT & 
EAST HARBOR ISLAND SUBAREA PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 
(SCH # 2006021027), SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

Dear Mr. Helmen 

The Department of Toxic Sut)Stances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the atrave-mentiohed project. The foBowing 
project descnption is stated in your document' The Proposed project plans' to replace 
an existing matlna lociter building and surface pafMiig with a 4-6toiy hotel vnfh a 
maxirhum of 175 rooms. The Proposed Pr<̂ ect also includes an amendment to the Port 
Master Plan (PMP) to address changes in iand use resulting from reconfiguring an 
eastem portion of Hartior Island Drive and Itie traffic tSrde at its eastem terminus. The 
existing Project site indudes approximately S acres of filled tideiands containing one 
marina locker buBding and a pailting lot for the marina. The Proposed Pniject site Is 
located In the southem portion San Dlego Coiinty at the northern end of San Diego Bay. 
Mora specifically, the F'njject site is located on East Hartior Island (Subarea 23 of 
Planning pistrict 2), tiie eastem of the two peninsulas. The Project is bordered to the 
north by the Sunroad î esort Marina^ and the airport car rental compound; to the east by 
the Reuben E. Lee and Island Prime le^urants; to the south by hiarbor Island Drive, 
the Oass I public promenade, and the San Diego Bay: to the west by a San Dlego 
Intemationial Airport (SDIA) employee parking lot a marina, and hotels and commercial 
properties. Ilie Project site Is'currently designated as Commerdal Recreation with the 
exceptioii of an Open Space area vMan the traffic drde at ihe east end of Harbor 
Island Drive, and the Street designation on the Harbor Island Drive ." DTSC has 
fblkjwing comments: 

Q 

in 

® Printed on RAcydod Paper 
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Mr. John Helmer 
January 13,2010 
Page 2 of 2 

1) DTSC provided comments on the project Notice of Preparation (NOP) on 
January 20, 2009; those comments have not been addressed in the draft EIR. 
Please address DTSC's comments in the final EIR. 

2) DTSC can provide guidance for deanup oversight through an Environmental 
Oversight Agreement (EOA) for govemment agendes which would not be 
responsible parties under CERCLA, or a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for 
private parlies. For additional infonnation on the EOA or VCA, please see 
www.dtsc.ca.oov/SiteCleanup/Brownfieids. or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-
Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489. 

3) In future CEQA documents, please provide your e-mail address,, so DTSC can 
send you comments both eiectronically and by mail. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Raflq Ahmed, Project 
Manager, at rahmed@dtsc.ca.oov or by phone at (714) 484-5491. 

Response to Comment C-1: 

The NOP comments fi-om the January 20, 2009 Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) letter have been addressed in Section 4.4, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials and Section 4.7, Air Quality, of the DEIR. The following is 
a summary of DTSC conunents contained in the NOP comment letter followed 
by the analysis presented in the DEIR that addresses the comment: 

NOP The EIR should evaluate whether conditions within the Project 
#1 area may pose a threat to human health; 

NOP The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required 
#2 investigation and/or remediation for any site that may be 

contaminated, and the govemment agency to provide 
appropriate regulatory oversight; 

Sincerely, 

•4 
4 

m 

GregHolmes 
Unit Chief 
Brownfieids and Environmental Restoratton Program - Cypress Office 

cc; Govemor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clean'nghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, Califomia 95812-3044 
st3te.ciearfnghouse@<^r ca.gov. 

CEQA Tracking Confer 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Office of Environmental Plannirig and Analysis 
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, M.S. 22-2 
Sacramento, California 95814 
ADeiacrKadtsc.ca.qov 

CEQA#2740 

NOP Environmental investigation (Phase I or II Environmental Site 
#3 Assessment Investigations) findings should be summarized in 

the EIR, and all closure, certification, or remediation approval 
reports should be included; 

NOP If the project includes demolition, an investigation should be 
#5 conducted for the presence of hazardous chemicals, mercury and 

asbestos. Proper precautions should be included in the EIR for 
identified hazardous materials; 

NOP Soil sampling is required if soil excavation is planned on the 
#6 Project site. For identified contaminated soils, the EIR should 

include proper disposal methods. 

NOP If necessary, the EIR should include a health risk assessment on 
#7 sensitive receptors during any construction or demolition 

activities; 

m m 

NOP If hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the proposed 
#8 operations, the EIR should include how wastes must be 

managed in accordance with the Califomia Hazardous Waste 
Control Law and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations; 
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NOP If the Project area was used for agricultural activities that might 
#9 have used pesticides, the EIR should include the proper 

investigation and remedial actions that must be conducted. 

EIR's Response to NOP Comments #1-3, #6: 

The DEIR did evaluate whether conditions within the Project area may pose a 
threat to human health. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR, to gather 
information on the existing hazardous materials baseline conditions, a Hazardous 
Materials Technical Study (HMTS) was prepared by Ninyo & Moore (July 14, 
2006). The objective of the HMTS was to evaluate specific existing, potential, or 
suspect conditions that may impose a liability from soil and groundwater 
contamination regarding activities associated with adoption of the Proposed 
Project. Numerous federal, state and local environmental databases were 
searched as part of the HMTS. The databases searched are listed on Page 13 of 
the HMTS. The HMTS is included as Appendix D-1 ofthe DEIR. That report 
covered a larger project area that included the Project site and the general vicinity 
of tlie Project site on East Harbor Island. The analysis in the DEIR describes 
hazardous materials sites and existing conditions for the Project site as defined 
by the Ninyo & Moore report. The presence or absence of hazardous materials 
on the Project site are clarified in the DEIR where appropriate. 

Q 

The HMTS concluded that, based on the information reviewed at the local 
regulatory agencies, the hazardous materials/wastes currently and formerly stored 
at the Project site (i.e., 500-gallon underground storage tank (UST), waste oil, 
solvents, etc.) do not have the potential to create a significant hazard to tlie public 
or the environment. It was noted, however, that the HTMS recormnended a 
follow-up Phase n investigation to determine the history of the now removed 
UST and whether the area surrounding the UST still contained contaminants. 
The UST was located west of the marina building on the westem portion of the 
Project site, and thus was not located ih the portion ofthe Project site proposed 
for construction ofthe hotel. 

Subsequently, a Phase II Subsurface Investigation (Phase II) was undertaken to 
determine if contamination from a former UST was present and, if so, to 
ascertain the extent of the potential contamination. The Phase II Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA), prepared by AEI Consultants and dated July 26, 2006, is 
provided in fiill in Appendix D-2 of the DEIR. 

m 
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As discussed in Section 4.4,4.4 of the DEIR, because it cannot be assumed that 
the number and location of samples collected during the. Phase II irivestigation 
are representative ofthe entire Project site, the potential exists that areas within 
the Project site may be contaminated due to leaks from the removed UST. In 
addition, diie to the presence of the marina and past use ofthe surrounding areas 
for industrial purposes including aerospace and other industries, undocumented 
areas of contamination could exist. In the event undocumented areas of 
contarriination are encoimtered during construction or ground-disturbing 
activities, a potential significaiit impact fi-om worker exposure to hazardous 
materials could occur. Therefore, the DEIR included the following niitigation 
measures: 

m 
•4 
4 

m 

M M HZ-la: Prior to the initiation bf constniction activities, the Project 
Applicant shall prepare and subniit to the Port District's Environmental Services 
Department for approval, a contingency plan outlining the procedures to be 
followed by the Project Applicant and/or contractor in the event that 
undocurnented areas of contamination are encoimtered during constmction 
activities. The contingency plan shall proyide, at a minimum, that in the event 
undocumented areas of contamination are discovered during constmction 
activities, the Projecf Applicant arid/or its coiitractor shall discontinue 
constmction activities in the area of suspected cohtimination and shall notify the 
Port District forthwith, and, in consultation with the.County of San Diego 
Departrnent of Environmental Health's Hazardous Materials Diyision and subject 
to the review and approval of the Port pistrict anid any other public agency with 
jurisdiction over the contamination encoiihtered, the Project Applicant shall 
prepare a plan for abatemeiit and rmediatipii of the coiitamination. Constmction 
activities shall be discontinued until the Pfdjiect Appiicant and/or contractor has 
irnplemented all appropriate health and safety procedures required by the Port 
District and any other agency with jurisdiction oyer the contamination 
encountered. ' ' 

M M HZ-lb: Prior to the initiation of constmction activities, the Project 
Applicant shall prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible hazardous materials 
present within the Project Site associated with the UST that was removed, the 
marina and past use of the surrounding areas for industrial purposes including 
aerospace and other industries. The Site Safety Plan shall be subject to Port of 
San Diego approval, and, if deemed appropriate, the Project Applicant shall, in 
consultation with the County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health, 
be prepared to address hazardous coristmctiori-related activities within the 

\A 

M 
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boundaries of the Project site to reduce potential health and safety hazards to 
workers and the public. 

EIR's Response to NOP Comment #5: 

As discussed in Section 4.4!4.2 of the DEIR, the San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District (SDAPCD) requires the owner of an establishment, set for demolition or 
renovation, or the owner or operator of any equipment used to demolish or 
renovate any stmcture, to subinit an Asbestos Demolition or Renovation 
Operational Plan (Notice of Intention) at least 10 working days before any 
asbestos stripping or removal work begins (such as, site preparation that would 
break up, dislodge or similarly disturb asbestos containing material). A Notice of 
Intention is required for all demolitions, regardless of whether asbestos 
containing materials are present or not. Although Project constmction would not 
involve renovation or demolition of any stmctures that may have used asbestos-
containing building materials, nor would it remove lead-based paints from 
existing stmctures built prior to 1980, submittal of a Notice of Intention to the 
SDAPCD would be required prior to any constmction activities and would 
ensure that hazardous materials are not released into the environment. Therefore, 
because the Proposed Project would have to comply with federal, state, and local 
regulations for potentially hazardous material releases, the Proposed Project 
would not result in 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. Therefore, during Project constmction 
impacts would be less than significant. 

IJ) 
iA 

•4 

EIR's Response to NOP Comment #7: 

As discussed in Section 4.7.4.4 of the DEIR, the nearest sensitive receptors to the 
Project site are the Spanish Landing Park, located approximately 0.5 mile 
northwest ofthe Project site, the park located on the south side of West Harbor 
Island, approximately 1 mile west of the Project site, and residences along Laurel 
Street, Hawthom Street, and Grape Street, approximately 1 mile to the east of the 
Project site. 

m 

Construction activities are sporadic, transitory, and short-term in nature, and once 
constniction activities have ceased, so too have emissions from construction 
activities. It is estimated that construction activities for the Project would occur over 
approxiriiately 18 months; however, most of the diesel emissions would occur during 

{JI 
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site grading and road constmction, which would take approximately 3 months. 
Because the duration of exposure tp diesel exhaust during the temporary constmction 
activity would be much shorter than the assumed 70-year exposure period used to 
estimate lifetime cancer risks, constmction ofthe Proposed Project is not anticipated 
to result in an elevated health risk to exposed persons due to the short-term nature of 
constmction-related diesel exposure. The Project may create a nuisance for nearby 
visitors during hours of constmction, but this impact is considered minimal. In 
addition, based on screening methodology provided by the SCAQMD, air pollution 
exposure to diesel emissions is reduced with distance. Therefore, the distance from 
the Project site to the nearest sensitive receptor (approximately 0.5 mile) is assumed 
to be enough to greatly reduce pollution concentrations. Consequently, the human 
health impact of diesel risks associated with constmction activities is considered to be 
less than significant. 

EIR's Response to NOP Comment #8: 

As discussed in Section 4.4.4.1 of the DEIR, the Project does not propose any 
feature that would routinely emit hazardous materials into the water, ground, or 
an- during its constmction or operation. Use, storage, and disposal of any 
coirimon and chemical hazardous materials including motor oil, solvents, 
household and industrial cleaning products, paint, swimming pool-related 
chemicals, some acids, and organic waste during normal hotel operation would 
be managed pursuant to all standard federal, state, and local regulations. The 
Proposed Project would be subject to routine inspection by the County DEH's 
HMD (the DTSC's CUPA) and the City of San Diego Fire Department, assuring 
ongoing compliance and preventing dangerous conditions that could lead to 
hazardous upset conditions. 

m 
\A 

4 
'4 

m 

Q 

m 

EIR's Response to NOP Comment #9: 

As discussed in Section 4.4.4.4 of the DEIR, past uses of the surrounding area 
include industrial uses such as aerospace and other industries. The Project site 
has not been historically and is not currently used for agricultural purposes. 

Response to Comment C-2: 

This comment indicates that, if needed, DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup 
oversight. As the comment does not address the acciu-acy or adequacy of the 
DEER, no fiirther response is warranted. 

Response to Comment C-3: 

m 
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This comment expresses interest for email addresses to be provided in fiiture 
CEQA documents. This comment is noted. As the comment does not address the 
accuracy or adequacy of the DEIR, no fiirther response is warranted. 

0) 
\A 

4 
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•I K H\ 

T H E C m r O F S A N DiExao 

Januaiy 2S, 2010 

Response to Comment D-1: 

Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis, were included in the Recirculated 
Portions ofthe DEIR, which was circulated for public review from November 
24, 2010 to January 10, 2011. 

San OiegD Uoified Port District 
Land Use Ptmnisg Dtpanment 
3165 Pacific m g ^ y 
San t}iego, CA 92101 

Sninsittnl viaeaml to: I 
Haid copy to follow via mail 

Subject: CrrvorSANDiECXtCoMMEimoNTHEDiunl&mROimENTALbiPACTltEKmT 
(DEIR) FOR THE SuNiiaiD HABBOB Isijuai Barm PROJECT AND BAST HARBOR 
ISLAiwSuaAREAPaBT MASTER n^n AMENDMENT (UPD MBass-Ent-TB!; SOB 
«2e06l21(B7,IO«IZ002a82) 

TIB City of Sas Diego OX^*? has lecdved and reviewed dK Draft 
(^EtR*^ lis Smm»d Haibor Island Hotel Prrged md East Haibor Island S i ^ ^ 
I>latt AjneaAnotf and apjieeiatea this opportunity to provide oonmienis to 
ie^)onn to tte DEIR, &e CSV bas idealised potential aniioiBBental issun tha 
sigmiicant impact fo liie envfrornneaot Contiiroed cooidinated plaonfog between the Ci^^ 
Sao D i ^ , anl otbcr local, regional, states and federal agencies w31 be enentiaL 

Slatrfimh the DevelopmeM Services Dq)aitnieBtCT)ro'% tig CMy Planning and Coii^ 
Investmem Department, and the Ehviiomieittl Sovtes DefBitinent (BSD) have l e v ^ ^ 
Bid have the fidMog oontments regsnSng the ooittnt of die DEIR: 

DEVEtOPMENT SERVICES DEPAKnnatT: 
A m GONSALVES (619) 446-5294 Anoigi.AVEa^SAHPIHio.oov 
ISMAILEUIAMAO ATr<il9)446-5494 IEmAMADiaSAWDIE0O.COV 

Response to Comment D-2: 

Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis, were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review fi-om November 
24, 2010 to January 10,2011. 

m 
\A 

-4 
'4 

m 

1. -fhe latest CiQr of San Diego "Significant I>«nniiialion Thresholds" ^loiild be used to identify 
prtyect's inqiact on tiansportation &cilities. 

2. Roadv̂ ry dasafications arid Level Of service (LOS) B capacities shouid be revised to reflect 
cunem City standaids as fiiltows: 

Ouvulopiiiofil Sol vices 
imiHiimiKsei-SBainanMMiss 

vimmw 

13 
> 
Q 
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D-2 
com. 

Page2of5 
San Diego Unified Port Distnct 
Laiid Use Planidng DqjaitSncnt 
January 25,2010 

North Haibor Drive: 

• betMeen Rosecrans S t M and tTmiilzBouievaid finKtions as a four-lane nuj^ 
wift idthnate classification of a fiiur-lane ni^or arterial with LOS E cspaci^ at 40.000 
ADT. 

• between Nipilz Boulevard and Grape Stieet as a six-lane piinuiyaiterial with LOSE 
c^odty at 60,000 ADT, otcept the two segments 

• between Harbor Island Dr aid Rental Accos Road aiid between Hawthom Stieet and 
Grape Stieet as a Kven-lane priinary arterial ei LOS E capacity of65,000 AI3T. 

• sonthofOiapeStreetasafivs-lasepiiinaiyaiteriaiwidiLOSBat55,000ADT. 

Pacific lEî iway. 

• between north ofLmrei Stieet to south ofOn^ Street is chissified as sbi-Iannugot street 
wiA LOS E cqncity of 50,000 AIXT. 

Laurel Street 

• between N.HaiborIMveai8l Pacific Highway is classified as fbur-laiK major street with 
LOS B capacity of40,000 ADT and. 

• eastarPaiafieHi0iwqtasaIbis-laittcoUectorslieetviittaLOSEc4ndtyat38,O(n 

Hawthom Street 

• between North Harbor Drive east ofPadfic Highway is classified as three-lane inajor 
stiia(iine-way)widi LOS B cajadty of25,000 ADT. 

Qiape Sireist: 

• between North Harbot Drive and east of Padfic Ki^iway is classified as a thiee-laoe 
majorstreet (one-way)wifliLOS Eci9acityof2S,00d ADT. 

Harbor Island Drive: 

• between Noidi Haibor Drive and Haibor Island thrive Is classified as a four-lane 
slRW widi LOS E capaaty of40,000. 

• west and cast ofHaibor Island Drive as a four-laaecollecior Street mth LOSE capacity of 
30,000 ADT. 

m 
m 
\A 
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m 
[A 
"4 
4 

m 

m 

Page3ofS 
Sra Diego Unified Pan District 
Land Use Planning Department 
January 25,2010 

3. The EIR should discus and cvaluOedK impact oftnlley, coaster and fie!^ tram iqieiations 
on die imetsectfons of Pacific Highway/Lamel Streo, Pacific Hî way/Hawiham Stieet and 
Pacific Highway/Onpe Stieet 

4. The ESt dull provide detail explaining why a "business hotel'̂  late of 7 aveiage daily trips 
(ADO per room woold be a{^piiate rather than the inoie typical rote of 10 ADT per room. If 
appn îate, the 10 ADT should be used and canied throughout the analysis. 

5. The EIR inusievahiate the inqiacttrf die propcsediedocfion (fbr four hmes to three) in canity 
to Haibor IsLai»i Drive, espedally iitchidbig the proposed neai teim ledevdiqniient of tlK 
Reuben E. Lee site. 

& Page 4.6-2. Aatetdttoadway8,Neia Harbor Drive Revise dwclainB'X:^^ 
ifoibor Island Drive is classified as a 6-laite divided rottlway** to lead Cunently Notth Ha 
Drive is dassified as a 6-haie pimaiy arteriaL**. 

7. ftge 4.6-2, Afficted Roadways, Padfic Higbmy: Revise die claiK'Pacific Highway is a 6-
hme iSvii^ roadway" to lead " Padfic Highway is a 6-latte divided miijor stieeL.'' 

i . Page 4.6-4, flntpaiagiqih: This section Slates that diis docmnentassomeshî iertluui typical 
cqiacity £^ North Haibor drive, wUdi might eiqibin why bigln cqncities are 
Lamei Snnei, Hawthorn Stiett and G n ^ StieeL Standaid capacities diould be used for all 
street s^mous. 

9. Page4:6-5.TdiIe4.6-lEidstingSlieetSegnienlOpeiatians:T1iecapacityatLOSEshould 
comply trith tte 0 9 of San Diego niadway dasaificatians aiid dnesholdi. Based on Oat, die 
v/c and L(jS ahoiild be revised accordingly. Also, please add s column for fimctiiaial 
classificafiott Sir each roadway sepnent Please note (onMray) next U Hawthom Stiea and 

10. PagB 4.6-8, Impact Sigmficance Criteria, S b̂ufleted criteria: This stateinent̂ lotild be revised. 
The addition of project tiaffic mi a roadway that is (̂ eialing at LOS E and F mil have 
signiScm impact ifdieineieaseniV/C exceeding OJ for LOSE or exceedmg O.lfbrLOSF. 

It. Page 4.6-8, hnpaclSigmfioance Criteria, lOlhhulleled criteria: This statemem should be 
revised. The addition of pn̂ jed aaffic to an intersection that is operating at LOS E and F will 
have significant impact ifdie increase in delay is exceeding 2 seomdsfiir LOSE« exceeding 
1 second for LOS F. 

12. Pi«e 4.6-9, Table 4A-3 City of San Diego Traffic hqsct Significance Thredulds: Ptease 
revise fliis table to confimn to ds cunent fluesholdsps comments «16 thru # 18. This section 
should describe how the pn^ecfs trip disribution vvas detennmed. 

Response to Comment D-3: 
During fieldwork visits to the project area, LLG observed railway operations as 
they relate to the intersections of Pacific Highway/Laurel Street, Pacific 
Highway/Hawthom Street, and Pacific Highway/Grape Street. Although the 
trolley , runs through downtown, at these intersections the trolley is grade 
separated and does not affect the intersection operations. Freight service does 
utilize these tracks, once midday and then late at night. Therefore, it does not 
affect the peak periods of operations for the intersections. The Coaster and 
Amtrak utilize the railway tracks during the peak periods; however, operations of 
both the Coaster and Amtrak are not fi-equent enough to warrant any special 
considerations in the traflfic analysis. Essentially, there may be one interruption 
by the Coaster or Amtrak every 7-10 minutes, which equates to approximately 
one out of every five cycles for the intersection, and there is about a 50% chance 
the gates will be down when the east/west street is already stopped at a red light. 
The roadway system can accommodate these random interruptions without 
serious traffic implications. The standard of practice is not to consider 
interruptions from trains. 

Response to Comment D-4: 
The "business hotel" rate of 7 trips/room was used as it best describes the 
proposed project. The hotel is a limited service hotel intended for business 
travelers who prefer to stay close to the auport. The hotel will have limited-
meeting space, intended to accommodate groups staying at the hotel, and will not 
have a fiill service restaurant. In addition, the hotel will include a dedicated 
airport shuttle to transport hotel guests to and from the auport. 

Response tp Comment D-5: 
The project proposes to reduce the existing traffic circle currently located at the 
terminus of Harbor Island Drive and to narrow the eastem portion of Harbor 
Island Drive along the property fi-ontage fi-om four lanes to three lanes (1 
westbound lane and 2 eastbound lanes). As (lepicted on Figures 3-6 and 3-7 of 
the DEIR (and Recirculated Portions of the DEIR), the roadway only narrows 
near the terminus of the roadway, fi-om in front of the existing marina eastward to 
the traffic circle, a distance of approximately 370 feet. Marma traffic will be 
serviced by the 4-lane roadway as the driveway to the marina is located just prior 
to (west of) the lane drop. The remaining land uses that will be serviced by the 
narrowed roadway (3-lanes) include the proposed hotel. Island Prime and the 
redeveloped Reuben E. Lee restaurant. The capacity of a 3-lane roadway is 
15,000 ADT. This capacity is sufficient to handle the traffic related to these land 
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uses. This narrowing does not change the classification for the majority of the 
roadway, which will remain a 4-lane collector, and the roadway was evaluated as 
such. 

Response to Comment D-6: 
Page 4.6-2 of the DEIR has been revised as requested. The revised text was part 
of the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment D-7: 
Page 4.6-2 of the DEIR has been revised as requested. The revised text was part 
ofthe Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment D-8: 
Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review fi-om November 
24,2010 to January 10,2011. 

Response to Comment D-9: 
As shown on Page 4.6-5 of the DEIR, the fimctional classifications have been 
added to Table 4.6-1 and the capacities have been changed as requested. These 
revisions were part of the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. 

\A 

•4 
•4 m 

Response to Comment D-10: 
Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review fi-om November 
24,2010 to January 10,2011. 

'D 
Q 

Response to Comment D-11: 
Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were included in the Recirculated 

\A 
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Portions ofthe DEIR, which was circulated for public review fi-om November 
24, 2010 to January 10, 2011. 

Response to Comment D-i2: 
Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review fi-om November 
24,2010 to January 10,2011. Table 4.6-3 was revised to reflect the most recent 
City of San Diego traffic significance thresholds. 

Project trip distribution for the project was based on a SANDAG Series 11 Select 
Zone Assignment with a 2030 horizon year. The Model distributes project trips 
to the surrounding network on a regional level based on network zone trip 
productions and attractions. 
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Page4of5 
San D i ^ Unified Port District 
Land Use Planning Department 
January 25,2010 

13. Page 4.6-10," Levei of Service Impacts Sir NeaMeim Scenario": Please discuss the cumulative 
picfjeca linda tins section, specifinilly die Retdien E. Lee site. 

14. A figure for Existii^ + Cumulafive Pn̂ ects volnmes should be included in the Levd of Service 
Impacts fbr Nev-Tenn Scenario. 

15. Page 4.6-12, table 4.6-5, Near4eim Street Segment Operations: The capacity on Haiboi Island 
Drive (eastofHaibor IsIandDrive) is reduced in theneBr.teimbythe.piDject by reducing 
number of lanes firom 4 to 3. Please revise accortfingly. 

16. A figure fiir Horizon Year 2030 Vohmies shouid be induded fat the Long Tenn (Cumulative} 
Street Sqment Opeialiois. 

17. Page 5-19, TAle 5-3 Long-Teiin (Cumulative) Intersection Operations: Under Sigmficant 
cohniin, if die ddta of delay between dw Year2030 and Year 2030 * Pteject is greater dian 2 
seconds at LOS E or greater dian 1 second at LOS F, die "No" diould say'Vcs". Please revise 
accordingly. 

18. Page 5-37,5.5 Midgation Measties: The percentage fbr the fair diare contribution tot MM TR-
Cl,MMTR-C2andMMTR-a fe the intersections ofN. Haibor Drive at Tenninal 1; at 
Rental Car Access Road and at Laurel Sneet should be 10.11X2.2% and 2.65K le îeclively. 
A ̂  share perositage calodatton table l̂ould be included in illis section. 

Page 6-13, Table 6-2. Reduced Pn^ed Alternative- Lraig -Tenn (Yeai 2030) Inteisection Operations: 
Thia t^e shows diat a significant impact win occui under die Year 2030 + Significance Avoirhmce 
Project Alteniafive at the intersection ofN. Haibor Drive and Rental Car Access and at the inteisedion 
ofHHariior Drive »idLam«l Street due to an bicrease in delay of more than I second at LOS F. 
Please revise accordingly. 

CriYPijkmnNCiU«C0MMimTTlNVi8TMsrrI>ErAirrMENT 
TONY KBWITOW. A S S O O A T E P U N N B R 16m 236.6g6H» nawfTONI^WIMECOJOV 

The project is located wifllin die Ci^'s Coastal Overlay ZoiK. TlieNICPiodsePhm/LCP 
Hnplanents Coastal Act polides md contatais policies related U] tte preservation of views. 
Spedfically, die phm language states, "Distant water and downtown dtysc^ views are available at 
the Mgherdevations of near Rosecrans." (Ch. l,D,d) "OfF-site to tte west, land rises dmply. Indie 
ar̂ acentresiifential neighborhood, elevations range Ihan I20to220fi»tams]. It is here, fiom tte 
devaod reademid streets and homes west aid noithwed of NTQ diat views of die downtown skyline 
and San Diego Bay are available." (Ch.1, D, g). Additional language states, widi, "Views of die 
watafhmt and slcyliite shall be protected by establiddng public view cotiidns which accentuate key 
public ri^ts-of-wi^ (streets and sidewalks, bodi existing and pn̂ iosed} with appt^ate sonhtg, 
sediacks and design standards, inchnfing clustering of tall buildings, slender buildiiqis pmper buildmg 

Response to Comment D-13: 
To account for the extensive development occurring near the project area in 
downtown San Diego, the Traffic Study derived a growth factor, based on Year 
2030 volumes obtained fi-om SANDAG, to account for near-terra background 
traffic. By comparing existing volumes to Year 2030 volumes, a percentage of 
growth over a span of 22 years was calculated (Year 2008 to Year 2030). A 
portion of this growfth was determined to occur by "Opening Day" (Year 2012). 
The growth factor was applied to the existing tum movements and ADTs in order 
to generate cumulative projects volumes. These volumes include projects such as 
the Reuben E. Lee restaurant site. No changes were made to the EIR based on 
this comment. 

Response to Comment D-14: 
A figure for "Exitmg + Cumulative Projects," as requested in Comment D-14, is 
included as Figure 7-1 of the Traffic Study (Appendix E ofthe DEIR and 
Recirculated Portions of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment D-15: 
See Response to Comment D-5. Since the majority of the roadway remains a 4-
lane collector, the operations of the roadway are analyzed as such. No changes 
were made to Table 4.6-5 in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment D-16: 
A figure for "Horizon Year 2030 Voliimes," as requested in Comment D-16, was 
included as Figures 10-1 (without project traffic) and 10-2 (with project traffic) 
of the Traffic Study (Appendix E of the DEIR and Recirculated Portions of the 
DEIR). 

Response to Comment D-I 7: 
Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review from November 
24, 2010 to January 10,2011. The revisions to the significance thresholds, 
roadway classifications and roadway capacities used in the DEIR resulted in the 
identification of one additional cumulative significant impact on traffic at the 
intersection of Pacific Highway and Hawthom Street, and two new significant 
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cumulative street segnients impacts: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island 
Drive and Rental Car Access Road, and North Harbor Drive between Rental Car 
Access Road and Laurel Street (see Tables 5-2 and 5-3 of the Recirculated 
Portions ofthe DEER). 

Response to Comment D-18: 
Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review fi-om November 
24, 2010 to January 10,2011. Section 5.5 ofthe DEIR has been revised per the 
appropriate "fair-share" percentage calculations. These changes were 
incorporated into Section 5.5 of the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. In 
addition, new fair-share percentages are included for the additional impacts 
assessed in the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. These changes were also 
incorporated in the Traffic Study included in the Recirculated Portions of the 
DEIR. 

The fair-share percentages were calculated using the following (standard 
practice) formula: 

Project trips 
Future Traffic with Project - Existing Traffic without project 

m 
^A 

4 
4 
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The calculations are shown in Table 14-3 of the Traffic Study (Page 5-37, 
Section 5.5 Mitigation Measures, Fair Share Cakulations). The intersection fair 
share calculations are based on combined AM and PM peak hour volumes while 
street segment fair share calculations are based on ADTs. In response to 
Comment G-9, all percentages were rechecked and found to be correctly stated in 
Table 14-3. 

Response to Comment D-19: 

Changes were made to the DEIR to include the most recent significance 
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego, as well as the standard roadway 
classifications and capacities. The revised thresholds and standards, as well as 
the associated revised traffic impact analysis were mcluded in the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, which was circulated for public review from November 
24,2010 to January 10, 2011. The changes to the significance thresholds, and 
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roadway classifications and capacities were included in the revised traffic 
analyses included in Chapter 6. Table 6-2 was revised, and Table 673 was added, 
to incorporate the changes that resulted from the updated significance thresholds, 
roadway classifications, and roadway capacities. Table 6-2 now reflects that 
there are significant impacts at the intersections of North Harbor Drive/Rental 
Car Access Road and North Harbor Drive/Laurel Street. 

Response to Comment D-2Q: 

The project is located within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port 
District. Coastal access, including public view corridors, is subject to the Port 
Master Plan. 
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D-21 

D-22 

Page 5 of 5 
San Diego Unified Port District 
Land Use Plamung Depaitmeot 
Januaiy 25,2010 

orientation and floor area restrictions and height limits where necessary."(aiap. IV.A) Refer to 
attached scans of where view pieseivation is identified (figures 4.1,4 J m CIL IV, Attached). 

I. Since this pioposedstiucture, with 175 looms, will teqiproximately 75 feet high and just one 
of a number of multiple hotels, totaling 500 mons/suito, dien is a question of bow die picject 
would affist views. At this time, daffis unable » detennine diat tte proposed project would 
nrrt have a negative In îact on pi^ic views, and durefore, staff recommeiKls that tte 
prepare idimo Simulations of Oe pniposed stinctnre(s) liom tte vantage points, bodi top and 
tower elevations, of die sueels desiga^ as die NTC Precise Plm/LCP "view corridors". 

ENvtROtniERr AL SERVICES DEFARTMENT 
LIS* WOOD, SENIOR PLamrm t g5g>.573-l236 OR t»ooiiiasAniw«oo.c<»v 

ne City of San Uego Environmemal Seivices Dqiaitnient is lesponsibte fill die operation of tte 
Mbamar Landfill, and fbr waste reduction programs. Projects dtat generate more dian 60 tons of 
waste may have significaitt impact on solid waste fadlities and waste reduction programs. The 
Department's staff will be meeting wifli staff mvolved widi die Port Master Plan Amendment to better 
imdersond the types of waste diat wQl be generated, and develop a plan fbr waste lediEtion. 

Please contact fite appropriate above-named individual(s) if you have my questions on the submitted 
comments. The City leqitclfidly reipiests diat you plea« addiess die abim 
provide Sinr copies of die doeuiDeu fiir distribution to die commenting dqiaitment If you have any 
Bdditionai qisstioas r^arding die City's review of the DEH!, plesse contact Myn Henmann. Senior 
nmmrr «t <ii<»-446-5172 nf via email at mheiimamiaisaidiego.ff>v. 

Sincerely, 

17) 
I* 
4 
4 

m 

^rS^ Cecflia Callaido. AICP 
V Assistant Deputy Director 

Development Services Dejaitment 

Myra Henmann, Senior Planner, Develoianent Sesvioes 
Tony ICempton, Associate Planner, City nannmg and Cmnmunity hivestmeni Department 
Aim Gottsalves, Sqiior Traffic Engineer, Develî itiient Seivices Department 
Ismait Elhamad, Associate Tiaffic Engineer, Development Services Departn»nt 
Lisa Wood, Seiuor Planner, Environmoital Seivices Department 
Review and Comment online file 

Response to Comment D-21: 

The SDUPD staff reviewed the NTC Precise Plan/LCP "view corridors" 
described in the comment and shown on Figures 4.1 and 4.2 of the NTC Precise 
Plan/LCP. As shovra in Figure 4.3-2 ofthe DEIR, the NTC Precise Plan/LCP 
'View corridors" area is over one mile northwest of the Project site. As discussed 
in Section 4.3 of the DEIR, certain candidate vantage pomts shown in Figure 4.3-
2 of the DEIR were considered but rejected because they either (1) provided 
partial views of the Project site that were obscured by visual obstructions, or (2) 
are too far away (over 1 mile fi-om the site) and the proposed structure would be 
largely indistinguishable from the surrounding scenery. Views from Spanish 
Landing Park were rejected because the Project site is completely obscured by 
the existing Sheraton Harbor Island Hotel. Views fi-om the San Diego 
International Airport, Harbor Drive, and the Harbor Island Causeway were 
rejected because the site is partially obscured by intervening structures or is too 
distant from public vantage points near the airport. Considering that NTC is over 
1 mile from the project site and therefore the Project site would represent a very 
distant portion of the view fi-om NTC simulations of the project from NTC were 
not included m the DEIR. 

To further address the comment SDUPD staff evaluated potential views from the 
NTC Precise Plan/LCP "view corridors" shown on Figures 4.1 and 4.2 ofthe 
NTC Precise Plan/LCP. Intersections and areas within NTC evaluated through 
site visits included: Dewey/Rosecrans, Dewey/Truxtun, Dewey/Decatur, 
Dewey/Cushing, Decatur/Chaunceyj Chauncey/Cushing, Roosevelt/Rosecrans, 
RooseveltDecatur, Roosevelt/Cushing, Cushing/Womble, Farragut'Truxtan, 
Farragut/Cushing, Russell/Locust, Whittier, and Browning/Evergreen. 
Photographs were also taken fi-om the boat channel at the end of Womble and the 
park/boat channel at the end of Farragut. From each of these vantage points the 
site is either completely or partially obscured by other structures. Where Harbor 
Island is partially visible the Project site is distant enough fi-om the vantage point 
that it does not represent a major element ofthe view nor substantially affect any 
public views or "view corridors" as depicted in the NTC Precise Plan/LCP. 

Language for multiple hotels totaling no more than 500 rooms is included as a 
part of the PMP Amendment. However, no specific project proposals beyond the 
proposed 175 room hotel are evaluated in the DEIR. As discussed in Section 
4.3.4.5 ofthe DEIR, the PMP Amendment would not involve a change in land 
use to accommodate the total allotment of 500 hotel rooms by way of several 
small hotels across East Harbor Island; the Project site already has the proper 
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land use designation to accommodate a hotel use. By maintaining the 
Commercial Recreation land use the PMP Amendment would also not result in 
any adverse impacts on the planned visual character of East Harbor Island. As 
such, approval of the PMP Amendment would not result in direct impacts related 
to the aesthetics of the area. 

There are no plans for developing more than the proposed 175-room hotel at this 
time. Future development projects proposed in accordance with the PMP 
Amendment would recjuire a project-level CEQA analysis at the time 
applications are submitted to the Port District. The potential for fiiture 
developments on East Harbor Island to create adverse impacts on scenic vistas or 
on the visual character of East Harbor Island would be evaluated when 
applications for development are submitted to the Port District. The applications 
would identify a specific project location and would include specific building 
elevations, architectural treatments, and building heights that would serve as the 
basis for a project-level analysis of project impacts on scenic vistas and visual 
character. 

Response to Comment D-22: 

The results ofthe DEER analysis concur with this comment. As discussed in 
Section 5.3.10 ofthe DEIR (and Recu-culated Portions ofthe DEIR), the 
Proposed Project would contribute to a significant cumulative solid waste impact. 
Mitigation measure PUB-Cl included in the DEIR (and Recirculated Portions of 
the DEIR) states that prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or 
construction permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a waste management 
plan and submit it for approval to the City's Enviromnental Services Department. 

CO 
lA 

4 
"4 m 

In response to this comment SDUPD staff has met with City staff to discuss this 
issue and further define the contents ofthe Project Waste Management Plan. The 
SDUPD will continue to coordinate with the City and with the Project Applicant 
to ensure that the waste management plan prepared for the project will include 
elements identified by the City. 
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Comment Letter E 

Ufnta S>Alftt^ . 

Department of Toxic Substances Gontrol 

Maziar Mowasesghl 
Aclirrg Director 

6'96 Corpora^ Avenue 
CtipresE, CsOomiji 90630 

Jan uary,4,2011 

Mr. Jofwi.Helmer,' DjiECtor, Land Use Planning 
San Diego Unified F^'plstHct -
LaridOse'Plarirtrig [fepartnietit 
3165 Padaric rtghway 
San Diego, California 92101 

TRANSMITrAL OF RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPOKT FOR THE SUNROAD l<AI?BOR HOTEL PROjECT^i EAST 
H ^ B O R ISLAND SLIBAREA PORTMASTERPIAN AMENDMENT; (SCH 
#20q60il02?)-, (Ufp.#83358^rT783),:S^^ DIEGO,COUNTY-

besr Mr. Hclmcr: 

The OeparlnnaiturT6xic.Subslances:Ccirilr6r(^ receivtsd.your -
submrtted.f ransrnittal of Re7CircijIale<!j Porttoiis'ofihe Draft Erivironmental Impacl 
Repori (EiRytOT-the aboveVnrtitiofved.prp^cL "ITie following projed description Is 
Slated in yw* ddcumeiit inydives Uie parSal 
f&dert/elppment of ohiBJeasefoW^ 
Partners, tP.'locatê ^̂ ^̂ ^ Hartipr Isalnd DrKfe.Jti^ 
developcKl;With a nwina. support buBdings, and surface parking. The proposed 
njdtjyclopmBritwpuld.on of this tesetiold.Jt»:Propa<ie<j 
Prajeclsite is'lpdal^ porUori bf Sii.Dieuo Couiiî ^̂ ^̂  
end of.Sai^ Diegn BayrThie prî ect sits is bri ths^east an(i:.of flartiiir.lsland and is 
within';ih,ftlurisdfcllorv.rf̂  port DfstricL The Project sile.is.ujrreiilly devetbped; 
>itl> conTmerdal reaeatiohal usas'.assoplated with the.adjscwt marlita faci|l1yr, ' 

Based unihe review of the sulamilied^docu^ the following commenis:; 

1) DTSC provided original otMiimepts on .the project NoKce of Preparatton (IS on 
. Jamiary'l I 2009 and on th 
havis nnt'iMOT' aiMiBSsed iii the subrtiitted Transrii of Rerclrculated Draft 
Envirorirnenliil Impact RepbrL.Pte^^ ' 
addressed in the final EiR. 

Response to Comment E-1: 

This comment references DTSC comments provided in 2009 and 2010, for the 
NOP and DEIR respectively. The 2009 NOP comments have been addressed in 
Section 4.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 4.7, Air Quality, of 
the DEIR. Response to Comment C-1 (above) provides a summary ofthe DTSC 
comments contained in the NOP comment letter followed by the analysis 
presented in the DEIR that addresses the comments. Sections 4.4 and 4.7 were 
not included in the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR as the issue warrantuig the 
recirculation was not related to these topics. 
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Mr. John Helmer 
January 4i 201 i 
Page 2 

Response to Comment E-2: 

This comment indicates that, if needed, DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup 
oversight. As the comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the 
DEIR or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no further response is warranted. 

E-2 

E-3 

2) DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup oversight through an Environmental 
Oversight Agreement (EOA) for government agencies virtiich vwjuld not be 
responsitjle parties under CERCIA. or a Volunlary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for 
pnvate parties. For additional infermation on the £0A or VCA, please see 
www.dtscca.Qov/SileCleanua/Bfownfi^ds: or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-
Abttasl, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, ^ (714) 484-S489. 

3) In future CEQA dooments. please prowde your e-mail address, so DTSC can 
send you comments both eleclrcmlcally and by matt. 

If you have any questions reganjlng this letter, please cofMacI RafiC) Ahmed, Project 
' Manager, at rahmed@dlsc.caQov. or by phone 31(714) 484-5491. 

Sincerely, 

Response to Comment E-3: 

This comment expresses interest for email addresses to be provided in future 
CEQA documents. Thiscomment is noted. As the comment does not address 
the accuracy or adequacy ofthe DEIR or Recirculated Portions ofthe DEIR, no 
further response is warranted. 

4 
4 m 

Greg Hofmes 
Unit Chief 
Brownfieids and Envirwimental Restoration Program 

oc: GovemOT's Office of Planning and Research 
State Cteaitighouse 
P.O. 80X 3044 
Sacramento. California 95812-3044 
state.clearinohouse@oor.ca.qgv. 

CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Sutjstances Control 
Office of Er>«ronmer»lal Planning and Analysis 
P.O. Box 80e 
Sacramento, CaUfomia 95812 
ADelacn@dtsc.ca.Qov 

CEQA #3082 
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Gomment Letter F 
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F-'l 

F-2 

O e e o n ^ 1,2910 

Ms.'Ania BuzaAis ' 

San Dtege U^fRed PmtWaMBt 
PO.B<a1204S8 
San Dieso. CA«tl2.048a 

i t e S e ! M « f l f l f l m i l » 1 ' C 6 Q A N B H a i n f e a i B « ^ ^ 

aamawl Hatbor faftMid Hatet WiHeeia Bart Hartwr M a n d t e t e a i f P t ^ IWOWWW-
BRJ8»! toeated In lha HaihOfWaiid Aimfa BieCitir ef San nteaa: San IMe«> Comiftf. 

D M r M s . 8 u i ^ 

-pw Natiim Aflwriean Heraage CiMMssion ( N ^ 
pustnnt a Putin: Rraoorces Oode ̂ l o n tor ttw prrteellon M |pn»nvaSon af.CiMafflia't 
Naiive AineiieaiiCimufalResmsce& tAtoaee EiaiAiMMBeriMftoteeato 
J^^S(18691T0CalApp.3fe04). Die CdbnttEimrorensntalQu^ Act (CEQA-CA 
Public Resources Ĉ ede $21000^177, snahdRieM aBtaAre 3^800119 r e v ^ 

causes a substan8al adverse Changs fei Ihe ̂ nHleaiKe of m Mstoricd rraouiee, 
Usa htehjdes archaeological rasourees, it a t^idiCBnt dfecT lequiilns the prepnalian t i an 
BivironnnMal iRvatt Report ̂ i lQ per IlM CaBfMida Code of Regiilriom 
CEQA giiidellnssi Section 1S3S2 of the CC(M QuMnes dstees a slgnifieM 
emtreniaerfl as *a ̂ s t a n ^ or potenSa r̂ twbslanlial, adwaise c h a i ^ bl any of phyrical 
ooiidififfi» ar iM an area afbclBd by 0)6 proposed prejkt Mud i i ^ . . .bb^^ 
ae«the9ca^nillcenoe. Tha lead agency is nqulred to assess itiheSier the project willwie an 
aiberse intact on eiese resoiaoss airiaiin tiKi'aiea polenlb) tfltet (Af>E}. and 60. to 
nfl^ate Sial eRM. State law ̂  addiessm NathB American (teagious Eximssion ftl Pu&Pe 
Rasourees Code S^87.9. 

the Natlye American Heritage Comnibskm dd peifonn a Sacted lAids (% <SJ=) 
saaiiA in Sn NAHC SU^ Ifflfentory, eatabMied tv 0» U t f a t e ^ 
Rasoiwxa Code S«»7.94(a) and m t n ^ m v i ^ Q l f ^ f ^ m m m m m m . 
ld>irtHI«dwltWnoi»Aairnflatfthg/M^^ 
Nasra Aaieiican cultwtf issaiairasin etosaproaMy tot'isAPE. It Is important to do 
^ l y coTBitftetlbn « ^ NaUys Affleriom tribes to 
uhanfldiMisd <tsoa«8fles emc« a pr^ect Is urianray and io.leam of any sensHve oiSural 
arMs. Enclosed a e the names et lha ci^ffe% Mai»d tribes a ^ 
American M M d u ^ mat the NAHC reconmnds as'eonsuung paiSes, 
lha inay have iTOwlBdBe of the re%iouamd cultural sigiiilteance ofthe hislorie prcper^ 
in the Reject area (a.g. APE). A NathreAinarican t M e or Tribal Elder may be the ody 
saime of MumaSon about a ediurai resource.. ASso, the WAHC leeommendattat a 
I48ii«e American Monitor or fiiaeye Aneriian cuKiialy knoaiedgeabte 
whanewff a prolesaienalaichageloflisi is eit^aeyeddat^8ie1nilia Study" and In oflier 
phases of ifiaenwironinentelplarBiIng processes, 

Response to Comment F-1: 

This comment indicates that a Sacred Lands File search was conducted by the 
Native American Heritage Commission and no Native American Cultural 
Resources were identified within one-half mile ofthe Project site. As the 
comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy ofthe DEIR or 
Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment F-2: 

As discussed on page 7-3 of the DEIR, the Project site is located on filled land. 
Harbor Island was created in the 1960s, and the onsite buildings were 
constructed in the following decades. Therefore, the consultation and 
monitoring responsibilities mentioned in this comment are not deemed necessary 
for this Project because if is unlikely that Native American cultural resources 
will be discovered during project grading due to the Project site being located 
entirely on fill. 
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• F-2 
(cont'd) 

F-3 

F-4 
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F-5 

Ftathermbie the NAHC laeoinmends that you ceMad the Callfamia Hstorte 
l̂ ssauiees tnformiiion System (OffUS) tf tha 0 1 ^ efHtforic PraswvaSen {OKa>), fbr 
kifarmatlon on recorded arehae^os^ data. TKs MDmntion is svaitable at 8ie OHP 
Pffiee In Saoanwito (918) 445-7000. 

CwisullaSofl «ifW trftes Old Mei«8ted Nafiva American l i ^ and interastsd Nati^ 
Annrtcan Mriduads, as eonsutiî  patlas, on the ÎAKC M ,shaidd be oonftBled to 
wmpOance wttti 8ie rsqitemmts tf feder^ NEPA (42 U.S.C 4321-43351) and Section 106 
aid 4(0 tf federal m«>A (16 U.S.C 470 ̂  mq.). 36 CFR Part 800.3, the PresMcnf s 
CouncS on EnvirenmeRtal Quaqr (CSQ; 42 US.C. 4371 tf seq.) and NA<S>RA (25 U.S.C. 
3001-3013), as a^r^Nitfe. The 1662 Ssctstay tfths fnlMar^ Stsndaib ArOis na^aanf tf 
Msftffc n«p8>tte wwB reused so that Ihey oouM M ^qiSed to an 
incMed to eie N îonal Reg l ^ tf Histoife Plues and Indudng oî imf fai)d^«^ 
CoftttiltaSon with NaSiw Ainerican oontnĤ dties Is 1080 a niatt̂  tf envii^^ 
ddned C«£ftfnia Sevemmant Cods §65040.12(e). 

Uad agencies should ctfiMer avoldaice, as deHned In Secbon 1 ssro tf the 
Calon^ Enyftonnwntd Quat̂ r Act (CEQA) when slsnffieant cultual resouices could bs 
affected by a prplect Also, Pubdc f̂ esouroes Code SecSon S097.98 and Health & Stfetf 
Code Sedicto 7{^J imvMe tsr prwilsitfs ttf ae(Maf«aBy <bcoti««d an^ 
resources during construction and mandate the processes to be ̂ oBowad to the eveM tf ai 
aocldanttf tfecovety tf any hwwaii remains to a prpject location o^er than a 'dedicateU 
oemetsiy. (Xscus^tf these shoiM be toehidadm your envlraMnental documents, as 
aniioprike. 

Tin aattwAy Ibr the SIF reeard seach tf the NAHC Sacred Lands bii«nloiy, 
estabOahed ̂  the Cedftfnia lagistatwe, is Cagfomia l̂ sotsces Code §S097.84(a) 
aid la exai^ Item CA Puliflc Reeotds Act (cf. Caiifomla Oeiwnment Code 
^54.1(9. The rssuttstfSw SLF searehcecmlidffitfial However, NaSvs Americans on 
tfie attached contact Sst are not pi tf ilbiled from and may wish to reveal the nature tf 
Identified cî turel resotaoes/Hstoric propeiliss. ConOdaitl̂ Sy tf "historic properties tf 
18110018 and ctflwBl s^niflctfice'may ̂  be protectsd the wider Secfion 304 tf 8ia 
NHPA tf tf file Seotfaiy tf ttie Intsrior'dbcreSon V ntf ̂ b l e for Ssttng cn ttie National 
Register tfHistaile Ptos. The Secretaiy neytfso be adî sed by the fsdetallniSan 
Re l̂ous Reedoffl Act (tf. 42 U.&C, 1968) In issuiiq a decision WI whether tf ntf to 
(tsdoseitmstf re^iousandAiraArtf s^KteahoeidetfifiedtoornetftheAPEand . 
possflsly threatened by proposed project aeMy-

CEQAGuldeEnes. Section 1S064.5(d) requtras the lead agency to worit with the Native 
Americans MeiMsd by tIA Ctf imis^ If 8ie toM^ Stady Identifies the pre^iee tf Bktfy 
presence tf fiatlve American Iwmsn r e m ^ wShto the Are. CEQA GuMebm proiM^ 
agreemeitt with Mathe American, idenSied by the N/WC, to asBim 8le appmprftfe and 
{Sgnifled beatmafl tf Habve American human tematos and any a^odated 0ave Sans. 
Ainough Mbtf ewi«M«) uMter the Ctftan^ Eiwtaimentiri Qu8l% Act ((XQA: CA PubBe 
Resmnces Cods Se<£on 21000 - 21177) is ̂ dirisory* rethtf thm mandated, the NAW d 
request lead agencies'to timk wHh tribes and interested NaSve American htfvtdinis 88 
ôonsulttog ptfttss,'on the itf providad by 8ie NAHC to tfdtf ttitf oAurtf resouiees «A be 

protected. Howevtf, 9w 2008 ̂  1058 the tfite enat^ legUatitfi to Uw F^dval Eneigy 
Pe8eyAdtf 2008, does imnilftetfllWlWfWt^tgteteflie'tfeeWctrBnan^^ TWs 
Is eedHled to the CaHbn^ Pubtic Resouees Cede. Chspttf 4.3, and §25330te I)lvl^ IS, 
reqî res cortsultatioR Cafifomia Native American tidies, wid ktentifies both federal 
leobgniEed and n«»4ed«c^ rwognted tf! a 88t m t̂fatoed by tte NAHC 

7 

Response to Comment F-3: 

See Response to Comment F-2. No cultural resoiu'ces were identified on or 
adjacent to the Project site. In addition, because the Project site is located on 
fill, no biiried cultural resources or hmnan remains are anticipated to be 
discovered durmg site disturbance activities associated with construction of the 
Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment F-4: 

Harbor Island was created in the 19605, and the onsite buildings were 
constructed in the following decades. In addition, the Sacred Lands File (SLF) 
record search performed by NAHC, revealed that no cultural resources were 
identified on or adjacent to the Project site. As a result accidental discovery of 
archeological resources defined in the comment as "historic properties of 
religious or cultural significance" during construction is not anticipated. 
Therefore, consultation with Native Americans on the attached list is not 
necessary. 

Response to Comment F-5: 

See Response to Comment F-2. No cultural resources were identified on or 
adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, accidental discovery of human remains 
during construction is not anticipated. In addition, the proposed project is not 
within an "electric transmission corridor," and is not subject to the 2006 SB 
1059. 

\A Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
5-29 



San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 5. Responses to Comments 

Response to Comment F-6: 

See responses to Comments F-3 and F-5. 

F-6 

Heami and Ssftfy Code iTtSSOi, Ptfite Resources Cola SSOST.M and Sec $15084.5 (d) 
tf bie Caiifamla Code tf RegulsKens (CECtA QtMelineiQ mandate poeaduies to be Mo^ 
kwlii^ 8itf coostnieeon er eioavstlon to stopped to die e<i«m tf ai^^ 
iBiy human to a looalitfi etfttf ttitm a dedicated ceiiiateni 
medcal ewntoer cm dtftfmine iiAitfhtf 8ie rernatos ere toose. tf a KaAra 
Uitf fitWt tf Die He^ & Stftfy Code states Oat dMwIanes tf NativB American cemBtete 
IsaMnqr.'' ' " •"" , ' 

to contact Rie tf (9196^^51 V yoii 

vmaehmeî  U« tf CtteaBy Anitfed Kefive America 

Ce State Clearinghouse 

m 
\A 

4 
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Native American Contacts 
San D i ^Cour% 
December 1, 2010 

iBarona Group of the Ca(^n Grande 
ipdwln Bonwro, Cfialrpereon 
'i09S Banma Road Oiagueno 
U l t ^ s . CA 92040 
!si»®t>arona-nsn.9ov 
•(ei9) 443-6612 
iei9.443^)«l 

Sycuan Etand of the Kumeyaoy Matlon 
Dtamy Tucter, Chairperson 
54S9 Sycuan Road Oiegueno/iamie îew 
BCiUon . CA92021 
s!Nlva@8yctian-fisagov 
619445-2813 
619445-1927 Fax 

Vitfas Band of Kum^ey Indians 
Boroy L. B«TM. Chaliperson 

ta Posta Band of Mssbn Indians 
Gwendt^ Parada, Ctiairperson 
PO Box 1120 CMepisno/Kumeyaay PO Box 908 
IBoulevaRi • CA919(» ^ n e . CA 91903 

|ioHieiill®yleja»ii8n.sov 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

(619)478-2113 
619478-2125 

(619)445-3810 
{619)445^5337 Fax 

San Pascpial Band Cf M I s ^ Indians 
ABen E. Lanvson, O i s^ r son 
POBox 3 ^ Olegiieno 
Valley Centoi CA920» 

(760) 74»3200 
(760)749<»76Fax 

Kummaay CttSuial Historic Committee 
RonCmistman 
56 \^Jas Graito Road 
A t | ^ . CA 92001 
(61^445-0385 

Oiegueno/Kunfieyaay 

(31 

4 

llpay Nation of SaMa VseM 
:Wp Peiez, Spokesman 
fO Box 130 
Santa Ys«^< C A ^ T D 
biaRdleta)rtw@yahoo.coffl 
(760)765-0845 
(780) 765-OffiO Fax 

Monkfue LaCm^ipa, Chairperson 
Diegueno 361WChun^ Road, Suite 1 t̂ egueno/Kumeyaay 

Campo . CA 9 1 ^ 
(618) 478-9048 
MLBChappa@campo-nsa 
gov 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

CU 

V 
m m 

V Ttft QBI l i fiUinsil wMy M ^ Ihs dsts of fids dtoounsRl 
t_ '̂_"_ • - ^ _ _ _ ... . „ 
OtrtfOwOonof ftfci B<l doo noXPritetevff geivonot tfatmofy twpowmtty eetfe^nedi tn QeoHoii TOSft-Oô  ttw MBBtBhawl 

IsdMf MBBDMI CnvtfowMfltti PoBcy Acf {î aPAlh Vbttonsi Mttpfte^MMWMtoii ftC^ flHOon soft WI0 Md 
MMOPnA. maMcnnMSM 
This BMtl to (Ô itlf ̂ p̂pfl̂ B̂Ĉ >l8f cwnlwtSiB locfli Wrtfwt ABurtcsm by cotmjKBtioo pufpo&es efiSi leottdtom^^fM tet 
$iCM3O0imvnyt 4UUitft IteWBtfllCDmplBdoii; (tortt BwtfOHiiWfllBl flnpftct Btpoil (OBRH ipf fl» flumaod HBH)0> M ( 
«<M atfttfaa (>MM (UPO f8n8»CIF^7>3Ii locsM to 0 « M v ^ 

{A 
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\A 

••4 

Native American Contacts 
San Olego Cowi^ 
Deoemt>er1, 2010 

>Jamui Indian V i l ^ e 
jKenn^ Maze, Ctyrperson. 
[P.O. 80x612 
IJamul • CA 91935 
l^iilrec®8ctitv.n«A 
!{619) 669-4785 
i(ei9) 669-48178-Fax 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

b»ia Band of Mteshm Indtwis 
Roieeca Osuna, ^ptAespeison 
2005 8. l^condidoBM. Diegusno 
Esoontftto . (M9202S 
(teO) 737-7628 
(760) 747-8568 Fax 

Mesa Grande Band d Mission Indiara 
kibuK Romero, Ctiairperson 
: P.O Box 270 : Diegueno 
Santa Ysidiek CA 92070 
n«sc^randeband®msn.oom 
(760) 7{(2-3ei8 
(7W)782-S(»2Fax 

Kumeyaay CuHural ftepatrlaUon Committee 
Steve Baneges, Spotesperson 
10% Baiomi Road otegueno/Kianeyt 
Ldceside . C»92040 
(619)742^7-0611 
(619)742-M87 
{619)443-0681 FAX 

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation 
Paul Cu«o 
36190 Church R o ^ , Sui te 5 Diegusmrkunieya^ 
Campo • CA 91906 
(619)478-«)46 
(619)478-9505 
(619) 478-5818 F » 

Emrflaapatwp Trit»i OfSoe 
Win MicMln. Executiva Director 
40S4W)BowsRo«l 
Alpine • CA01801 
iMi«cldin@le«iln^ock.net 
(619)44S-6315->rak!e 
(619) 445-9126-fax 

Diegueno/Kumeyi 

Kwaayrrd Laguna Band of Mission Indians 
Carmen Lucas 
P.O. Box 775 Diegueno -
PbwVadley . C A 9 1 ^ 
(619)7094207 

Ewilaapaayp Tribal Office 
Mbtiaei Garcia, Vtee Chahpeison 
4(64 WHows Road Oiegueno/Kian^ 
/4plne . GA91W1 
mictaelg@letmlnipocl(.net 
(619) 445-6315-voioa 
(619) 445:9126-fax 

m 

"0 

Q 

m 

j.TM* Hsf te osradt Miy M of Sw tfslv at IMs 

M t A i i M a «>«lla BatdM nol i M m aiw l ierm <> ttMiilwy t a w o ^ ^ 
S<m<rCo<»»,SacfllonSPgy-MoH»«l'ia<temillimiiirKir inwiimiWHTSaeieidPiailenMeuimeeda. « m 
t»eiMiiwa»itfOBeiiMi«iiwwiCTAtf<im îtin»ii«iH^^ 
(MNMHM. iMSseniPMno. 
nMBstboflManeoflMBCBf UHUMJbiylotitf MMIva^bMflBamCartjwiBiilis^ 
a C J I t J I O M l t n r ; C t Q f t l l o B l » « t C o i l i ; l o e « l i a » B B < » > w l » I M l M a i ^ 

i>anaeuMi»»PiiMiu>P«»wsswi»3 îaca«ai«tt»ii«i»eciiiw 
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Nathre American Contacts 
Stf i Diego Clounty 
December 1, ^ 1 0 

Clint Union 
P.O. Box 507 
Santa Ysabel. CA 92070 
(4ilnton73@aol.com 
(760)803-5694 
cillnton73@aol.cbm 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

iManzanlta Band of ttie Kumeyaay Nation 
' Leroy J . Elliott Chairperson 
P.O. Box 1302 

iBoulevard . CA 91905 
(619) 766-4930 
(619)7^-4957-FAX 

DieguenoACumeyaay 

iKumeyaay Diegueno Land Conservancy 
iM. Louis Guassac Executh/e Diietftf' 
P.O. Box 1992 
lAlpine . CA 91903 
!guassacl@onebox.com 
1(619)952-8430 

OieguwioMumeyaay 

m 
iA 

iFrankBrown 
;Vlet|as Kumeyaay Intflan Reservation 
240 Brown Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine > CA 91901 
!RREFIQHTERe9TT=F@AOL. 
619) 884-6437 

4 
: TW» 18 cwntA wAj CT of the dit> of tht> docutrofTt. 

OttMtutbn o< HA IM doa nM iMBm n v parson a) MMutonr iMpD i ^^ 
8«tMyeoa«i.aaclton50g.Motl»iiilhiMcR«i«>uiia»Coaoat«ia«ialonB^ Ate, 
MMI Hanoi nil Eildlimiiinillia PIOL) Act tfam UtaonU HtUmto PTOCTJOOun Act Slieaon AMmaMI 
•BiNAapiiA. And 98 CFR PM an, 
T M IW te snir appBcabto M enncans looni Natin AflMflem tor cona to i ^ 
sCH«aiee(aiaaT;CBaANoae»oiCjinpieite;a»Beri»iioiin»iiiiiiiiiipoaitepon(OB^ 
teteno Sutem PWA (WO >a335>«a.7S% l o c M In M IMxir bland orn; eny ol Son Dlago; Sm Otogo Couniy 
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cn 

THE CITV or SAN timao 

Comrnent Letter G 

Jffin»y14,201t 

Ssa O i ^ Unified IVnt Distnct 
Land Use Planning Department 
3165 Padfic Higlhiw^ 
Swi Oii^o, CA 92101 

Sutnnilled via emtdl to; 

Subject: CmOFSAKDieCOCOMMBrrSONTHEREaRCII t J l 'm iSECTI tn iSOFTHEOl l I^ 
EtfyiRONMBiTAi. IMPACT RBroBrr<DElR) M E THESwmoAe HARBOR ISLAND HOTEL 
PROJECT AND EAST HARBOR ISLAND SUBAREA PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 
(UPD#833S6-EIR-783; SCH(a00*01I027,IO«2«J208a) 

The City of Sen Diego C*Citŷ  has received and reviewed tbe (Kirctilited seetioia ofthe Drefi 
Envbonmaital Impact Repoit ("DEIR*̂  for the Sunread Hsilior Istand Hotel Project and East Harbor 
tslsid Subarea Pon Master Plan Ameodmsnt and appredates dus op|>ortî ^ 
the Pon of Ssn DtegoCPon). In response to iMs reqiKst for paUtcconmKDts, Ibe City IBIS identified 
potential envHonineHiBl issiKS ftti may restill 8 s^nificsiit 
cooidiintioa between the Gtjr. the Pon, and odier local, re^onai, state, md Salad agencies will be 
cssetiti&l. 

Staff Snm the Devdopmem Services Dqmmm COSD'J and die Public Utilities Department (PUD) 
have ivviewcd the reciicolated D0R and can provide die fblh>irii% comments: 

) D E W 1 0 P W I » T SERVICSS D E P A R T M E N T : 

AM>innM»AlVt!i<lS1«144«.S2»tAOONSLAVES(^NDlE06.OISV 

GENERAL! 

We appieciale that the document was revised hi regard to the CiQi's loadway capacities and 
sî iificance thiredoMs. {fotwever, mflic volumes and isteisectian delay values have been changed 
tkroughout tbe traaî ioitalion sections of the repon with no apparent ex|rianatian. Therefore, while K 
isanoectatedtfaatmanyofmir comments were addressed, we repeat die previous oonBnenlslh»n the 
City letter of Jsniaiy 25,2010 that do not appear to have been addressed. Please identify ndmc in the 
recirculated section of d« DEIR and the Traffic Snuly these issias have been adib^ed. 

Response to Comment G-I : 

The differences in the traffic volumes and delay values between the Draft EIR 
and Recirculated Portions of the DEIR are due to the project size evaluated in 
the Draft EIR Traffic Study (210-ropm limited service hotel) and the project size 
evaluated in the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR Traffic Study (175-room 
hmited service hotel). All analysis scenarios, figures, and traffic volumes within 
the Draft EIR Traffic Study reflect the 210-rooni hotel. An appendix was 
subsequently added to the Draft EIR Traffic Study (Appendix G of the Draft 
EIR Traffic Study), which considered a revised project of a 175-room limited 
service hotel for only the impacted facilities. 

The Traffic Study contained in the Recirculated Portions of DEIR considered a 
175-room limited service hotel. All analysis scenarios, figures, and traffic 
volumes within the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR Traffic Study reflect the 
175-room hotel. 

Q 

m 

Devehifainnt Services 
imA9«itat,issn«sat|i«a«ii«4iss 
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Page 2 of3 
San Diego Unified Pon DisDict 
Land Use PtoBtag Depanment 
Janiaiy 14,2011 

G-2 

G-3 

G-

Tie EIR should discuss and evahMe the impact of uoUey, coaster and freight tisin 
operations on die innraection of Pacific Hî way/Loiitel Street, Pacific 
Highwiy/HawdnRi Street and Pacific Highway/Qrqie Stieet. lids may enise lower 
levds of service Ihai reported indie DEIR. 

The EIR should provide details explaining why a "business hotel" raa of 7 average daily 
trips (ADT) per room wrald be qiprogsiate rsdier than the more tfpai rate of 10 ADT 
per room. If apprt^te. the 10 ADT should he used and carried diroughout the analysis. 

The EIR must evahiate die impact of die proposed reduction (for fosr Ines to daee) in 
c^sdty to HaAor Isluid Diiw, ê iecially inchidhig die propmed near term 
redevelopment of dw Reuben E. Lee dte. 

SPEI 

G-5 

G-6 

G-7 

G-8 

G-9 

;aFIC: 

Page 4.6-12, "Level of Service linjxKts for Itor-Term Scenario": Please discuss the 
cumuledve projects under dus sectim, specifically die Reuben E. Lee site. 

A Sgore A» Existing * Cumuladve Projects VDIURIQ dwuld be included in the Levei of 
Service Impacts for Kear-Tetm Scenario. 

Page 4.6-14, Table 4.6-S, Near-Teim Street Segment Operations: The capacity on 
Haibor Istand Drive (east of Harbt̂  Island Drive) is reduced in tbe near-term by the 
project by reducing nunber of lanes fiom 4 to 3. Please revise accoidingly. 

A figure for Horizmi Year 2030 Votemes should be iiKladed in die Long-Term 
(Cumulative) Stieet Segment OperoioiB. 

Page 5-37,5.5 Mitigation Measures: The perMmnge for the fair share contiibutitm for 
MM TR-Cl, MM TR-O and MM TR-O for die intersections of Nordi Haibor IMve at 
Terminal 1; at Rental Car Access Road sid at Laurel Stieet dioidd be 10.11%, 2.2% and 
2.65% respectively. A foir share percentage calculadon table shoidd be included in diis 
section. 

I^BUcUnLmEsDsrAitrMeNT . 
MEHDI RASTAKHIZ, AssooAii ENC«Eni{ <l>V5i3-SlSS OR MRAsr*iaBaia3<Mmi«io,cov 

TIK Water and Sewer Dewlî iment Section of the MUc UlHilies D îaitment (PUD) reviewed die 
disfi enviromnental donmienl referenced abow ami has tte firflowing comments: 

Response to Comment G-2: 

Siee Response to Comment D-3, above. 

Response to Comment G-3: 

See Response to Comment D-4, above. 

Response to Comment G-4: 

See Response to Comment D-5, above. 

Response to Comment G-5: 

See Response to Comment D-13, above. 

Response to Comment G-6: 

See Response to Comment D-14, above. 

Response to Comment G-7: 

See Response to Comment D-15, above. 

Response to Comment G-8: 

See Response to Comment D-16, above. 

Response to Comment G-9: 

As shown in Table 14r3 ofthe Traffic Study (Page 5-37, Section 5.5 Mitigation 
Measures, Fair Share Calculations), intersection fair share calculations are 
based on combined A M and PM peak hour volumes while street segment fair 
share calculations are based on ADTs. The fair share percentages shown in 
Table 14-3 were calculated using the following (standard practice) formula: 

Project trips 
Future Traffic with Project - Existing Traffic without project 

In response to Conunent G-9, all percentages were rechecked and foimd to be 
correctly stated in Table 14-3. 

JB3I, 
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G-10 

G-11 

G-12 

G-13 

G-14 

Page3 of 3 
San Diego Unified Port Disttict 
Land Use Planning Depaitmem 
January 14,2011 

Sewer and waler mains serving one entity/ownership (San Diego Unified Port Disnict) will be 
converted to private per dw City policy. 

All proposed private sewer facilities located within a single lot are to be designed to meet d» 
lequirements of die Califomia Plumbing Code and will be reviewed as pan of the building permit plan 
check. 

Please note diat all references to the departments in chaige of water and wastewater dumid be changed 
fiDin the Metn^litan Wastewater Department or Water Department to die Public Utilides 
Department (PUD) since die two departmoits have been merged. 

iNo shrubs exceeding diree foet in height at maturity may be located widiin 10 leet of any water or 
•sewer main. 

All proposed public water and sews facilities shall be designed and constnicted in accordance with 
establî ied criteria in die cuirent edition ofthe City of San Diego Water FKility Design Guidelmes, 
Sewer Design Guide and City regulations, standards and prtstices. 

Please contact the appropriate above-named individuai(s) if you have any questions on the submitted 
commons. The City respectftilly requests that you please address the ̂ v e comments in the FEIR and 
provide four copies of die document for distribution to die commenting department. If you have any 
additional questions reganlmg die Ci^'s review of the DEIR. please contact Myra Herrmann, Senior 
Planner nt >iig-44<v5̂ 72 or via email at mhernnahnlSlsandieg6.aov. 

Response to Comment G-10: 

This comment pertains to the ownership of sewer and water mains. This 
comment is noted by the Project Applicant. As the comment does not address 
the accuracy or adeqiiacy of the DEIR or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no 
fiirther response is warranted. 

Response to Comment G-11: 

This comment indicateis that all private sewer facilities within a single lot need 
to be designed to meet the requirements of the Califomia Plumbing Code and 
will be revie^yed for such during the building permit plan check process with the 
City of San Diego. The Project will comply with all applicable requirements of 
the Califomia Plumbing Code. As the comment does not address the accuracy 
or adequacy of the DEIR or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no further 
response is warranted. 

Response to Comment G-12: 

This comment indicates that the Metropolitan Wastewater Department and the 
Water Department have merged to form the Public Utilities Department. This 
comment is noted. As the comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy 
ofthe DEIR or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no further response is 
warranted. 

Sincerely, 

IB 
4 
4 

m 

"0 

Q 

m 

..AICP 
Assistam Deputy Director 
Development Sernces Department 

cc: Myra Henmann, Seite^ 
Ann (}bnsalves, Senim Tiaffic Eî ;iiieer, Development Services Dqiaitmeht 
Mehdi Rastakhiz, Associate Engiiser, Public Utilities Departmimt 
Review and Comment online file 

Response to Comment G-13: 

This comment references landscaping restrictions near water or sewer mains. 
The Project will comply with all applicable requirements conceming the height 
and location of shrabs. As the comment does not address the accuracy or 
adequacy of the DEIR or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no further response 
is warranted. 

Response to Comment G-14: 

This comment indicates that public water and sewer facilities need to be 
designed and constructed in accordance with established City of San Diego 
regulations, standards and practices. The Project will comply with all applicable 
established criteria in the current edition of the City of San Diego Water Facility 
Design Guidelines, Sewer Design Guide, and City regulations, standards and 
practices. As the comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy bf the 
DEIR or Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, no fiirther response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter H 

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 

H-l 

ATTOBMEVS AT LAW 

«0VTK tAfi titAmcitco. e« >M»fl.rosr 
l U C t U f t f X O M 

f f t ; m « ) M * . l « f t t 
M X ; I f t S t U 9 . M M 

January 10,2011 

Via &MaU and U.S. Mail 

Mr. (iobn W. Helmer, Dbeetor 
Ms. Anna Buzaitis, Assistant Redevel̂ nient Planner 
San Diego tJnified Port Distriet 
Land Use Planning D^iartment 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
jhelinei@poita&andiego.arg 
abuzaiti@pait(il8ai«Uego.<»g 

Re: Draft Envtronmental Inmaet Report and Reetreulated Portlopa of 
the Draft Bnvtroimientnl ImifflBt HWIIffrt tor t*** Sunroad Harbor 

Mwid H<it9ll FiwhKilr mH iMt Hflrlwir ItAfmA SHIWTO ffflrt Mh^r 

Deer Mr. Helmer and 1&. Buzaitis: 

We write on behalf of UNITE HERE Local 30 regartiing the San I>iego 
UniSed Pi»t District's Draft Enviranmentai Impact Report fDEIR'^ and 
recirculated portions of ihe DEIR for the Sunned Harbor Island H<^ Prtijeet and 
Bast Harbor Island Sid>area Port Master Plan Amendment CTrojecO^ We are 
currently reviewing the DEIR and recirculated DEIR and invrattgatiiig issues that 
the Port may have biled to adequate examine. Please provide us with notice by 
mail and e-mail of any and all hearings andfttr sî tons related to the Projer^ 

Response to Comment H- l : 

This comment indicates that the commentor is in the process of reviewing the 
DEIR and Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. The comment period for the 
DEIR closed on January 25,2010. The comment period for the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR closed on January 10,2011. 

The coinment also requests notification by mail and email of all proposed 
actions related to the Project. The commentor has been added to the notification 
list. However, the commentor's client (UNITE HERE Local 30) received notice 
oh the DEIR and Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR. 

As the comment does iiot address the accuracy or adequacy of the DEIR or 
Recirculated Portions ofthe DEIR, no fiirther response is warranted. 

Raehael E. Koss 

REKivs 
ee: Graham Forbes 
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T H E C I T Y O F S A N ChEtso 
Comment Letter I 

January 31,2011 lANDlSEnMWINS 

JAM Sl Zdl' 
San Diego Unified Port IMstRct 
Land Use Ptasm^ Oepartmeitt 
316SPacificH|)iway 
SmDtego,CA 92101 

Sutaninedvsi email to: 
Anmi n.CTni«i. - ^lK^l»<li^^^i^|»^y|P[j^^^dieBn•0^1 

SuIyecL- AlH)ENiMMTOi«ClTyoFS«NDft»oO»iiMRnsONTmREaitc^ 
OFTBE Dtun ^rnitoNMSin'M. iMrACTREfbRT 0>EIR) ro^ 
IsuNO Horn PBoiBCT AM) EAST HAII«» IsuutD SiJBABEA PORT M*sm 
AMENliMEl4T Î>«S}35«-EIR-783; SCH#^60Z102T,IO#l20020n) 

Siibse^M sulasittal of die Ci^ of Sm lego's f t S ^ cominatt ta^ 
(Ptot) on Jgmniy 14,2011, DevdoptseBt Serac« I)q)̂ (meiit (DSD) 1 ^ 
die dty PbraiiiiS ami ComiiHinity iDvestmeias Depan^ 
oa tbne, bitt woe inadvotesdy excluded fiom die letter. Kd> staff immediately coma^ Port staff to 
request submSadttfdiitAddtDdumtaBr in oid»tg«dilpess an imptmaat fire pn>^ The 
City ̂ iq îEsias jnm consideiatte <ifd» foUowing eoome^ 
Depaitm ît: 

OTttiMOBWAimCemiBiianlKysstimn DECAKTWDrr-FActunEsFINAKCINGDIVISION: 
OSCAR OALVEZ in. ASSOCUIE MANAOEMENT ANALYST, (619) 533-368S 

» ,2 ^ridk Ssntos nd UtiUHes 
nre Prottcten--Becanse dm Qty of Sas D»gD FirHlesiw D âtlmem is respmisiî  fiv 
re^poDdmgto&es,itscuesfflidiiie£c(deiiicnsî ii'î iittd^Ptt>pofledPR^ect, uupleiitest^oiiofa 
mitigBtioa Ottums is req^nd. The Draik BR stales ia ncdon S.4.2 that, 
conliibute to cumulativB dgmfflids oa the fite pietsctioB sad emergency itaponse service ofthe QQf of 
Ssa IKego FWResoie D(]anent" Due to one of the anas tespowliiig fire 
tninial widck»d ct98ci9 aid ss a residt <^8K increased ddntiod 
emergency iBe£cal services assodated «ddi die Pioposed ntject, tbe Pn̂ ect AppUcant 
conailnte a£Bi Asiepetoenl^ of O.S1% towsnb dte cost (rfconlnK^ 
vidnhy of Liboty Stitei (finmer Navul Ti^dng Cmla). Ideoti&d ss a poposed isvject in die Fbe 
Ssliaa M s » Plaii CFAraay 2009), this &e stab'oa be tte p i ^ ^ 
enaigeiicy fin, tesoit aiid medical lesotBoes wodd be piov»kd to die ̂ ropo^ 
^ Peainnda Public PacilidesFinmeiiig Plan, Fiscal Yes2001 conmnmily boundary. Final locadtm. 
fill the isqmicd liiid% shaO be delennimsd by the File lUseae DqnitiBem, to 

Developinsnt Services 

imi«»««i,K sm •soB«*a««Miss 

Response to Comment I-l: 

This comment concurs with the impact analysis, significance conclusion and 
mitigation measures regarding fire protection services discussed in Sections 
4.10.4.1, 4.10.5,4.10.6,4.10.7, 5.5.2, and 5.6.2 of the DEIR and Sections 5.5.2 
and 5 .6.2 of the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. The comment also states 
that the Project Applicant should contribute a fair-share percentage of 0.57% 
toward the cost of constraction of a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty 
Station. Mitigation Measures PUB-1 and PUB-C 1 require the Project Applicant 
to pay hs fair share of the cost of constmcting a new fire station at Liberty 
Station in the amount determmed by the City of San Diego. The City of San 
Diego's determination of the amount of the Project Applicant's fair-share must 
be consistent with all applicable constitutional and legal principles as provided 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15041. As this comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR or the Recirculated Portions ofthe DEIR, no 
fiirther response is warranted. 
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San Diego Unified Von Distiict 
Land Use Plaiming D̂ SBtment 
ianoary 31,2011 

M 
(conf 

Nidonal Rs^oose time standards. The bir iJiste oimm^mion stoil be 
and will be deposited into the Developer Contiibiitimi Ftmd No. 200636. 

Ptease contact the qipitipriMe above-nanwd iiidividual if you have aiiy qoeslioiis on the sub^ 
comments. The City re^KctBdly lequests diat you please addiess the above comments m the FEni a^ 
pio>yideibivcopNS of document fordistiibu^ Ifjnouhaveaiv 
ffilditional tpe^ons legstdbg die Ci^'s review of die Î EnC ptease Gtmtact Myra H e t n i ^ 
Ptener at 619-446-S372 or via email at mhetrmaniKSlsaBdteeojiov. 

Sincoely. 

KlCP 
t Deputy Director 

Development Services De^rtaent 

MyiB Hemnaim, Seracr Plaimer, Development Services 
Aim Gonsalves, SeaiorTiBfiic Engineer, Develqsnent Services Dqiartment 
Oscar Gahnz III, Associate Managfflient Ai&yst, CPCI 
Tom Ttanlinson, Facilities FinssdiQ Program tAaiaga, CPCI 
Review and Comroett onfine fite 

4 
'4 

m 

> m m 
\A 

m 
Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
5-39 



San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 5. Responses to Comments 

Comment Letter J 

J-1 

J-2 

•GalvBzlll.Oscaf <Galv8zO@sandiBgo.gov># Octol»r7,2013 4:55 PM 
To: Anna Buzaitis <at)uzaiti@portofsandiego.org> 
Cc: "Tracanna, John" <JTracanna@sandi8go.gov>, "Barnes. Kenneth" <KBames@sandiego.gov> 
RE: Public Review Period Extended - Revisions to Draft EiR for Sunroad Harbor island Hotei & East Harbor Istand Subarea Pott Master Pian 
Amendnient 

S A a M n m l s t M K S 

Hi Anna. 
The fbiiowing comments are regarding Section 5.0 (attachment #1): 
1. } Office of the City Attomey noted thai developers of Port property are subject to impact fees (attachment #2} & 
2. ) The City of San Oiego may impose ad hoc f ^ on discretionary projects (attachment #3). 

in addition, a new fite station at Liberty Station has been identified by the Rte-Rescue Department in the Citygate study. 

Please conf nn teceipt of this emaii. 

Thanlt you, 
Oscar Galvez iii 
<3ty of San Diego 

—Original Message— 
From: Anna Buzaitis {maiito:abuzaiti@ponofs3ndiego.ot̂ ] 
Sent: Friday, August 23,2013 2:30 PM 
To: Anna Buzaitis 
Subject: Pubiic Review Period Extended - Revisions to I3taft EiR for Sunned Harixir Istand Hotel & East Hatbor island Subarea Pori Master Ran 
Amendment " ' 

To All Interested Parties. 

The San Diego Unified Pori District (SDUPD) has extended the public review period for the Revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Repori (EiR) 
fbr the Sunroad Hartior Island Hotel Project & East Hart)or Island Subarea Port Master Plan Amendment. The Revisions to Draft EIR is available for an 
additional 45 days from today. The public review period will now end at 4:00pm on Monday, October 7,2013. The Revisions to Draft EIR and Notice of 
AvailabSHy (contaffiing infonnation on how to comment on the Revisions to Draft EIR) are available for download by diddng the Unit betow, or copying 

• arid pastiî g the link into your tntemet browser. 

Questions? Please call the SDUPD Environmental and Land Use Management Depariment at (619) 686.6283. 

http://wvvw.poriofsandiego.org/sun)oad.hariH)rHSland.hotel/3315iX)riHssues.revi5ed.drafl4̂ ^ 

Response to Comment J-1: 

This comment provides copies of two City of San Diego 
memoranda regarding fees for projects. This comment 
notes that these memoranda are in response to Section 
5.0 of the EIR. Although Section 5.0 is specific to the 
analysis for the 175-room hotel, responses to these 
memoranda are provided below in Responses to 
Comments J-3 and J-4. 

Response to Comment J-2: 

This comment indicates that the Citygate study prepared 
for the Fire-Rescue Department identifies a new fire 
station at Liberty Station. The Citygate study 
recommends a new additional fire station in Liberty 
Station as "Priority #9" for additional fire station sites in 
the City of San Diego. As noted in Mitigation Measure 
M M PUB-2, the future hotel(s) that could be developed 
linder the PMP Amendment wil l pay its fair share of 
constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty 
Station. No fiirther response is necessary. 

m 
)A 

4 
4 

m 

Anna Buzaitis 
Assodate Redevelopment Planner 
Environmental and Land Use Management 
PORT OF SAN DIEGO 
3165 Pacific Higlaray 
San Diego. CA 92112-0488 

1 
Cily Allnrnft. .n-if il71 Ki^ ; 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

OfSce of 
The a ty Attorney 
City of San Diego 

MEMORANDUM 
MS 59 

(619)533-5800 

MMchl3,2012 

Kelly Brou^too, Director, Development Services Departmait 

City Attomey . 

Response to Comment J-3: 

This comment consists of a legal memorandum from 
Office of the City Attomey of the City of San Diego, 
which states the City's position regarding whether it 
may impose as hoc fees on discretionary projects in 
addition to legislatively imposed Facilities Benefit 
Assessments and Development Impact Fees. These 
comments do nof address the adequacy or completeness 
of the Revisions to Draft EIR. No responses are 
necessary. 

SUBJECT: Imposition of Fees for Discretionary Projects 

INTRODUCTION 

You have asked the Office of the City Attomey whethra- the City may impose fees in addition to 
other applicable development fees that have been adopted legislatively. You have also asked 
what procedures City staff shpuld follow to impose sudb fees and what methodologies City staff 
may use to determine the appropriate amount of fees. Al though you have asked these questions 
as ̂ ey pertain to park development fees, staff periodically raises issues conceming tiie 
differmces. between ad hoc fees and legislatively-enacted fees. Therefore, this memorandum 
provides a comprdiaisive analysis on the issue of the iinposition of ad hoc fees in addition to 
legislatively-enacted fees. 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. May the City impose ad hoc fees on dista^onary projects in addition to 
legislatively oiacted Facilities Benefit Assessments and Development Impact Fees? 

2. If ttie City may impose ad hoc fees, what procedures must be followed to impose 
ad hoc fees? 

3. What methodologies may be used to detennine the amount of tiie fees? 

' To the extent previous advice from Ibis Office may conflict, this memorandum supersedes such advice. 

iA 
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SHORT ANSWERS 

1. Yes. The City may use its police powers to impose ad hoc fees on discretionary 
projects in addition to legislatively-enacted Facilities Benefit Assessments and Developmrait 
Itnpact Fees so long as tfarae is an essential nexus betwe^ a development's burdens and the fee, 
and fliat tiie amount ofthe fee is r o u ^ y proportional to the development's burdens. 

2. Under the Mitigation Fee Act, to impose an ad hoc fee, generally, the City must 
deteiinine that a reasonable relationship exists between tfie amount ofthe ad hoc fee and the cost 
ofthe public &ciiity attributable to the project's impacts. In addition, the City must also identify 
the public improvement the fee will be used to finance, hold a pubiic hearing in accordance with 
the San Diego Mumcipal Code, deposit tiie ad hoc fee in a sqiarate account, expend the ad hoc 
fee solely for the purpose for whidi it was collected, account for the ad hoc fee, and provide 
notice of the atnount of the ad hoc fee and notice that a ninety-day period in which the applicant 
may protest has begun. 

3. A variety of methodologies may be used to deteroiine the approjHiate amount of 
the fees so long as the resulting fee meete the constitutional nexus and rou^ proportionality 
requironents in the case of ad hoc fees, or the reasonable relationship test in the case of 
legislatively-enacted fees^ 

BACKGROUND 

The City has established various fees applicable to new development to finance public facilities 
in most of the City's communities. Dqiending on the community, these fees are either called 
Facilities Benefit Assessments (FBAs) or Developmoit Impact Fees (DIFs), and are establi^ed 
by City Council resolution. Hie FBAs and DIFs are bt̂ ied on facilities identified in Public 
Facilities Financing Plans (Financing Plans) in each commumty. FBAs are established pursuant 
to the City's Procedural Ordinance for Financing of Public Facilities in Planned Urbanizing 
Areas (PBA Oidinance) and DIFs are established ih accordance with the Mitigation Fee Act, 
California Govranmant Code sections 66000-66025 (h/WA).SDWlC §§ 61.2200-61.2216, 
142.0640(a). However, as we have previously advised, practically, the difference betwerai FBAs 
and DIFs is a matter of semantics, as tioth FBAs and DIFs are subject to the MFA and other 
constitutional limitations. Gity Att'y Report RC-2011-28 (July 19,2011). The only difference is 
that fees that the City idratifi^ as being FBAs are subject to procedures in addition to those 
required unda flie MFA as set forth iii the FBA Oidinance. Theieftxe, FBAs and DIFs are 
referred to collectively simply as "generally applicable fees" throughout this memorandum. 

The San Diego Munidpal Code (Municipal Code) currentiy provides for the collection of the 
City's generally i^licable fees befbre the issuance of building pemuts. DIFs must be paid 
"before the issuance of any Building Pomtt in areas whQ« Develo{snent Impact Fees have been 
established by Resolution ofthe City Council" and "shall be determined in accordance wifli the 
fee sdiedule apjwoved by A K tqiplicable Resolution of flie City Council in effect upon the 
issuance of a Building Permit, and may include an automatic increase...." SDMC 
§ 142.0640(a). FBAs must be paid "prior to the issuance of any (Constmction Pamit issued or 
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33" 

required for development fliat would benefit from.. 
identified in flie Resolution of Designation. SDMC j 

Public Faci lities Projects" in the amount 
§61.2209,61.2210(8). 

We have previously advised that significant dianges to flie underiying assumptions that fonn the 
basis for flie ctdculation of flie fees require at least some periodic review. See RC^2011-28; 1985 
City Att'y MOL 205,207 (85-44; Aug 8,1985). The aty's General Plan also sets forth policies 
requiring amendffioits to flie Finaiicing Plans concuirenfly with amendments to the Genoal Plan 
and community plan when a proposal results in a demand for public &cilities that is difTeroit 
fiom the adopted community plan and Financing Plan. City of San Diego Qeneral Plan, Land 
Use and Commumty Planning Eteent, at LU-26 (Mar. 2008); City of San Di<^ Oenoal Plan, 
PubUc Facilities, Services and Safety Elemmt, at PF-9.̂  

Historically, the City has generally updated the City's Financing Plans annually to reflect 
increases or deaieases in the actual costs of public fecilifles project changes to the scope and 
type of projects needed in flie commumty, and changes to various Financing Plan assumptions to 
reflect curroit reality. Howeva, more recoifly, many Financing Plans have not been updated 
regulariy, even when discretioiwy projects are approved flial includi community plan 
amendments fliat are not accounted for in the existing Financing Plan. It has been asserted fliat 
even where a project's impacts exceed those wdnch are accounted for in a Financing Plan, flie 
City may not impose any addiflonal ad hoc fees to address that project's impa(^. We disa^p^. 
Therefore, fliis memorandum seis forth the procedures the City may follow to aisure that a 
project's impacts are addressed to the extent feasible throu^ flie imposition of ad hoc fees in 
addition to impropriate gmerally applicable fees. 

ANALYSIS 

I. THE CITY MAY IMPOSE AD HOC FEES 

The first issue is wh^er the City may impose ad hoc fijes in addition to, or in lieu of its 
generally ^licable fises. The primary power of a local govemment is its police power, whidi is 
the inherent power to provide fOT the peace, order, health, morals, welfoe, and safi^ of the 
citizens. Cal. Const art. XI, § 7; Stephen L. Kostka & Midiael H. Zisdike, Practice Under the 
California Environmental Quality Act § 14.24, at 712.1 (Cont. Ed Bar 2011). Hiis police power 
is limited by ^licable federal and state laws. Cities may impose conditions on developmoit so 
long as the conditions are reasonable, and fliete exists a sufRcient nexus between flie conditions 
imposed and the projected burden of the proposed development, and the conditions are rou^ly 

Specifkally, Oenraal Plan Policy LU-D.2 trjequirett] an amemiment to the public fecilities financing plan 
concunentiy widi an amendment to Ills Genoa! Plan ami commmiity plan when a proposal resolls in a demand for 
public facilities that is difikrent fixnn Ihe adopted comnmnity plan tad public fecilities financing plan." Oeneial Plan 
at LU-26. Similarly, General Plan Policy PF-AJ.c calls for '̂ m]ainl[enance] [of] an effective fedlities financing 
program lo ensure the impact of new development is mitigatt̂  through appropriate fees identified in [the Financing 
Plans]" by "[ejvaluat[ing] and q>date[ing] financing plans when community plans are updated." City of San Di^o 
General Plan at PF-9. 
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proportional to the development's bunlens. See Dolan v. City ofligard, 512 U.S. 512 U.S. 374 
(1994); Nollan v. CaL Coastal Comm % 483 U.S. 825,834-35 (1987); Associated Home 
Builders, Inc.v. aty ofWalmd Creek, 4 Cal. 3d 633,644 (1971); Ayres v. aty Council, 34 Cal. 
2d 31.42 (1949). 

A. Adoptiiig Generally Applicable Fees Does Not Preclude the Future 
Imptisitlon of Addltioiial Ad Hoc Fees 

Adopting gaiCTally ^licable fees does not affect the City's ability to oflierwise use its police 
powos to inqwse ad hoc fees. The MFA defines a foe as "a monetary exaction other than a tax or 
special assessment, whetiier established foi a broad class of projects by l^slation of general 
applicability or imposed on a specific project on an ad hoc basis, that is diarged by a local 
agency to the sqjpUcant in ranmecflon with approval of a develo;nnent project for flie purpose of 
defi:a)̂ ng all or a portira of the cost of pubUc facilities related to flie devdopment inoject...." 
Cal. Gov't Code § 66000(b). 

The Municipal Code provides for Are collection of DIFs as follows: 

The payment of Develc^ment Impact Fees (as defined in 
Califomia Govermng Code Section 66000) ^lall be required 
before flie issuance of any Building Pomit in areas where 
Development hnpact Fees have beoi established by Resolution of 
the City Council: The Development Impact Fee due shaU be 
detennined in accordance with flie fee sdiedule Efiproved by the 
Eqiplicable Resolution ofthe City CouncU in effect upon flie 
issuance of a Building Permi t, and may include an automatic 
increase consistent with Section 142.0640(b) below. 

SDMC § 142.0640(a). By its refraeriee to "the fee schedule proved by the applicable 
Resolution of flie City Council," Municipal Code section 142.0640(a) deariy anticipates the 
collection of generally applicable fees. However, by its plain laiigu^e. Municipal Code section 
142.0640(b) does not limit the City's ability to use its police powas to otherwise impose fees in 
addition to flie genetally E^licable fees. Similmiy, flie Municipal Code proyides fcs' flie 
collection of FBAs as follows: 

- After the adoption by the City Counal of a Resolution of 
Designation, the Fadlities Benefit Ass^sment for the Area of 
Benefit shall be paid by the Constmction Pennit ̂ licant or' 
landowner prior to flie issuaw» of any Constraction Pemrit issued 
dr required for dcvdopment that would benefit from flie Public 
Facilities Projects. SDMC § 61.2210(a). 

Again, the plain language of Mumcipal Code sections 142.0640 or 61.2210 does not provide the 
exclusive mdhod to collect fees to mitigate a project's impacts to pubUc ftcilities. hi fact, as 
discussed in Section IJ), below, additional fees may be requiied to comply with the City's 
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obligations to mitigate a project's oiviionmaital effects to the extent feasible under tbe 
CaUfomia Enviromnental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Mumcipal Code section 142.0640 does not limit the City's ability to impose ad hoc fees in 
addition to gmetally qiplicable fees. Howevra-, to further clarify fliat additional ad hoc fees may 
be imposed vbae the generally applicable fees are insufiBcient to o f ^ a project's iinpacts to 
pubiic fecilities, flie Municipal Ĉ ode could be amended to expressly limit die appUcabilily of that 
section to genially applicable fees. It could also be amended to expressly state that additional 
fees may be imposed as necessay to mitigate a project's impacts during discretibnaiy review of 
aproject 

B. The City May: Be Legally Required to Use Its PoUcePowen to Collect Ad 
Hoc Fees Under CEQA 

The power to impose valid fees as a condition on development exists pursumt to the Gty's 
police power and an enabling oidinance is not necessary. Th^ California Municipal Law 
Handbook §10.214 (Cal. CEB Annual) (citing California BIdg. Indus. Ass'n v. GoverningBd, 
206 Cal. App. 3d 212 (1988)). Therefore, the City may impose additiMial ad hoc fees necessary 
to account for a project's iiî mct if Abse impacts are not adequatdy accounted fbr in the 
calculation of generally applicable fees.̂  

For disorrtionary projects, it is not merely a policy issue of «*etha: the City should use its police 
power to impose fees in addition to its generally applicable fees. The Gty must also be mindful 
that it may be legally required to do so. While CEQA does not indqiaidently autiiorize a city to 
impose ad hoc fees, it is intended to be used with a city's police and other discretionary powets. 
CEQA Guidelinra* § 15040(a). Where an analysis under CEQA idmtifies a project's potentially 
sigiificant itapact to public fkiilities, the City must avoid or mitigate fliose imjracts when it is 
feasible to do so. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b). "Feasible" means "curable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a leaiioiffible period of time, taking into account 
economic, environnkntal, social, and teciinolo^cal factors." Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21061.1. In 
addition, legal factors may be considered in deteimining whetiier a mitigation measure is 
feasible. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15021(b), 15364. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, CEQA Guidelines section 15130(aX3) provides iJiat "[a] 
project's contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to 
implement or fimd its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the 
cumidative impact...." However, the lead agency must still "identify facts and analysis 
supporting its conclusion flmt the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively 
consideiable.''GEQAGuidelinesS 15130(a)(3). 

^ AldKugh an enabling onliaam» is mt requiied, an aigumest can be made t ^ 
incoiparates CEQA and die CEQA Gtiidellnes by reference and aulhorizes all officers and enqiloyen ofthe City lo 
"oiftec and comply with each and eveiy applicable provision of CEQA and die State CEQA Onidelinea," die City 
has codified Un nqxnilion or additional ad hoc fees idenliiied during dw CEQA leview process. See SDMC § 
128.01(a(a). 
' Cal. Code Regs,, title 14, H 150OO to 15387. 
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'To be consideied adequate, a [generally sq̂ phcable] fee program at some point must be 
reviewed under CEQA, eiflier as a tiered review eliminating the need to rqilicate the review fca-
individual projects, or on a project-level, as-^lied basis." Califorma Native Plant Society v. 
County of El Dorado, 170 Cat App. 4fli 1026,1030 (2009). Oflierwise, paymoit of flie fee "does 
not presuinptively establish full mitigation for a discretionary project" Id. An ageassy does not 
have the "jKiwer to CTafl blanket exceptions to... CEQA. . . noi to pass an ordinance to satisfy 
future CEQA requirements, absfflit some CEQA review OS lp(A«o™KmmcK.''/ii at 1051. Thus, 
for a fee program "to satisfy the duty to mitigate, either that system must be evaluated by CEQA 
.. .oithe.. .fees or other initigation must be evaltiated on a project-specific basis.''/<i at 1055. 
FUrfliennore, payment into a fee program does not necessarily mitigate a project's impacts under 
CEQA especially vvhere the fee program is intended to be revisited periodically to ensure its 
fiscal integrity, and that pwiodic review does not at̂ uaUy occur. i</. at 1057. In such a ease, flie 
CEQA review must "not assume that paymeat of [the fee] is an adequate contribution towards 
[flierelevant imjMict):''/!/. at 1058. 

The City's g^oally ^licable fees have not been reviewed undei CEQA on a programmatic 
level, bl other won^, it has not been established through any CEQA review process that payment 
ofthe generally ̂ licable fees presumptively establish^ foil mitigation for future discretionary 
projectŝ  N o f l i ^ in the'General Plan provides fliat payment of goieraUy ^licable fees fiilly 
compensates for a project's iinpacts to infiastnicture. Ratfao- the Oeneral Plan seeks to ensure 
that flie City maximizes tbe potential benefit of these genraaily applicable fees to Improve 
comimfflities and secure private developer ftmdiiig for a proportioiial share of public fedlity 
costs." Genml Plan at PF-5. In addition, there is nothmg in the City's Gaieral Plan Progiam 
Environmental hnpact Report [Geaasl Plan PEIR) to indicate that flie payment of goiaally. 
^Ucable fees was analyzed as a means to fiilly mitigate a project's ii^scls to public fadlities 
in the community. Witii respect to transportaticm inftastructure, the QenaaX Plan PEIR states: 

At this time, no specific projects have been proposed, and thwefore 
it is not possible to propose feasible mitigatipn measures to reduce 
project-level impair. It is infeasible in this Progiam levd EIR to 
provide specific mitigation fliat would reduce impacts to a less than 
significant levd. As such, significant unavoidable impacts related 
to transpoitation/traffic/cirnilatioD/paridng remain. 

Gaieral Plan PEIR at 3.15-23. 

With respect to otha public &cilities, flie General Plan PEIR assumes implonentation of 
General Plan polici^ fliat "requires that the fedlity needs of new development be evaluated, and 
fliat any identified... related feralities defidencies be addressed to raisure fliat e x i ^ g needs are 
not compounded." Goiml Plan PEIR at 3.13-2. Thus, flie Graeral Plan PEIR assumes fliat 
future environmental review will occur to ensure the provision of adequate public &dlities. 

Moreover, wbea evaluating an individual project under CHQA, it cannot be assumed fliat the 
payment of flie generally applicable fees is adequate mitigation; additional initigation may need 
to be identified. General Plan Policy PF-A3 calls for flie maintenance of "an effective facilities 
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finandng progiam to ensure flie hnpact of new development is mitigated tiirough appropriate 
fees idoitified in PFFPs," and calls fbr generally ̂ ^ilicable fees to be "updated fi^enfly and 
evaluated ptaiodically to ensure fmandrig plans are tqiresentative of cuirent project costs and 
fadlity needs" and that finandng plans be evahiated and upd^ed 'Vhoi community plans are 
updated." Gdieral Plan at PF-9. Whoe the generally applicable fees have not undeigone the 
antidpated periodic review, it cannot be assured that the generally ̂ licable fee is adequate to 
mitigate flie project's impacts, espedally whoe flie project involves a community plan 
amendment Therefore, where periodic review is antidpated for the generally applicable fees, 
and flial review has not occuned, it cannot necessarily be assumed fliat paymait of flie fee is 
adequate to alleviate a project's impacts. Thus, the imposition of additional mitiption, possibly 
in the form of ad hoc fbes, may be requited. 

PROCEDURES TO IMPOSE AD HOC FEES 

The MFA defines a "fee" as a "monetaty exaction . . . wheflier ratablished for a broad dass of 
projects by legislation of goieral t^licability or imposed on a specific project on an ad hoc 
basis, fliat is charged by the local agency... for the purpose of defi^ying all or a portion of the 
cost of public fedlities related to the devdopmdit project " Cal. Gov't Code § 66000(b) 
(emphasis added). Where it has been detennined that payment of a generally applicable fee is 
insufBdait to mitigate a project's impacts', in otder to impose an ad hoc fee, certain procedures 
and requirements as summarized below must be followed. While we have provided a summaiy 
of the general applicable procedund requirem^ts under flie MFA we caution that additional 
requiremeits may be necessaiy at tbe time of actual imposition of ad hoc fises foi a particular 
projed. Thierefore, pur OfSce should be consulted during the discretionary review process for a 
particular Inject requiring the paymait of ad boc fees. 

A. Ad Hoc Fees Arc Subject to a Heightened Standard of Review 

While the City may impose ad hoc fees on a project-by-project basis, sudi an action is subjed to 
a hdghtened standard of review. Whereas generally appUcable fees need only bear a reasonable 
lelationsbip to the impacts of a development project, ad hoc fees imposed on individual 
developers are subjed to the strider "essential nexus" and "rou^ proportionality" requirements 
assdfoiftin M>//fl«andDo/fl».£*r//cAv. City e^Cuher City, 12Cal.4fli 854,876 (1996). This 
means that there must (1) be an essentiial nexus between a development's burdens atid the fee, 
and (2) flie amount of fliat fee must be rou^y proportional to the development's bunlens. 
Kosflta, si<pra, §14:34, at 724. 

In addition, under the MFA for adjudicatory «ise-by-case actions, in imposing a fee as a 
condition of qiproval of a development project, flie 'local agmcy shall ddennine how there is a 
reasonable relationship between flie amount ofthe fee and the cost of flie public fadlity or 
portion of ttie public fecility attiibutable to the developmrait on which flie fee is imposed" Cal. 
Gov't Code § 66001(b); see Garrick Development Co. v. Hayward Unified School Dist., 3 Cal. 
App. 4th 320,336 (1992). In "ifflpos[ing] any fee... as a condition of approval of a proposed 
development... those fbes... shall not ̂ ceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing flie 
service 01 ftdlity for whidi the fee... is imposed." Cal. Gov't Code § 66005(a). -
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Under Califomia Pubtic Resources Code section 21004, flie fad that a condition of approval, a 
fee, or an exaction was recommended in an SIR as a mitigation measure does not insulate the 
measure ftom a daim that it exceeds tbe agency's statotory or constitutional powers or is 
othawise unlawful. Kostka, siipra, § 14:34, at 724 (citing Pinewood Investors Inc v. Gty of 
Oxnard, 133 Cal. App. 3d 1030,1040 (1982)). However, a jnoperly prepared environmentid 
document may hdp an agency to fUfill its obligation to draw a nexus between an exaction and 
projed impacts and to show fliat the amount exaded is tnppoitiqnal to the impacts. Id. -In bflier 
woids, an mvironmental documoit oi oflier technical sQidy, siidt'as a bafBc study, that shows, 
how required mitigation measures would of&et a projed's hnpacts, may be used to satisfy thia 
requirement 

B. Identify tbe Fobttclmproveraait 

In addition, at flie time flie City "imposes a fee for public improvonenls cin a sp«;i&c 
development projed, it shall idoitify the public inqirovement that the fee will be used to 
finance." Cal. Gov't Code § 66006(0. With resped to generally appUcable fees, Califoraja 
Government Code section 66001(a)(2) requires that the public fadtities to which the fee is to be 
used be identified and spedfically states that sudi idoitification "may be made in iqiplicable 
general or qiedfic plan requiremaits" since "[i]t would be imreasonable to require local agendes 
to make a concrete ^wing of all {nojeded construdion when initiaUy adopting a [generally 
applicable fee] re3ohjtioa.''HomebUilders Ass'n of niare/Kings Counties, Inc. v. City of 
Lemoore, 185 Cal. App. 4tti 554,564(2010). However, CaUforiiia Govemment Code section 
66006(Q contains no such explanatoiy language, and there is no case law inteipreting the degree 
of ̂ edfidty required in identifying "flie public improvemoit" for an ad hoc fee. Therefore, we 
must ascertain the intent of tbe legislature so as to effectuate the puipose of flie law. 58 Cal. Jur. 
3d Statutes § 90 (2012). The MFA was passed by the Legislature ""in response to concerns 
among developas that local agendes wrae inqmsing development fees for purposes unrelated to 
development projects."' EhrUch, 12 Cal. 4th at 864 (quoting Centex Reed Estate Corp. v. City of 
Vallejo, 19 Gal. App. 4fli 1358,1361 (1993); Sot'Local Gov. Com. analysis of Assem. Bill No. 
1600 (1987-1988 Reg Sess:) at 1). Thus, flie City must provide sufiident identification to diow 
that tbe fee will be used for puiposes (pubUc improvements) related to the development projed 
for which the ad hoc fees would be in^sed. At a miniinum, the level of detail should be no less 
than what is provided for generally ̂ Ucabte fees. 

C. Pnblle Hearing; ; 

A pubUc hearing must also be held since the inqmsition of an ad hoc fee affects an ̂ Ucant's 
due process rights. The pubhc h e ^ g required for the discretionaiy ajqiro^ process would 
satisfy'fliis requhement provided that fliB appUcant receives notice in accoidance wifli flie 
notidng provisions of flie Mmiidpal Code. 

^ Calilbmia Ooveniment Code section 66018 requires a public hearing and notice of that ptibUc heai^ 
tmMidied in accoidance widi CaHfonnaOovengnent Code section 6062a, win 
ptibUiations. However, section 66018(a) iefen to the "adi^ion of] an mdlnance, lesolntion, or odier legislative 
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D. Deposit and Expend 

As wifli generally qiplicable fees, tiie City must administer the ad hoc fees it collects pursiiant to 
die MFA. Cal. Gov't Code § 66006(c). In general, Uie dty must deposit flie ad hoc fee collected 
"with the other fees for the improvement in a separate capital fadUties account or fiind in a 
manna- to avoid any commingling of tbe fees with otho- revalues and funds of fhe local agency 
. . . and expraid fliose fees soldy for the purpose for which the fee was collected." Cal. Gov't 
Code § 66006(a). 

E. ' Acconnt for Fees 

Similarly, as with generally applicable fees, wiUiin 180 days of tiie eiid of eadi fiscal year, the 
City must provide certam infonnation to flie public about the fund in which flie ad hoc fees are 
held, including a brief description of the type of fee held in the fond, the amount of flie fee, flie 
b^inning and ending balance of flie fond, the amount of the fees collected and interest earned, 
an identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and the amount of 
die expenditures on each improvdnent, and an approximate date by whidi flie constmction of the 
public improvement will commraice i f the local agency detemiines that sufBdent fiinds have 
been collected. Cal. Gov't <^e § 66006(b)(1); Hothebuilders Ass 'n ofTUlare/Kings Counties, 
bid. V. City of Lemoore, 185 CaL Aj^i. 4fli 554,573-74 (2010). Tbis infonnation must then be 
reviewed "̂ at the next r^ulariy scheduled pubUc meding not less flian 15 days after thie] 
mfotmaticm is made available to the public" Cal. Gov't Code § 66006(bX2). 

F. Noticeof Imposition of Fee 

At tile time of approving a project on -v^ich the City imposes ad hoc fees, the local agency must 
provide the projed ^l icant a written notice of a statement of tbe amount ofthe fees, and 
"notification that the 9 0 ^ y approval period in whidi flie applicant may protest has begun." Cal. 
Gov't Code § 66020(d)(1). 

m . METHODOLOGIES TO DETERMINE FEES 

You have also asked our Office fbr darification on flie mefliodology fliat may be used to 
detennine flie amount of generally ai^licable or ad hoc teea. Legally, fbae is no one spedfic 
methodology fliat must be used for dflier fee. Rather, in ddamining an approimate ad hoc fee, 
the fee must satisfy the Nollan/Dotan test which requires an ess«itial nexus betweoi tiie burden 
of tile development and the fee and flie fee must be roughly proportional to the burdrai posed by 
the development EMich, 12 Cal. 4th at 876. If the foe is a legislatively-enacted genaally 
applicable fee, the reasonable relationship test applies as codified in the M F A See Ekrlich, 12 
Cal. 4di at 865-66. 

enacnnent sdopdlig a itew fee" lliat Bection does ilot ̂ l y to ad hoc fees, since an 
individiialpitjject rather than legislatively adt̂ ted. 
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Foi dther type of fee, new development cannot be made to pay foi fadlities that are not the 
result of flie bunlens posed by flie new devdopment Recognizing tiiis, tbe MFA spedficaUy 
]»ovides fliat "[a] fee shall not include the costs attrtbutable to existing deficiencies in pubhc 
faciUti^ but may indude flie costs attiibutable to flie iiicreased donand for pubUc fadlities 
reasonably related to the develqnnait projed in order to (1) refuibish existmg fedlities to 
maintain the existing level of sovice or (2) achieve an adopted levd of seivice fliat is consistent 
with flie genml plan." Cal. Gov't Code § 66001(g) (emphasis added). Thaefbre, where 
defidendes exist in infiastmdure in tiie community, ttie City cannot simply spread flie estimated 
cost ofthe remaining fedlities needed to the projected &ture developmout projects. To do so 
would be to charge foture devdopmsit fbr costs attiibutable to existing defidsides in public 
facilities. &e RC-2011-28. 

You have spedfically asked us to clarify how graierally qiplicable fees in certain communities 
may be calculated so that new development pays for its fuU impad on cotain public fedUties. 
For example, you have stated fliat in a community fliat is cutrently paiik deSdoit, flie costs of the 
ranaining fedlities needed for fliat entire commimity are divided equally betwem existing and 
foture development Sudi a mefliodology certainly assures fhtt new development is not 
impennissibly made to pay fbr public fadlities attributable to existing defidendra. However, as 
you point out, sudi a methodology may also exaceibate and create even more existing 
defidaides. The foUowing simplified example is insbwtive in imderstanding the results of flie 
Ctfy's existing mefliodology in what it calls its DIF communities, as we imdeis^d it 

Example: A community consists of 500 units of existing development and 5(X) units of 
' projeded future developmait One bimdied acres of park are needed to serve the existing 
plus fiiture development The communify cuirenfly has 25 acres of pmks (50 percent park 
defident for existing development). ThCTefore, 75 ao'es of paries are needed to serve flie 
existing plus fiiture devdopmoitin the commuinfy.' Badi acre of park costs $1,000. 

Under this example, if the cost of the ronaining 75 axses of paiks is spread across the 500 units 
of existing devdopment and flie 500 units of projected fiiture development, a fee of $75 pei unit 
lesults as shown below: 

• [(75 parie ataesxS1,000)/1,000 units] =$75/unit 

However, while the existing development is defident 25 acr^ of park, 50 acres of paik are stiU 
needed to serve the 500 units of fiitiDe development To address ttiat a fee of $100 per unit 
would result as shown below: 

[(50parkaoesx$1,000)/500units] =$100/unit 

Thus, ttie example of the $75 pat unit fee shown above would result in the provision of 37.5 
acres of park, where 50 acres of paik are needed; \riieieas the $100 per unit fee shown above 
would i ^ i l t in flie provision of flie fuU 50 acres of paik needed to serve the foture development 

. While flie $75 per unit fee is permissible, the Cify is not limited by sudi a mefliodology. 
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In calculating ad hoc or geaeraUy ̂ Ucable fera, flie Cify may use a metttodology thai more 
accurately reflects a projed's projected impacts so long as the Cify; satisfies the two-part 
NollaitlDolan nexus and rough propoitionaUfy requirements in tiie case of ad hoc fe^, or flie 
reasonable relationship test in fte case of generally applicable fees. As fees can be calculated in a 
variefy of ways, as we previously stated, this OfGce can more fully and accuratdy legaUy review 
a proposed mefliodology once a methodology has beoi develtqied. 

CONCLUSION 

Using its potice powers, the Cify may impose fees on discretionary projeds in addition to other 
appUcable generally appUcable fees so long as the fee satisfies the constitutional nexus and rough 
propprtionaltfy requir^ents set forth in Nollan and />o2an. The Cify must also comply with 
various procedural requirements sd forfli in Ihe MFA^ A variefy of methodologies may be 
employed to deteimine the appropriate fee amounts so long as flie resulting fee meds the 
constitutional nexus and rou^ proportionalify requiiemtaits in flie case of ad hoc fees, or flie 
reasonable relationship test in the case of geno'ally ^pUcable fees. Once a proposed 
methodology is developed, our Office can review such a proposal 

JAN L GOLDSMITH, Qfy Attomey 

By 
Hddi K. Vonblum 
Dqiufy City Attomey 

Mary Wright, Dqnify Diredor, DSD, Planning Division 
Ddiorah Shaipe, Projed Offtcer II, DSD, Plannii^ Division 
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FRCNM: 

Office)^ 
The CUy Attorney 
nty of Smi IHego 

MEMORANDUM 
MS 59 

1619) S^rS^ 

Mard]21.2011 

Tenn Tomlinson, FadUtira Finandng Program Msiager 

CifyABoiney 

SUBJECT: Develoisnent hnpad Fees and Housing Trast Fund Fees ftir Unified Pwt of 
San Diego Properfy 

The issue has arisen whetha the Cify of San Diego may require'developas of Unified Port of San 
Diego (Port) property to pay Housing Trust Fund Fees (HTF) pissuant to San Diego Mtmicipal 
Code section 98.0610 and Development Impad Fees (DIF) punaam to San D i ^ Munidpal Code 
section 142.0640. The Ofy Attorney's Office Ins previously i^iKd a memorandum of law 
cosduding that the Cify's HTF is ̂ l icable to private devdo{snrat aa Port land within the Cify. 
This memorandum confirms and exjKittds upon flie condusions ofthe previous Memorandum of 
Law, and ^ledfically addresses the spplicabilify of DIF to devdopment on Port pnqierty in flie 
Praiinsula Communify. As explained in this memwairfum. we conclude flint the Cify's HTF and 
DIF are applicable to devdc^enl on Prat pro{wrty in the Peninsula Communify. 

I. THE CITY MAY REQUIRE HTF PAYMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT 
ON PORT PROPERTY IN THE PENINSl«Jl «»MMUNITY 

The issue is whether the Cify may require HTF payment for non-residentisd devd<^eiU on Port 
property. The Cify requires flie payment of HTF prior to issuance of a building permit fiir non-
residditial devdopment projects. SDMC §| 98.0608,98.0610. As discussed above, tins OfSce 
has previously opined that flie City may retire HTF paymeai for development on Port property. 
1991 Cify Att'y MOL 874 (91-86; Oct 23,1991). lo to opinimi, fliis OfBce stated flia &B Port 
District was subject to CaUfonua Oovemmwit Code sedion 53091, whidi reqnirBS "Cejadi local 
agency [to] cothply witti idl applicable Mlding ordinances and zoning ordinance of die... dfy 
in udiich iht teiritoiy of the local ag^cy is siuated." Fwtiiamore, loca] agoides are ̂ ecificslly 
subjed to "sqpiplic l̂e oRUniuic^... requiring tite payment of fees" so long as "die amoimt of 

Response to Comment J-4: 

This comment consists of a legal memorandum from 
Office of the City Attomey of the City of San Diego, 
which states the City's position regarding whether the 
City may impose Development Impact Fees and 
Housing Trust Fund Fees on developers of Port District 
property. These comments do not address the 
adequacy or completeness of the Revisions to Draft EIR. 
No responses are necessary. 
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diose&es... [does] not exceed the fflioimtdiaiged... to nongovernmental ̂ endes tor flie 
same services or pennits." Cal. Qov't Code § 53091(c). 

A local agency is ddSned as (1) an agsicy of the state, (2) for the local pafbmiaiice of 
govonmoital or proprietary function, and (3) withm limited boundaries. Cfi . Gov't Code 
S S3090(a).' The Port was created by flie San Diego Unified Port District A d (Port Distrid Ad) 
to tmptemrat the state's policy of "devdi^ing] the haibois and ports of &[e] State for multiple 
puipose use for the benefit of tbe people." Cal. Haib. & Nav. Cod^ A|q>aidix I § Z The Port's 
defied puipose is to regulate h»bor worics and manage die San D i ^ Harbor, and its 
juri^ictton is Umited to S,4g0 aores ofthe tideland »eas along flie San Diego Bay. Seeld-i^S, 
14; Ihiified Ptat of Saa Dit^o, PoriSdaster Plan at 2. The Cify's coiporate area ̂ extendts] to flie 
limits and boundaries of [die] Cify and ovw tite tiddands and watras of tbe Bay of San Diego, 
and into flie Padfic Ocean to flie raiteat of me Marine Lea^ . " San Diego C&irter § 3. 
Therefore, die Port is a local agoicy, and devdopment on Port property fliat is located Within the 
Cify's coiporate area is subjed to the G»y'% building and zoning 0I1dil̂ nca^ whidi indudes the 
Ofy's building and zoning oi^oancesfhk require the payment of fees. 

While the Cify may require HTF payment from flie Port for Port development, flie issue is 
whether the City may require HTF paymoit from private devetopeis on Port property. The Port 
holds tide to tbe lands within its jurisi£ction in trust for die uses and purpose dwlared in the 
Port DisQtct Act Cal. Harb. & Nav. Code, Appendix 1114. While the Prat may not convey fliat 
land to whidi it holds title, it may lease its land to private parties fbr limited periods, not to 
exceed sixfy-dx yeais./cl. 187(b). 

Caltfotnia Govemment Code sectioo 6S091 '"evinces a legislative intent to vest in dties and 
counties mntrol over zoning and building resnictionsi thereby strengthening local planning 
authorify.'" City of Maiibu v. Santa Moniat Mountains Conservancy, 98 Cal. App. 4th 1379, 
nnX^2)(<A\ia%CityofL(tfayette v.EasiBayMun. UtiUtyDist., 16Cal. App.4tti 1005,1013 
(1993)). Fmfliermore, the Port does not issue building peimils and Port tenants ase required to 
obtain a building peimit from flie ifipticable Cify as part of flie Port's tenant piojed plan 
af^iroval process. See Port of San D i ^ , Traant Projed Plan Aiqnoval Proeera at 6. As it would 
be unreasondile for a Port tenant to evade ai^licable Cify building and zonii^ r^laflons where 
the Port itself would be subjed to sudi requirements, vie conclude fli^ tbe Cify's HTF fees are 
also ^ l i c ^ e to Port tenants. Therefore, flie Cify's HTF is a;q>licabte to devdojsnait on Port 
land wi&in the Cify, and in partiiailar wilte the Peninsula Communify. 

n. THE CITY'S IMF IS APPLICABLE TO DEVELOPMENT ON PORT 
PROPERTY IN THE PENINSULA COMMUNITY 

This Office also understands that certain developers have asserted that the Cify's DIF is not 
applicable to devdopmem on Port ̂ ispeisy in the Peninsula Communify beoiase fliey do not 

' "Local ageacy" does nol inclyde the stale, a city, a county, a ntpid tnmsit dtsirict, or a taS transit distnct vifbose 
hoaxd of directors is appointed by public bodies or officm or elected ftom election districts withis the area 
cofflprising (he district, or a [brii^ and hi^wayjdifflrict...." Cal Gov't Code S S309tl(8). 

m 
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Tom Tomiinson, Fadliflcs Finandng Program Manager 
53 

believe that flie Financing Plan covos Port tnoperfy, and because DIF is not otherwise appUcable 
to Port property. The Cify requires the'^ymen! of {DIF]... before flie i^uance of any 
(bjuilding [pjermit in areas where [DIF] have been established by the Resohition of flie Cify 
Coundl." SDMC $ 142.0640(b), The City Coundl has established DIF by resoluflon in various 
communities flnoughout the Cify, including flie Pminsula Communify. Spedfically, on Febiuaiy 
12,2(XI1, the Cify Coundl ado|tted Sat [> i^ Resolutitni R-294S40 qsprovii^ dw Peninsula 
Pidilic Fadlities nnaadng Plan, Fiscal Yea 2001 (Peninsula Finandng PUsi), vHach indudes a 
DIF fee sdiedule applicable to flie Pemnst^ Commtmify. Tbe aniount of DIF required prior to 
building peimit issuance is the amotim set forth m the Peninsula Finandng Plan DIF foe 
s<£edale, plus an automatic increase as^iedfied in the Munidpal Code. SDMC f 142.0640(b). 
We coRcliide that the DIF is applicable to Port property for the same reasons fliat HTF is 
applicable to Port (miperty as discussed above: 

Additionally, cettain developed argue fliat the Financing Plan does not indude flie Port tiddands 
because of the way the Financing Pla« references the Port tiddands in its desciqition of the 
Financing Plan's boundaries. The Fin^K^g Plan states diat ihe "Peninsula Communify is 
generally boimded by Ocean Btadt m i the Pmafic Ocean on the west and soufli, die San Diego 
River Flood Control Channel and the Midway communify on the north, and San Diego Bay md 
Fort tideiands on the east" Finandng Plan at 1 (em îasis added). The Finmictng Plan also 
contains a "Xllommunify Boundaiy M ^ " that shows that Port tideiands are induded in tbe 
Pradnsula Communify boundaiy. Financing Plan al ii. Additionally, the Cify of Sm I>iego's 
General Plan and the Petiinsula Commimify Plan show the Port tiddand areas to be a part of flie 
Peninsala Communify planning area. Cify of San Diego General Plm at LU-IS (Mar. 10,2(X)8); 
Peninrala Communify Plan at 3 (Illl. 14,1987). 

Ahhougb theFinancing PVm confaigs written references that could be imetiseted to exclude the 
Pott tiddands, die msf bf die cmnnuhify boundary shown in the Finandng Plan, tbe General 
Plan, and the Peninsula Communify Plan deariy show that the Port tiddands me induded within 
die Finandng Plan. Fuifliemune, it should be noted thtf the Finaiicing Plan's written destmption 
d^otties the Peninsula Communify's boundaries in gendal t«ms only. Siidi a description ia 
general terms lends further support fix rdying on the map contained in the Ffamdng Plan and 
the Cify's other planning doct̂ ients related to the Peninsula Communify's botuidaries.' 
Tberdtxe, smce Port properfy is mduded in tbe Peninsula Financing Plan, DIF is i^cable to 
devdĉ Mnent on Port land wiflun flie Poiinsula Communify. 

JAN I. GOLDSMITH, Ofy Attorney 

Hddi K. Vonblum 
Depufy Cify Attorney 

HKV:cw 
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issue Area/Impact 
Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Altemative 

Reduced 
Project 

Alternative 

Noise 
—Interior Noise Levels SM NI SM 

Geology and Coastal Processes 
--Shallow groundwater/liquefiable soils SM " 'NI SM 

Pubiic ServicesAJtilities 
. —Increase in fire service demand SU NI SU 

Recreation NS NI NS 

Cumulative 
—Traffic (intersections & street seements) SU NI SU 
—Public Services (Fire service) su NI SU 
—Public Services (Solid Waste) SM NI SM 

Notes: NS = Not Significant; NI = No Impact; SM = Significant and Mitigable; SL = Significant and Unavoidable 

Section 4.10- Public Services and Utilities 

Page 4.10-18 

Revised Section's 4.10.6 and 4.10.7 as follows to incorporate additional information provided in a City of 
San Diego conunent letter on the Recirculated Portions ofthe Draft EIR: 

4.10.6 Mitigation jVfeasures 

M M PUB-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Proposed Project, the Project 
Applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost of constructing a new fire station in t he vicinitv of at-Libertv 
Station in the amount detennined by the City of San Diego. This fire station is withiii the Peninsula 
Public Facilities Fiiiancing Flan. Fiscal Year 2001 communitv boundarv. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the Citv of San Dieeo and mil be deposited into the Developer Contribution Fund No. 200636. 
In the event the City of San Diego has not determined the amount of the Proposed Project's fair share of 
the cost of constructing a new fire statio n in the vicinitv of at-Liberty Station at the time the Proposed 
Project requests issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant shall enter into a 
reimburseiiient agreement or other arrangement with the City of San Diego to provide for payment of its 
fair share amoimt when detennined by the Gity of San Diego. 

4.10.7 Significance of Impacts after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation moaouro M M PUB 1 could mitigate impacts of tho Propoood Projoct on f m 
servioos to.a leas than significant lovol; howovor, the ototed measures are contingent on tho action of tho 
Cit;̂  of San Diogo ond aro outsido of the juriodiotion of tho Port District. The City has identified the 
construction of the fire station aHhe-in the vicinitv of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a 
Tier-2, tow priority project This fire station would be the primary location for which emergency fire, 
rescue and medical resources would be provided to the Proposed Proiect. The fae station is identified as 
a proposed proiect in the Fire Station Master Plan fFebruarv 20091 and is within the Peninsula Public 

Response to Comment J-5: 

This attachment to Comment Letter J is an excerpt from 
the May 2011 Final EIR, for which its June 2011 
certification was rescinded in August 2012. No 
modifications to this language were suggested. 
Thei-efore, as this attachment does not address the 
accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no 
fiirther response is warranted. 

Sunroad Hait>or Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
tsJand Subarea PMP Amendment, Final EIR 

May 2011 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 3. Errata and Revisions 

J-5 
(cont.) 

Facilities Financing Plan. Fiscal Year 2001 communitv boundarv. Final location for the required facOity 
shall be determined bv the Fire Rescue Department, to ensure compjiance with National Response tirne 
standards. The City has also not identified any finaricing plans that will ossure that tho fire station is 
eopsfruQted. Becaiise tiie City does not have plans or fiindiitg for the constt'uctioii-ef the fire station at the 
feiberty Station sito. Although implementation of mitigation measure MM PUB-1 could mitigate impacts 
ofthe Proposed Proiect on fire services to a less-than-significant level, the mitigation measure is within 
the jurisdiction of the Citv of San Dieso and not the Port District. Accordingly, the Port District cannot 
assure that this mitigation measure would be implemented when needed, and the impacts-wouM remain is 
considered significant and umnitigated. 

Section 5.0 - Cumulative Impacts 

Page 5-41 

Revised Sectioii 5.6.2 as follows to incorporate additional information provided in a City of San Diego 
comnienl letter on tfie Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR: 

Fire Protection. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M M PUB-1 could mitigate the Proposed Project's impacts on fire 
services to a less-than-significant level. However, this mitigation measure entails establishment by the 
City Fire Marshal of San Diego of a development impact fee program, by which the Project Applicant 
,would pay impact fees for its demand on fire services. This mitigation measure is contingent upon action 
ofthe City of San Diegftr and is outside of the jurisdiction ofthe Port District^md may not be feosible. 
The City has identified the eonstruotion ofthe fire statien-at Libefty Stotion (foi r Naval Training 
Ccntpr) Qg n Tier 2, ]ow priority, project. Tho City has aiso not identified an)' fmancing plong that will 
assure that the station, is oonstmcted. Because the oonstruotion bf this fire station is iiet 4deptified ai 
high priority by the City, the Port District cannot assure that this mitigation measure would be 
itnplemented when needed, aa^the cumulative impact would remain is considered significant and 
unmitigated. 

m 
• Sunroad Harbor Istwid Hotel Project and East HartjOT 
. islatKl Subarea PMP Amendment Rnai EIR 
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Comment Letter K Response to Comment K-1: 

This comment is an introductory statement, which does 
not address the adequacy or completeness of the 
Revisions to Draft EIR. No responses are necessary. 

T H E Crrv or S A N OIEQO 

K-l 

4 
4 m 

October 7,2013 

San Diego Unified Port District 
Land Use Planning Department 
3165 Pacific Highway . 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Submitted via email to: 
Anna Buzaitis - abuzaiti@portofsandiego.orp 

Subject: CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL LMPACT REPORT 
(DEIR) FOR THE SUNROAD HARBOR ISLAND HOTEL PROJECT A,ND E.*ST HARBOR 
ISLAND SUBAREA PORT MASTER PLAN A,MESD.MENT (UPD #8335*-ElR-783; SCH 
#2006021027) 

The City of San Diego ("City") has received and reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") for the Sumoad Haibor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island Subarea Port Master 
Plan Amendment and appreciates diis opportunity to provide comments to the Port of San Diego 
(Port). In response to this request for public comments, the City has identified potential environmental 
issues that may result in a significant impact to the environment. Continued coordination between die 
City, die Port, and other local, regional, state, and federal agencies will be essential. 

Staff from the Development Services Department ("DSD") and the Transportation & Storm Water 
Department (T&SWD) have reviewed the DEIR and can provide the following comments;. 

DEVELOP.MENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT: 
A N N GONSALVES - SENIOR TRAFFIC ENGINEER, (619) 446-5294, agonslavesfijsandiego.gov 
ISMAIL ELHAMAD. R T E - ASSOCIATE TRAFFIC ENGINEER, (619) 446-5494, lElhamad@,sandiego.gov 

GENERAL: 

DSD Transportation Development Staff have reviewed the DEIR and associated transportation impact 
analysis (by Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers) for Sunroad Haibor Island Hotel and East Harbor 
Island Subarea Port Master Plan AmendraeM dated July 2013. We understand that the DEIR is 
considered a project level document for the proposed 175 room Sunroad Hotel and a program level 
document for the other up to 325 rooms of hotel use that are part of the proposed Port Master Plan 
Amendment We have the following comments: 

Development Services Department 
l222 Firet Avenue,MS 501 • San Diego, C A 92101-4155 

Tcl (619)446-5460 

\A 
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K-2 

K-3 

K-4 

K-5 

K-6 

K-7 

K^8 

K-9 

Pa»e2of3 
: Sioi Diego UmfiedrlprtlKs^t 
Undtise PlaimnigX>epairtmra>t 

, 1. Tlie feaMlnliry;ofiiamitiga^ 
«he 175-room_hotel pwiect (MM TR-Cl thro MM rR-C6) must be demonstrated with this E5R 

I md the imtigatidn measureŝ îoBld &^ the bi^eriiig ev«n| for dtt:&OT i x ^ ^ to be-
I madê  

I 2; TlieElR'6iHSt evi>iuitttiî ^̂  
I capadty to Harbor Uaiid Diive. especially including die proposed iKar term redevetopmsnt of 
I die Rodwn E. Lee »te. The three laae pcrtiisi shoidd be e\rahiated with a capacity of IS.OOO; 
I aad specfiBc infotmatitm on the Rmb̂ ^̂  l ^ redtvelt̂ Bnent shouid be included if brnwit): 

1 3. Fair-share ctHstrilnaion for i i i ^ ^ ^ 
OTPM pijs^-h^ 

I 4. OErRandass&iatedtranqjoi^^ 
I pliB Prqe(rf"Scetiano to''ExUting" iii oida to fidly 
I id£9itify itejmject's ini{»ct. 

I
S. tite siffiaUzediiiteisectiimanaljisis shod 

existing mid itear-tBtm scenarios. 

IM;VEIXm«E» SERVICE OEPARTMim 

Mirmif KASTAKm?- AsmriATC E i y c P ^ wtMraiil»iMdiBa»aBdleg<).«>v 

The W^ei aia Seww OCTetiHpi^ 
siî aficiutt fanffflet iô ^̂ ^̂ ^ of one iiotd wi& ltS rboira Md 
fcmrc addition of two hotels and up to 325 rooms, fot a total of up to 500 rooms. Mitigation identified 
for.dns Uipact itictuiks die 
pî vride adequaK $ew<ir sisyice f 
propcised ITSfnxwn hotel mdwooldreduceinqBC^'associ^ sewer to below a level ttf 

Scancei 
to addWwi die fi«ovf^ 
a ^ ' & c o i ^ ^ 

JUI sewer awl walniinains servi^ 
cimverted.to privSe jper̂ &̂ 

: All ^Eropd»d |myate sewâ  within'a single hit are to be desigtted to meet the . 
reqiiroiiBnIs of ihe Califomia PtmnbingCode midwill be reviewed as part of the Iniildii^ pemiit plan 
checic 

Reqiraiise: to 

Although the 175-room Sunroad Hotel and the CEQA 
anatjrsisfe 
comment period, we note that the impacts and 
miti^attiOTjt^^ 
MM TR-C6 for Ibe proposed 17̂  
a<liressed in thel>^ 
tbe I^aft OR; Bas«d on the i f tg^ 
the EIR and its appendices, the Port District believes 
that Mitigatibn Measurê ^̂  TRiiC6 are 
feasMe/TheM 
Prognm(M^^ 
proposed 175-1X50 
Amendmieht, is included in Ghapt^ 6.of this Revised 
EmarEIR. Ilie miW* stated 
coijiibutions atê^̂  to the issuance of 
buildtnB permits" for the 175̂ robm hotel. 

As this comment does not address the accuracy or 
adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no further 
response is warranted. 

Response to::£dmnieiit:I^ 

The Traffic Study priepared for the Revisions to Draft 
EIR iiicludes tw^ Island— the 
existing Island Prime/C-Level restaurant and a fiiture 
restaurant at the previously location of the Reuben E. 
Lee restaurant Tlie Traffic Study assumed the edacity 
Of EiastiHarbor Island 
bô ause the reduction to three lanes will not occur until 
east of the access driveway to the future hotel(s) The 
only traffic on the three-lane section would be related to 
the Island Prime/C Level restaurants, die fiiture 
restaurant at the previous location of the Reuben E. Lee 

iA 
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restaurant, and sightseers. A capacity of 15,000 ADT for 
a three-lane road is more than enough to accommodate 
those uses. Specific information regarding the Reuben 
E. Lee replacement restaurant is provided in Table 9.3-1 
of Section 9.3 ofthe EIR. 

Please also see Response to Comment D-5, above. 

Respohse to Comment K-4: 

Fair share calculations have been revised to be based on 
the higher of the AM or PM peak hour impact. See 
revised tables (fi-om Appendix E-1 - Traffic Impact 
Study for PMP Amendment) below. No new impacts 
were identified and there were no substantial changes to 
the traffic report's conclusions; therefore, recirculation 
of the Revisions to Draft EIR is not required. 

m 
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Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and. East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

TABLE 14-1 
"YEAR 2030" FAIR-SHARE CONTRIBUTION CALCULATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Impacted Locations 

Year 
2030 

Scenario 
A 

Project 
Traffic 

Year 2030 
+ Scenario 
A Project 

Traffic 

Existing 
Traffic 

% Fair 
Share' 

" Intersections' 

N. Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Terminal 1 (East Airport 
Entrance) 6ASi3.270 4*9207% 

N . Harbor Dr. / Rental Car Access Road awi47 16.8818.532 9rW94J93 

N. Harbor Dr. / Laurel Street 313126 43^6336.436 W+i595 4S52% 

Segments^. 

N. Harbor Dr.; Harbor Island Dr. lo Rental Car Access Rd. 1.915 113,935 81,000 5.8% 

N . Harbor Dr.: Rental Car Access Rd. to Laurel St. 1.915 163.535 82,790 2.4% 

N . Harbor Dr.: Laurel St. to Hawthorn St. 1.340 73,250 54,260 7.1% 

Laurel St.: N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 575 76,785 36,390 1.4% 

Laurel St.: East of Pacific Highway 385 41,935 27,620 2.7% 

Footnote.^: 
I a. Intersection fair share contributions are eateiilM 

Segment fair share contributions arc calculated using ADT volumes. 
Fair share percentages calculated as 

Project Traffic 

(Year 2030 + Project Traflfic) - (EKisting Trafficl 

B oombiiiodba.sed on the higher A M a»*or_PM peak hour vekBweaimpaet. 

November 2013 
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TABLE 14-2 
"YEAR 2030" FAIR-SHARE CONTRIBUTION CALCULATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Impacted Locations 

Year 
2030 

Scenario 
B Project 
Trafflc 

Year 2030 
+ Scenario 
B Project 
Traffic 

Existing 
Traffic 

% Fair 
Share' 

: Iniersecttdns' " 
N. Harbor Dr. / HaH>or Island Dr. / Tenninal 1 (East Airport 
Entrance) 595280 8;»4«4J35 fet5»2,883 22.44% 

N. Harbor Dr. / Rental Car Access Road 3*7157 16.9178.542 ftW4J93- 4.43% 

N. Harbor Dr. / Laurel Street 25J12? 12.6526.439 ?i»H-3.995 5,23% 

• Segnients^ 

N. Harbor Dr.: Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 1,750 113.770 81.000 5,3% 

.,N. Harhor Dr.: Rental Car Access Rd. to Laurel St. ,1.750 163,370 82,790 2,2% 

N. Harbor Dr.: Laurel St. lo Hawthom SI, • 1,225 73.135 54.260 6,5% 

Laurel St.: N. Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 525 76,735 36,390 1,3% 

Laurel St.: East of Pacific Highway 350 41,900 27.620 2.5% 
FootnaltM 
B, IntcfStfclion fair sliare contrilnilions are calculated using comlliBectbased on the liiehcT A.M aa^r PM peal( tmiir volujHcjimDacl. 
b. Segmcnl Tair share cDnmbulions arc calculated using ADT volumes. 
c. Fair share percentages calculated as 

Pnjjecl Traffic 

(Year 20.M) + Project Traffk) - (Existing TratTic) 

Response to Comment K-5: 
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The Traffic Study prepared for the PMP Amendment, as 
well as the Traffic Study prepared for the proposed 175-
room hotel project, are both based on the City of San 
Diego's Traffic Impact Study Manual, July 1998. Page 9 
of the Traffic Impact Study Manual lists the scenarios to 
be evaluated in every traffic study, which do not include 
evaluation of an Existing + Project scenario. In response 
to this comment, however, an analysis of the Existing + 
Project Scenario was prepared. No new impacts were 
identified, and the conclusions for the study did not 
change; therefore, recirculation of the Revisions to Draft 
EIR is not required. A memorandum containing the 
Existing + Project Scenario was prepared by Linscott, 
Law, & Greenspan (LLG) and is provided as , 
Attachment 1 to this chapter. 

4 
1̂  
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Response to Comment K-6: 

The Traffic Study prepared for the PMP Amendment, as 
well as the Traffic Study prepared for the proposed 175-
room hotel project, are both based on the City of San 
Diego's Traffic Impact Study Manual, July 1998. Page 
10 ofthe Traffic Impact Study Manual notes that signal 
timing and phasing data should be collected as 
necessary to supplement information already available, 
but does not require signal timing and phasing data. 

\A 
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4 

m 

Q 

m 

In response to this comment, however, signal timings 
for study intersections were obtained and entered into 
the Synchro analysis software used in the Traffic Study. 
This data included signal coordination, pedestrian walk 
time, flashing don't walk time, minimum green times, 
yellow and all red times, and cycle lengths. Inputting the 
data into the Synchro analysis software resulted in 
differing intersection analysis results, as compared to 
the results in previous submittals for the Existing, 
Existing + Cumulative, and Existing + Cumulative + 
Project (Scenarios A & B) conditions. However, no new 
significant impacts resulted and there were no changes 
to the traffic study's conclusions regarding significant 
impacts. 

The arterial analysis for the Existing, Existing + 
Cumulative, and Existing + Cumulative + Project 
(Scenarios A & B) conditions was also updated to 
reflect the signal timing data, since arterial analysis 
relies, in part, on adjacent intersection operations. Thus, 
as with the intersection analysis, no new impacts 
resulted and there were no substantial changes fo the 
report's conclusions; therefore, recirculation of the 
Revisions to Draft EIR is not required. The revisions to 
the intersection and arterial analyses are provided as 
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Attachment 2 to this chapter. These tables and 
appendices replace the versions in Appendix E-t of the 
Revisions to Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment K-7: 

This comment acknowledges that the mitigation 
recommended in the EIR for potential impacts to sewer 
capacity is adequate. As the comment does not address 
the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, 
no further response is warranted. 

The responses to the prior City comment letters are 
provided in the Responses to Comment Letters D, G, 
and l , abdVe. = 

Response to Comment K-8: 

This comment pertains to the ownership of sewer and 
water mains. As the comment does not address the 
accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no 
further response is warranted. Please also see Response 
to Comment G-10. 
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\A 

4 
4 

m 

Q 

m 
iA 

4 

m 

Response to Comment K-9: 

This comment indicates that all private sewer facilities 
within a single lot need to be designed to meet the 
requirements ofthe Califomia Plumbing Code and will 
be reviewed for such during the building permit plan 
check process with the City of San Diego. The fiiture 
hotel development associated with the PMP Amendment 
will comply with all applicable requirements of the 
Califomia Plumbing Code. As the comment does not 
address the accuracy or adequacy of the Revisions to 
Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. Please also 
see Response to Comment G-i 1. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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K-10 

K-11 

K-12 

K-13 
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Page 3 6f3 
Ssui IMego tTtdfied-Port Dist^^ 
Land, tise Flaming Di^»^ 
October 7.2013 

fipm Uw Mbtrpfi^ D^lt^aliiieik as t i td i i^^ m'Page 9.2.i to: 
tee Public Utilities E S ^ a ^ ^ 

iewamaini 

Allproiiosed 
est^lisiied (^tok in the cumnt edition of fecity of San Diego .Water FMlity Design (^(ktiih 
Sewer Design Otade and Gity regulations, assdar^ 

TRANSFORf ATION & $ t « ^ ^ 
MABaK«.;sTiEVEKs-'JimiaAmtL^ 

On May 8;20l3 :̂the.San O i ^ Regnal WaKfi ( ^ 
Pblliitam pisdtMge EliiiU 
<CAS0109266) for discliafg^^^ 
tiltimateiy afrect'tbe meaiwres described in Ae DEIR to avoid or ipiH^ite potential waia.quality 
impacts. EkKtiieaswe shoiild be ree»raluated to,ctetetitiiiie consisttiwy, with the new lequiremems tmd 
revised accocdtngly. 

Please contact Uie appibpi^ 
OTntmenb: Tlie C i ^ res^^ please addiess the alwve comments in die FEUt and 
provide fiw c^es of the Ajcutnem f̂ ^̂  the cotrmentiog (MtMffOnem. If you bave any 
addinonal̂ jiiestions 
619-446̂ 5372 OT via enail M mhe^^ 

Sincerely, 

!i4>n Heimiiami, Senior PtaniKr 
Dimlopiiietu Scxvices I jepara^ 

Ann OoRwlve%:Saiior Tiafiic Et 
Maik Sttv<tev Associat<̂  1̂^ 
IMdidi Rastahldiiz, Associde Engiiwer. ttevelopinait Services Department: 
Review and Coinment online Sle 

Response tiDiGdihmeiitK^̂ ^ 

iMSiConimfipt^^^ 
Metirppdlitan W ŝtewatiĤ  
Public Utilities Dcpartihcnt. This comment is noted, 
and jmyrefe^^ 
Wiste>iraterl̂ )artment to referto the 
Public Utilities Deparfihait As die comment does hot 
address ifcea^^ oftheiR«^ 
Draft Elk, no &rther fespptwe is warrant^, Please see 
Response^ Gommeh 

RespNonse to Comment̂ î ^̂  

This cofttoait references Ian near 
water or sewer mains. The futwre?hotel dê ^ 
associated wth the PND^̂ ^̂ ^ 

appiic^ble requiremeints ĉ ^̂  
location of shrubs. As the comment does not address 
Ihe accuracy or adequacy of 1̂̂ ^̂̂  to Draft EIR, 
no flii^er respotiŝ  Please also see 
Respopse to Gdiranent Gr-lS; 

Res{toiise to GommeriiK-li: 

This cornmOTt indicatcsŝ ^̂ ^ 
faciHties need toibe iesiiped diod cisnstxucted in 
accordance with estabi^ 
fegtilhticHiSj s^^ T]tee futuie 
development ass(Kiatedwitĥ ^ 
ccmaply witii all^pplic£ibie estiabli^ 
curirpt eiiittejt 
tlesign Guided 
Tegulations, standsu'ds znd practices As the comment 
does nbt ̂ address the acb^ 
Revisioiis to Draft EIR, no ftirflier response is 
warranted. Please also see Response to Comment G-14. 
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San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 5. Responses to Comments 

Response to Comment K-13: 

m 
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m 

This comment indicates that the measures described in 
the DEIR to avoid or mitigate potential water quality 
impacts could be affected by the new National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Order 
No. R9-2013-0001, NPDES Permit No. CAS0109266) 
for discharges,from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (MS4s) ("Municipal Permit") approved by the 
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board on 
May 8, 2013, and indicates that each measure should be 
reevaluated to determine consistency with the new 
Municipal Permit requirements and revised accordingly. 
The measures described in the DEIR are performance 
standards for measures that can be included in the 
projeet-speciiic Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) or project-specific Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (USMP) for the fiiture hotel 
developments. Preparation of the project-specific 
S W P P P and project-specific USMP is required to be 
prepared by the Project Applicant(s) and reviewed and 
approved by the Port District prior to the 
commencement of construction of any future hotels in 
the East Harbor Island subarea. Any future 
development contemplated in the DEIR will be required 
to be consistent with the new Municipal Permit, as 
applicable, and will be reviewed for such consistency by 
the Port District. At the time that the project^specific 
SWPPP and project-specific USMP are submitted to the 
Port District for review, the Port District will review the 
specific measures to ensure consistency with the new 
Municipal Permit requirements. Therefore, re-
evaluation ofthe examples of measures that can be 
included iii the project-specific SWPPP pr project-
specific USMP is not necessary at this time. 
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San Diegb Unified Port District Chapter 5. Responses to Comments 

Comment Letter L 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OpncE O/PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINOHOUSE-AND P L A N N I N G UNIT 

EDMUND G, BROWN JR. 
GOVERKOR 

KKHALHX 
DIRECTOR 

Octobers, 2013 

Anna Buzaitis 
San Diego.Unificd Port District, BLUM Departmeiil 
P.O, Box 120488 
San Diego, CA 921! 2-0488 

RECEIVED 

Land UsB Ping 

Subject; Sunroad Harbor Istand Hotel Project & East Harbor Island Subarea PMPA (OPD 83356-ErR-783) 
SCH#: 2006021027 

Response to Comment L-1: 

The Revisions to Draft EIR was distributed to 13 state 
agencies for review. This comment indicates that no 
state agencies submitted comments on the Revisions to 
Draft EIR by the end of the public comment period. 
The comment further acknowledges that the Port 
District has compUed with the State Clearinghouse 
review requirements for draft environmental documents, 
puifsuaht to the Califomia Environmental Quality Act. 
As this comment does not address the accuracy or 
adequacy of the Revisions to Draft EIR, no fiirther 
response is warranted. 

L-1 

Dear Anna Buzaitis; 

The State Clearinghouse submitfed the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on October 7,2013, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This 
let^ ackcowledgss that you have complied with the State CteariT^ouse review requirements for dmf̂  
environmental ddcumcnte, pureuant to flie California Fjjvironraenlal QiKsIity Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse st (916) 445-0613 ifyou have any questions reading the 
environmental review process. Ifyou ha« a question about the above-named project, please refer to the . 
ten-digit State Clcarin^ousc number when contacting this of!ice. 

Sincere! 

Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

m 
[A 
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4 

m 
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140010th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, Califomia 95812-3044 
(916)445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.oprxa.gov 
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Dopomeirt-Ootells-Report--— 
-State-Otearlnghouse^atchBsse-

L-1 
(cont.) 

in 
"(J 

Ul 

SCH# 2006021027 
Project Title Sunroad Harbor Island Hotei Projsct & East Harbor Island Subarea PMPA {UPD B3356-EIR-783) 

Lead Agent^ San Diego, Port of 

Type EIR Draft eif^ 

Descff/jtfon Note: Extaided Review 

The Revisions to tiw DraH EIR address the potential inpacfs assodated witfi the prc^iosed Port Master 
Amendment (PMPA), wtiidi would atiow up to tiiree tioteis in two areas of the East Hartior island 
Subarea, wtth a combined maximum of not more than 500 rooms. One the potentiai hotei iocatkms 
is a 175-room hotei located at 955 Harborlsland Dr., was analyzed In Chapter 4 and 5 of Oie Draft EIR. 
The Revisions to the Dratt EIR, Is a new .ohapier of the EIR (Chapter 9) lhat analyzes the potentiai 
Impacts.associated with the deveiopment of up to two additional hotels in an area of East Haibor 
Isiand west of the 175-room hotei prefect 

Lead Agency Contact 
Noma' Anna Buzaitis 

Agancy 
Pliona 
omalt 

Adttroas 
City 

San Diego Unified Port District, ELUM Oeparlment 
619 688 7 ^ 3 

P.O. Box 120488 
San Diego Stete CA 2tp 92112-0468 

Project Location 
County San Oiego 

City San Oiego 
Rtiglon 

Let/Long 32" 4 3 ' 3 r N / l l ? " 11-44-W 
Cross Streets Harbor istand DHv© 

Parcel No, 
Township Range 

Proximity to: 
Highways thtcfTslato 6 

Airports San Dfego Intemational 
Railways SDNR 

Waterways San Dtego Bay 
Scfioo/s 

Land Uso Commercial RecrealicBi; Open Space; Streets 

Project Issues 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

Aesthet!c/S/lsua!; Air Quaiity; Bli^ogica! Resources; Flood Raln/Rooding; Gaologtc/Selsmic; Noise; 
P\Mic Services; RecfeaHonff'arks; Sewer Capadty; S(^l Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; 
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Qtjaiity: Landuse; Oirrwiaave Effects 

Resources Agency; California Coastaf Commission; Deparbnent of Fish and Wlldtlfe, Region 5; Oltlce 
(rf Histortc Presewaton; D^>artment of Parks and Recreafion; Departnent of Walw Resources; 
Ctdtrans. DivSsIwi of AwwiauUcs; C^fwnia Higfway Petrel; Caltrans. Disfrtct 11; Re^onal Water 
Quality Contn:̂  Board, Region 9; Departrrtenl of Tcwic SubstsMTces Conbtii; Native AmBrican Heritage 
Cc»nmlss!on; PxMc Utilities Commission 

Date Received 07/10/2013 StartofRevlew 07/10/2013 End of Review 10/07/2013 
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"Existing + Project" Traffic Analysis 
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LINSCOTT 

LAW & 

GREENSPAN 

November 6,2013 

LLG Reference: 3-04-1437-3 

Subject: Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment-
Existing + Project Traffic Analysis 

Based on a coinment received from the City of San Diego dated October 7, 2013, 
analysis for the Existing + Project scenario has been conducted for the Harbor Island 
Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment. This analysis is an addendum to the 
analyses provided in the Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment 
Traffic Impact Analysis dated July 8, 2013, and does not take the place of any of the 
information included in that document. 

The Existing + Project analysis presumes the full projeict under the existing 
environmental conditions (existing traffic volumes, existing rOadway infrastructure, 
and existing land uses). 

The following is a discussion of the results ofthe intersection, segment, and arterial 
analyses under Existing + Project conditions for Scenario A (175 "Business" hotel 
rooms and 325 "Resort" hotel rooms) and Scenario B (500 "Business" hotel rooms). 

Figure 1 shows the Existing + Project traffic volumes under Scenario A conditions 
and Figure 2 shows the Existing + Pi-bject traffic volumes under Scenario B 
conditions. 

Tables 1, 2, and 3 summarize the Existing + Project Intersection Operations, Street 
Segment Operations, and Arterial Operations, respectively, for Scenario A. Tables 4, 
5, and 6 summarize the Existing + Project Intersection Operations, Street Segment 
Operations, and Arterial Operations, respectively, for Scenario B. 

1.0 Scenario A (175 "Business" Hotel Rooms and 325 "Resort" Hotel Rooms): 
Existing + Project Analysis 

Intersection Analysis 
With the addition ofthe Scenario A project traffic volumes, relatively minor changes 
in delay at the study intersections are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. 
Table I shows that the intersections in the study area network are calculated to 
continue to operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better. 

engineers 

Engineers & Planners 

Traiffic 

Transportation 

Parking 

LinsHMtLawSi 
Greenspan, Engineers 

4542 Ruffner Street 

Suite 100 

San Diego, CA 921 n 

858^8810 F 

vwwv.llgengineers.com 

Pasadena 

Irvine 

San Oiego ! 

Woodland Hills 

The project under Scenario A conditions is calculated to have no signijicant direct 
impacts to the study intersections under Existing-^ Project conditions. 

Intersection analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario A Project conditions are 
included in Attachment A. 
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SIsgment Operations 
With the addition of Scenario A project traffic volumes, relatively minor changes in 
volume-to-capacity values are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. 
Table 2 shows that the street segments in the study area network are calculated to 
continue operating at acceptable LOS D or better with the exception of the following: 

• N. Harbor Drive, Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road—LOS F 
• N. Harbor Drive, Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street— L̂OS F 
• N. Harbor Drive, Laurel Street to Hawthom Street—LOS E 
• Laurel Street, N. Hiarbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS E 
• Laurel Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
• Hawthom Street, N. Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—LOS F 
• Hawthom Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
• Grape Street, N. Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—LOS E 
• Grape Street, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—LOS E 

Despite the City's threshold being exceeded on five segments, no significant project 
impacts are expected since the segments cain be restriped to their ultiniate roadway 
classification and no significant impacts Were calculated for the arterials or adjacent 
intersections. In addition, field observations reveal that the "failing" street segments 
operate without major congestion. Therefore, no significant direct segment impacts 
are expected under Scenario A conditions under Existing + Project conditions. 

Arterial Levels of Service 
Arterial analysis was performed for the following sfreest segments under Scenario A 
conditions in the Near-Term. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 3. 

• N. Harbor Drive: Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road 
• N. Harbor Drive: Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Sfreet 
• N. Harbor Drive: Laurel Sfreet to Hawthom Sfreet 
• Hawthom Sfreet: N. Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 
• Grape Sfreet: N. Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 

As shown inTaZ)/e 3, no significant diriect arterial impacts were calculated under 
Scenario A under EX:isting +Project conditions. 

Arterial mialysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario A Project conditions are 
included in Attachment B. 

2.0 Scenario B (500 "Business" Hotel Rooms): Existing + Project Analysis 
Intersection Analysis 

With the addition of the Scenario B project fraffic volimies, minor changes in delay at 
the study intersections are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. Table 4 
shows that the intersections in the study area network are calculated to continue to 
operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better. 
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The project under Scenario B conditions is calculated to have no significant direct 
impacts to the study intersections under Existing + Project conditions. 

Intersection analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario B Project conditions are 
inchxdQd in Attachment A. 

Segment Operations 
With the addition of Scenario B project fraffic volumes, relatively minor changes in 
volume-to-capacity values are calculated as compared to the Existing scenario. 
Table 5 shoWs that the sfreet segments in the study area network are calculated to 
continue operating at acceptable LOS D or better with the exception ofthe following: 

• N^ Harbor Drive, Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road—LOS F 
• N . Harbor Drive, Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Sfreet—LOS F 
• N . Harbor Drive, Laiu-el Sfreet to Hawthom Sfreet—LOS E 
• Laurel Sfreet, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—LOS E 
• Laurel Sfreet, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 
• Hawthom Street, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—^LOS F 
• Hawthom Sfreet, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—LOS E 
• Grape Sfreet, N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway—LOS E 
• Grape Sfreet, Pacific Highway to Kettner Boulevard—^LOS E 

It should be noted that the sfreet segments that are operating unacceptably under 
Scenario B conditions are also operating unacceptably under Scenario A conditions. 

Despite the City's threshold being exceeded on five segments, no significant project 
impacts are expected since the segments can be restriped to their ultimate roadway 
classification and no significant impacts were calculated for the arterials or adjacent 
intersections. In addition, field observations reveal that the "failing" sfreet segments 
operate without major congestion. Therefore, no significant direct segment impacts 
are expected under Scenario B conditions under Existing + Project conditions. 

Arterial Levels of Seivice 
Arterial analysis was performed for the following sfreet segments under Scenario B 
conditions imder Existing + Project conditions. The results of the analysis are shown 
in Table 6. 

• N . Harbor Drive: Harbor Island Drive to Rental Car Access Road 
• N . Harbor Drive: Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Sfreet 
• N . Harbor Drive: Laurel Sfreet to Hawthom Sfreet 
• Hawthom Sfreet: N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 
• Grape Sfreet: N . Harbor Drive to Pacific Highway 

As shown in Table 6, no significant direct arterial impacts were calculated under 
Scenario B under Existing + Project conditions. 
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Arterial analysis worksheets for the Existing + Scenario B Project conditions are 
included in Attachment B. 

3.0 Congestion Management Program (CMP) Compliance 
The study area CMP arterial segments were analyzed under Existing + Project 
(Scenario A and Scenario B) conditions. TTie analysis focuses on peak hour sfreet 
segment operations using the peak hour voluines used in the intersection analyses. 
The results of the analysis under Existing + Project (Scenario A) and Existing + 
Project (Scenario B) conditions are shown in Tables Jand respectively. The 
capacity analysis worksheets are contained in Attachment C. 

No significant project impacts are calculated for, the identified CMP Arterials vmder 
Existing + Project (Scenario A and Scenario B) conditions. The fraffic generateci by 
the project does cause reductions in arterial speeds on many segments, but not 
significantly so. 
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TABLE 1 
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Existing Existing + Scenario A 
Project Sig?"* 

Peak 
Hour 

Delay' LOS" Delay LOS A' 
Sig?"* 

N . Harbor Dr ive / Tenninal 2 (West Airport Entrance) 
AM 
PM 

34.9 
. 30.2 ' 

C 
c 

39.3 
32.7 

D 
C 

4.4 
2.5 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Terminal 1 AM 32.6 c 33.1 C 0.5 No 
(East Airport Entrance) PM 39.0 D 40.4 D 1.4 No 

N . Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road AM 
PM 

41.8 
42.2 

D 
D 

43.9 
43.5 , 

D 
D 

2.1 
1.3 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Laurel Street 
AM 
PM 

36.4 
36.7 

D 
D 

38.3 
42.6 

D 
D 

1.9 
5.9 

No 
No 

N ; Harbor Drive / Hav^^om Street AM 
PM 

21.8 
18.0 

C 
B 

23.8 
18.7 

C 
B 

2.0 
0.7 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Grape Street AM 
PM 

17:5 
14.9 

B 
B 

18.4 
15.1 

B 
B 

0.9 
0.2 

' No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Laurel Street 
AM 
PM 

26.8 
29.3 

C 
C 

27.0 
29.8 

C 
C 

0.2 
0.5 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Hawthom Street 
AM 
PM 

16.8 
23.2 

B 
C 

16.9 
23.5 

B 
C 

0.1 
0.3 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Grape Street AM 
PM 

12.7 
28.4 

B 
C 

12.9 
28.7 

B V 
G 

0.2 
0.3 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Sheraton Driveway 
AM 
PM 

10.5 
17.2 

B 
B 

13.0 
17.4 

B 
B 

2.5 , 
0.2 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Harbor Island Drive AM 
PM 

5.2 
5.2 

A 
A 

5.4 
5.9 

A 
A 

0.2 
0.7 

No 
No 

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
b. , Level of Service. 
c. A denotes an increase in delay due to project. 
d. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact" 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS 

0.0 < 10.0 A 
10.1 to 20.0 B 
20.1 to 35.0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 to 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 
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TABLE 2 
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

street Segment 
Existing 
Capacity 
(LOSE)" 

Existing Existing + Scenario A Project 
Sig?' street Segment 

Existing 
Capacity 
(LOSE)" ADT" V / C LOS" ADT V/C LOS A' Sig?' 

N . Harbor Drive 
Nimitz Blvd. to Tenninal 2 (SDIA) 60,000 27,730 0.462 B 28,305 0.472 B 0.010 No 
Tenninal 2 (SDL\) to Harbor Island Dr. 60,000 29;750 0.496 B 30,420 0.507 B 0.011 No 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 65,000 81,000 1.246 F 82,915 1.276 F 0.030 NoS 
Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street 60,000 82,790 1.380 F 84,705 1.412 F 0.032 .No* 
Laurel Street to Havrthom Street 60,000 54,260 0.904 D 55,600 0.927 E 0.023 No* 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 65,000 37,830 0.582 C 38,595 0.594 C 0.012 No 
South of Grape Street 55,000 17,690 0.322 A 17,880 0.325 A 0.003 No 

Pacific Higiiway 
North of Laurel Street 50,000 18,150 0.363 A 18,325 0.367 A 0.004 No • 
Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 50,000 9,760 0.195 A 9,760 0.195 A 0.000 No 
Havrthom Street to Grape Street 50,000 18,460 0.369 A 18,650 0.373 A 0.004 No 
South of Grape Street 50,000 16,940 0.339 A 17,325 0.347 A 0.008 No 

Laurel Street 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 40,000 36,390 0.910 £ 36,965 0.924 E 0.014 No 
East of Pacific Highway 30,000 27,620 0.921 E 28,005 0.934 E 0.013 No 

Hawtiiorn Street 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 25,770 1.031 F 26,345 1.054 F 0.023 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000. 23,480 0.939 E 23,865 0.955 E 0.016 No 

Grape Street 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 23,130 0.925 E 23,705 0:948 E 0.023 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 20,330 0.813 E 20,715 0.829 E 0.016 No 

Harbor Island Drive 
N . Harbor Dr. to Harbor Island Dr. 40,000 16,330 0.408 B 20,155 0.504 B 0.096 No 
West of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 8,610 0.287 A 8,610 0.287 A 0.000 No 
East of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 6,940 0.231 A 10,765 0.359 B 0.128 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Capacities based on City of San Diego's Roadway Classification & LOS table. 
b. Average Daily Tiaffic 
c. Volume to Capacity ratio 
d. Level of Service 
e. A denotes a project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio 
f. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact". 
g. Despite the threshold exceeded, no significant impact is expected since the segment can be restriped to its ultimate roadway classification and no impact wais 

' calculated for the arterial or adjacent intersections 
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TABLE 3 
EXISTING + PROJECT ARTERIAL OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Arterial Seginent Period Direction 
Existing Existing + Scenario A 

Project Speed 
Decrease sig' Arterial Seginent 

Speed" LOS*" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

0.0 
0.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.0 
17.6 

C 
C 

0.3 
1.7 

No 
. No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.6 
12.2 

C 
D 

0.7 
1.5 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13:2 

B 
C 

23.2 
11.7 

B 
D 

0.1 
1.5 

No 
No 

AM 
EB 23.3 B 23.3 B 0.0 No 

N. Harbor Drive ^ 
AM 

WB 16.6 C 16.5 C 0.1 No 
Laurel St. to Hawthom St. 

PM 
EB 23.1 B 23.0 B 0.1 No PM 
WB 14.7 C 9.2 D 5.5 No 

Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway 

AM WB 13.8 C 13.7 C 6.1 No Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D o.p No' 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.8 F 0.4 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
C. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLE 4 
EXISTING + PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing Existing + Scenario B 
Project Sig?" 

Peak 
Hour 

Delays LOS" Delay LOS A' 
Sig?" 

N . Harbor Dr ive / Tenninal 2 (West Airport Entrance) 
AM 
PM 

34.9 
30.2 

C 

c 
39.1 
32.7 

D 
C 

4.2 
2:5 

No 
. No 

N . Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Terminal 1 AM 32.6 c 33.3 C 0.7 No 
(East Airport Entrance) PM 39.0 D 40.2 D 1.2' No 

N . Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 
AM 
PM 

41.8 
42.2 

D 
D 

42.0 
43.2 

D 
D 

0.2 

i.o 
No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Laurel Street 
AM 
PM. 

36.4 
36.7 

D 
D 

37.0 
40.1 

D 
D 

o;6 
3.4 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Hawthom Street 
AM 
PM 

21.8 
18.0 

c 
B 

23.1 
18.4 

c 
B 

: 1-3 
0.4 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive / Grape Street 
AM 
PM 

17.5 
14.9 

B 
B 

18.0 
15.1 

B 
B 

0.5 
0;2 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Laurel Street 
AM 
PM 

26.8 
29.3 

C 
C 

26.9 
29.8 

C 
C 

0.1 
0 5 

' No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Hawthom Street 
AM 
PM 

16.8 
23.2 

B 
C 

16.9 
23.3 

B , 
C 

01 
0.1 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway / Grape Street 
AM 
PM 

12.7 
28.4 

B 
C 

12.8 
28.6 

B 
C 

0.1 
0.2 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Sheraton Driveway 
AM 
PM 

10.5 
17.2 

B 
B 

11.4 
17.4 

B 
B 

0.9 
0.2 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive / Harbor Island Drive 
AM 
PM 

5.2 
5.2 

A 
A 

5.3 
5.9 

A. 
A 

0.1 
. 0.7 

No 
No 

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
b. Level of Service.. 
c. A denotes an increase in delay due to project. 
d. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact" 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

. Delay LOS 

0.6 < 10.0 A 
lO.l to 20.0 B 
20.1 to 35.0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 to 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 
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TABLE 5 
EXISTING + PROJECT STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Street Segment 
Existing 
Capacity 
(LOSE)' 

Existing Existing + Scenario B Project 
Sig?' Street Segment 

Existing 
Capacity 
(LOSE)' ADT" V / C LOS" ADT V/C LOS 

Sig?' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Nimitz Blvd. to Terminal 2 (SDLA) 60,000 27,730 0.462 B 28,255 0.471 B 0.009 No 
Tenninal 2 (SDL\) to Harbor Island Dr. 60,000 29,750 0.496 B 30,365 0.506 B 0.010 No 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental Car Access Rd. 65,000 81,000 1.246 F 82,750 1.273 F 0.027 No« 
Rental Car Access Road to Laurel Street 60,000 82,790 1.380 F 84,540 1.409 F 0.029 No« 
Laurel Street to Hawthom Street 60,000 54,260 0.904 D 55,485 0.925 E 0.021 NoS 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 65,000 37,830 0.582 C 38,530 0.593 C 0.011 No 
South of Grape Street 55,000 17,690 0.322 A 17,865 0.325 A 0.003 No 

Pacific Highway 
North pf Laurel Street 50,000 18,150 0.363 A 18,325 0.367 A 0.004 No 
Laiu-el Street to Hawthom Street 50,000 9,760 0.195 A 9,760 0.195 A 0.000 No 
Hawthom Street to Grape Street 50,000 18,460 0.369 A 18,635 0.373 A 0.004 No 
South of Grape Street 50,000 16,940 0.339 A 17,290 0.346 A 0.007 No 

Laurel Street 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 40,000 36,390 0.910 E 36,915 0.923 E 0.013 No 
East of Pacific Highway 30,000 27,620 0.921 E 27,970 0.932 E 0.011 No 

Hawthorn Street 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 25,770 1.031 F 26,295 1.052 F 0.021 No« 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 23,480 0.939 E 23,830 0.953 E 0.014 No 

Grape Street 
N . Harbor Dr. to Pacific Highway 25,000 23,130 0.925 E 23,655 0.946 E 0.021 No* 
East of Pacific Highway 25,000 20,330 0.813 E 20,680 0.827 E 0.014 No 

Harbor. Island Drive 
N . Harbor Dr. to Harbor Island Dr. 40,000 16,330 0.408 B 19,830 0.496 B 0.088 No 
West of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 8,610 0.287 A 8,610 0.287 A 0.000 No 
East of Harbor Island Dr. 30,000 6,940 0.231 A 10,440 0.348 B 0.117 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Capacities based on City of San Diego's Roadway Classification & LOS table. 
b. Average Daily Traffic 
c. Volume to Capacity ratio 
d. Level of Service 
e. A denotes a project-induced increase in the Volume to Capacity ratio 
f. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact". 
g. Despite the threshold exceeded, no significant impact is expected since the segment can be restriped to its ultimate roadway classification and no impact 

was calculated for the arterial or adjacent intersections 
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TABLE 6 
EXISTING + PROJECT ARTERIAL OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Arterial Seginent Period Direction 
Existing Existing + Scenario B 

Project Speed 
Decrease Sig' Arterial Seginent Period Direction 

Speed' LOS*" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

17.8 
21.0 

C 
B 

0.5 
0.4 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to Rental 
Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 , 

C 
B 

14.2 
18.0 

C 
C 

0.1 
1.3 

No 
NO 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.3 
12.7 

C 
D 

1.0 
1.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13.2 

B 
C 

23.3 
13.1 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.1 

No 
No .. 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St. to Hawthom St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

23.3 
16.6 

B 
C 

23.3 
16.4 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.2 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St. to Hawthom St. 
PM 

EB 
WB 

23.1 
- 14.7 

B 
C 

23.0 
9.7 

B 
D 

0.1 
5.0 

No 
No 

Hawtiiorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway 

AM WB 

WB 

13.8 C 13.6 C 0.2 No 

No 

Hawtiiorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM 

WB 

WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 

No 

No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No 

No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to Pacific 
Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.9 F 0.3 

No 

No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLE 7 
EXISTING + PROJECT: PROJECT AREA CMP ARTERIAL ANALYSIS SCENARIO A 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing Existing + Scenario A 

Project Speed 
Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment Period Direction 

Speed' LOS*" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
West of Terminal 
2(SpL\) 

AM 
EB 
WB 

14.3 
16.9 

C 
C 

14.3 
16.9 

C 
C 

0.0 
0.0 

• No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

West of Terminal 
2(SpL\) PM 

EB 
WB 

12.6 
- 16.7 

D 
C 

12.5 
16.7 

D 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive 

AM 
EB 
WB 

7.8 
7.3 

E 
E 

7.8 
6.9 

E 
F 

0.0 
0.4 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive PM 

EB 
WB 

7.1 
10.6 

E 
D 

6.6 
9.7 

F 
D 

0.5 
0.9 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. 

AM 
, EB 

WB 
18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

0.0 

o.d 
No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.0 
17.6 

C 
C 

0.3 
1.7 

No 
No 

N- Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.6 
12.2 

C 
D 

0.7 
1.5 

No 
No N- Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13.2 

B 
C 

23.2 
11:7 

B 
D 

0.1 
1.5 

No . 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

23.3 
16.6 

B 
C 

23.3 
16.5 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.1 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.1 
14.7 

B 
C 

23.0 
9.2 

B 
D 

0.1 
5.5 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
EB 
WB 

13.5 
6.7 

C 
F 

• 13.5 
6.2 

C 
F 

0.0 
0.5 

No 
No . N. Harbor Drive 

Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

EB 
WB 

13.5 
9.1 

C 
D 

13.5 
8.4 

C 
D 

0.0 
0.7 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
Havrthom St. to Grape 
Sfreet 

AM 
NB 
SB 

5.6 
10.2 

F 
E 

5.6 
10.0 

F 
E 

0.0 
0.2 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

Havrthom St. to Grape 
Sfreet PM 

NB 
SB 

7.1 
8.3 

F 
F 

6.6 
8.3 

F 
F 

0.5 
0.0 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
South of Grape Street 

AM 
, NB 

SB 
18.0 
23.2 

C 
C 

17.8 
23.2 

D 
C 

0.2 
0.0 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

South of Grape Street 
PM 

NB 
SB 

9.9 
23.2 

F 

e 
9.9 

23.2 
F 
C 

0.0 
0.0 

No 
No 

Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13.8 C 13.7 C 0.1 No Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.8 F 0.4 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
Ci Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLES 
EXISTING + PROJECT: PROJECT AREA CMP ARTERIAL ANALYSIS SCENARIO B 

Arterial: Segment Period Direction 
Existing Existing -t- Scenario B 

Project Speed 
Decrease Sig' Arterial: Segment Period Direction 

Speed' LOS" Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
West of Terminal 
2(SD1A) 

AM 
EB 
WB 

14.3 
16.9 

C 
C 

14.2 . 
16.9 

C 

c 
0.1 
0.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

West of Terminal 
2(SD1A) PM 

EB 
, WB 

12.6 
16.7 

D 
C 

12.3 
16.7 

D 
C 

0.3 
0.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive 

A M 
EB 

, WB 
7.8 
7.3 

• E-
E 

7.6 
6.8 

E 
F 

0.2 
0.5 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive PM 

EB 
WB 

7.1 
10.6 

E 
D 

6.7 
9.1 

F 
D 

0.4 
1.5 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3 
21.4 

C 
B 

17.8 
21.0 

C 
B 

0.5 
6.4 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14.3 
19.3 

C 
B 

14.2 
18.0 

C 
C 

0.1 
1.3 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3 
13.7 

B 
C 

18.3 
12.7 

C 
D 

1.0 
1.0 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd. to 
Laurel St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.3 
13.2 

B 
C 

23.3 
13.1 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.1 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

23.3 . 
16.6 

B 
C 

23.3 
16.4 

B 
C 

0.0 
0.2 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.1 
14.7 

B 
C 

23.0 
9.7 

B 
D 

0.1 
5.0 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Havrthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
EB 
WB 

13.5 
6.7 

C 
F 

13.5 
6.2 

C 
F 

0.0 
0.5 

No 
No^ N. Harbor Drive 

Havrthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

EB 
WB 

13.5 
9.1 

C 
D 

13.5 
8.7 

C 
E 

0.0 
0.4 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

5.6 
10.2 

F 
E 

5.6 
9.9 

F 
F 

0.0 
0.3 

No 
No • Pacific Highway 

Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

NB 
SB 

7.1 
8.3 

F 
F 

6.6 
8.3 

F 
F 

0.5 
0.0 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway 
South of Grape Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

18.0 
23.2 

e 
C 

' 17.9 
23.2 

D 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No Pacific Highway 

South of Grape Street 
PM 

NB 
SB 

9.9 
23.2 

F 
C 

9.8 
23.2 

F 
C 

0.1 
0.0 

No 
No 

Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13.8 c 13.6 C 0.2 No Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.2 D 12.2 D 0.0 No 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB 10.4 D 10.4 D 0.0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM EB 4.2 F 3.9 J 0.3 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed iii miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 
c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 

Lane Configurations ^ f f f f *| f f ^ f ^ 
Volume (vph) 116 687 3 16 1080 3 9 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1M)0 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.7 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped&ikes 1.00 1.00 0.95 IDO 1.00 0.97 100 
Flpb, F«cl/lMkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1606 1770 5086 1530 1681 
Fit Permitted 0;95 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0,96 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1506 1770 5085 1530 1681 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 ,0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Ad|,Flow(vph) 125 747 3 17 1174 3 10 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 125 747 1 17 1174 1 9 
ConH. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot Perm Prot Pemi Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 
Permitted Phases - : : 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.8 53.3 53.3 2.8 43.2 43.2 32.7 
Effective Greer\,g(s) 12.8 53.3 53,3 2.8 43.2 43.2 32.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,11 0.45 0.45 0.02 0.37 0.37 0.28 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5 J 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 • 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 4.9 4.9 2.0 4.8 4.8 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192 2297 680 42 1862 560 466 
v/s Ratio Prot d).07 0.15 0.01 c0,23 cO.01 
v/s Ratio Perm : 0.00 0,00 ; 
v/c Ratio 0.65 0.33 0.00 0.40 0.63 0.00 0,02 
Uniform Delay, dl 50.5 20.8 17.8 56.8 30,8 23.7 31.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.48 1.50 2.11 1.00 
incremental IDelay, d2 5.9 0.2 0.0 1.8 0.7 0.0 0.1 
Delay (s) 56.4 21.0 17.8 29.0 46.9 50.0 31.1 
Level of Service E C B C D D C 
Approach Delay (s) 26.0 46.6 
Approach LOS : C D 

interspt̂ t on Summary "S-s^g^ 
HCM Average Control Delay 39.3 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 118.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.2% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (ntin) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

10/25/2013 

NBL l̂ iBT - N B R - - S B L SBT SBR 

4* V\ 1̂  
2 8 125 8 83 

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
4.9 4.9 4.9 
0.95 0.97 1.00 
0.98 1.00 0.98 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.89 1,00 0.86 
1.00 0.95 1.00 
1537 3433 1576 
1.00 0.95 1.00 
1537 3433 1576 
0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
2 9 136 9 90 
7 0 0 83 0 

••::;5'. .•.;:-.:,;0,-- 136 16 0 
10 10 10 

.32.7 
32.7 
0.28 
4.9 
2.0 

Split 
6 

9.3 
9.3 

0.08 
4.9 
2;0 

9.3 
9.3 

0.08 
4.9 
2.0 

426 
0.00 

0.01 
30.9 
1.00 
0.1 

31.0 
C 

31.0 
C 

271 
cO.04 

0.50 
52.1 
1.00 
0.5 

52.7 
D 

124 
0.01 

0.13 
50.6 
1.00 
0.2 

50.8 
D 

61.9 
D 

20.0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/25/2013 

> > < t V 
I W i i a t t i ^ p s s ^ EBL mmm WBT NBL SBL SBT 
Lane ConfiguraSons ^ f Vi f f \ 41̂  
Volume (vph) 31 615 115 355 1440 8 97 53 211 45 53 . 88 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost fime (s) 7.4 8.7 7.9 7.4 8,4 7.9 7.9 7,0 7.9 7.9 
Lane Utii. Factor 1.00 0,91 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.91 
Fit Protected . 0.96 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Said, Flow (prot) 1770 6085 1683 3433 6401 3433 1863 1660 1610 2941 
Fit Permitted 0,95 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1,00 1,00 0.95 1,00 
Satd. Flow (pam) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6401 3433 1863 1660 1610 2941 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 34 668 125 386 1665 9 105 58 229 49 58 96 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 90 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 91 0 
Lane Group Fk)w (vph) 34 668 35 386 1673 0 105 58 229 44. 68 0 
Confl. Peds. mr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Prot Over Prot Split Free Split-
Protected Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 • 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Aerated Green, 6 (s) 5.8 36.6 36,2 16.7 47.8 36,2 36.2 118.0 8.6 8.6 
Effedive Green, g (s) 2.8 33.6 33.2 13.7 44.8 33.2 : 33.2 118.0 5.6 6.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.12 0.38 0,28 0.28 1.00 0.05 0.05 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 4.9 4.4 5.4 4.9 4,9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 6.9 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 42 1448 445 399 2430 966 524 1560 76 140 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.13 0.02 cO.11 cO.25 0.03 0,03 cO.03 0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.15 
v/c Ratio 0.81 0.46 0.08 0.97 0.65 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.58 0.48 
Unifomi Delay, dl 67.3 34.7 31.2 51.9 30.1 31.4 31.4 0.0 56.0 54.8 
Progression Factor 0.69 1,20 3,79 1.07 0.42 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 64.6 0.5 0.3 17.2 0.3 0.2 0.4 / 0.2 10.3 2.6 
belay (s) 103.8 42.3 118.6 72.5 12,9 31.7 31.9 0.2 66.3 57.4 
Level of Service F D F E B C C A •?.•.£• E 
Approach Delay (s) 56.4 24.6 13.3 69.1 
Approach LOS E C B 

.'. • 
E 

Iritersechon Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersecfion Capacity Ufilization 
Analysis Period (iTrin) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

33.1 
0.46 

118.0 
86.8% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost fime (s) 
ICU Level of Seivice 

15.3 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/25/2013 

> t A V i V 
iij6ment"----t.<i-^ EBL -EBR WBL WBT .mi NBL NBT NBR SBT 
L^e Configurations *i tm i' f h 
Volume (vj^) 54 1839 76 156 2590 8 69 11 131 1 1 4 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost fime (s) 6.4 7,3 7.3 6,4 7.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 4,9 
Lane Ufil. Factor 1.00 0,86 1.00 0.97 0.91 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Fipb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.93 
Rpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.88 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1770 6408 1538 3433 6082 1787 1547 1770 1529 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,96 1,00 0.95 1.00 
Satd! Flow (perm) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1787 1547 1770 1529 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 59 1999 83 170 2816 9 64 12 142 1 1 4 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 126 0 4 0 
Lane Group Flow (v|3h) 69 1999 49 170 2824 0 0 76 16 1 1 0 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 • 10 10 
TumType Prot Pemi Prot Split Pemn Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 118 64.8 64.8 15,8 68.8 13.1 13.1 4.8 4.8 
Effecfive Green, g (s) 9,8 62.8 62.8 13,8 66.8 13.1 13.1 4.8 4.8 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0,08 0.53 0.53 0.12 0.57 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.04 
Qearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.3 4.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4,9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.6 5.6 2.0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 147 3410 819 401 2877 198 172 72 62 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.31 c0,05 cO.56 cO.04 0,00 cO.OO 
v/s Rafio Perm 0.03 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0.40 0.59 0.06 0.42 0.98 0.38 0.09 0.01 0.02 
Unifonn Delay, dl 51.3 18.8 13.3 48.4 25.0 48.7 47.1 64.3 54.3 
Progressiwi Factor 0.84 137 2.32 0.70 1.80 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.5 0.1 0.2 12.1 5.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 
Delay (s) 43.7 26.1 31.0 34.1 57.0 64.3 48.2 54.4 64.4 
Level of Service D C C C E D D D D 
Approach Delay (s) 26.8 65.7 50.3 64.4 
Approach LOS :;.-.C- E D D 

inieisecioii <̂ummary 2^ 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity rafio 
Actuated Cycle Lengfii (s) 
Intersecfion Capacity Ufilizafion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

43.9 
0.81 

118.0 
95.7% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost tbne (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

23.6 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/25/2013 

; - J f • €. 
EBL • i i i WBT WBR aswiii 

Lane Configurations V\ 1* w • - r Volume (vph) 835 1365 1629 32 43 8 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 2.4 3.3 3.1 2,0 3.2 2.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 . 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 6085 5085 1660 3433 1419 
FItPermitted 0.95 I.OO 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (perm) 3433 6085 5085 1560 3433 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vfrfi) 908 1484 1771 36 47 
RTOR Redudion (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 908 1484 1771 36 47 8 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type , Prot Free <free^'.•.::••V;•^•;T•.•;v:-^ • 

Protected Phases 7 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free -.Free 'y-^:."': 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.3 82.6 52,1 118,0 24.9 118.0 ,: 
Effective Green, g (s) 28.3 84.6 64.1 118.0 26.9 118.0 ' 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.72 0.46 1.00 0.23 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 6.1 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vĵ ) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ralio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Unifomi Delay, dl 
Progresaon Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

823 3646 2331 
cO.26 0.29 cO.35 

1.10 
44.8 
0.85 
61.8 
99.9 

F 

0.41 
6.7 

1.95 
0,2 

13.2 
B 

46.1 
D 

0.76 
26.5 
1.00 
2.1 

28.7 
" C 
28.1 

r:::c • 

1560 

0.02 
0.02 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 
0.0 

A 

783 
cO.01 

0.06 
35.7 
1.00 
0.1 

35.8 
D 

30.7 
C 

1419 

0.01 
0.01 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 
0.0 
A 

HCM Average Cwitrol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 
Actuated Cyde Lengfii (s) 
Intersecfion Capadty Ufilizafion 
Analysts Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

38.3 
0.68 

118.0 
90.3% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

SumQflosttftT»e(s) : 
ICLI Level of Service 

8.7 
• E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/25/2013 

Movement 
r 

WBL 
WBR 

V V \ 
NBL NBR SEL SER 

Lane Configurations *i rrrr Vdume (vph) 86 126? 320 0 0 1399 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4,9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.88 0.94 0.64 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1,00 0.98 1.00 0,96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 2723 4990 3903 
Fit Permitted 0.95 too 0.95 1.00 
Satd, FIOT/ (perm) 1770 2723 4990 3903 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 93 1377 348 0 0 1521 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 78 0 0 0 1084 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 93 1299 348 0 0 437 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Perm custom 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases .••̂ v".-8 • -6 . 
Actuated Green, G (s) 68.6 68.6 31.6 31.6 
Effedlve Green, g;(8) 68,6 68.6 31.6 31.6 
Actuated g/C R t̂io 0.62 0.62 0.29 0.29 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.1 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (\̂ h) 1104 1698 1433 1121 
y/s Ratio Prot 0.05 0.07 
v/s Ratk) Perm d).48 cO.11 
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.76 0.24 0.39 
Uniform Delay, d1 8,2 14,9 30.0 • 
Progression Factor 0.50 0.79 1.17 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.9 0.4 : 1.0 
Delay (s) 4.1 12.6 35.4 32.5 
Level of Service A B , D :.-:c:: -
Approach Delay (s) 12.0 35,4 32.5 
ApprosKJh LOS. r : B •";-.:D Iniersedion Summary- • - . 
HCM Average Control Delay 23.8 HCM Level of S«vlce 
HCM Vdume to Capacity rafio 0.65 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) : 110.0 . : Sum of tost time (s) • ;9.8 - -. 
Inteisecfion Capacity Ufa'lizaticHi 54.6% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 16 
c Critical Lane Group 

1437-3 Hartior Island-600 Rooms 5:00 pm BTC -^ P C/^^ Synchro 7 - Repwt 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/25/2013 

Lane Configurafions 
Vduifie (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane UfiL Factor, 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Rt Proteded 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
FItPermitted 

0 
1900 

D 
1900 

320 
1900 

4.9 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

5085 
1,00 
5085 

1900 
4.9 

1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1537 
1.00 
1537 

V\ 
866 

1900 
4.4 

0,97 
1,00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
3433 
0.95 
3433 

f f 
598 

1900 
5,2 

0.95 
1,00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

3539 
1.00 

3539, 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (v|jh) 0 0 348 93 941 650 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 42 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (v|*) 0 0 348 61 941 650 
Confl, Peds. (*̂ hr) 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type : Perm Prot 
Protected F»hases 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 60.9 60.9 39.8 110.0 
Effedlve Green, g{8) 60.9 60.9 39,8 110.0 ; rr--:.:).:.-..-
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.36 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.4 •.^•5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5.4 3.0 3,7 
Lane Grp Cap (v|*) 2815 851 1242 3539 .̂ '̂̂ •̂ :̂ ::V'̂ i:?-.-r:\-:;r̂ ^̂  
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 cO.27 cO.18 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.06 0.76 0.18 
Uniform Delay, dl 11.8 11.3 30.9 0.0 - V : - . - - ; ; ; ^ ^ • 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 - 0.1 0.1 2.3 0.1 ^ • 
Delay (s) 11.9 11.5 34.2 0.1 
Level of Service B B C 
Approadi [telay (s) 0.0 11.8 20.3 
Approadi LOS A C 

Intersection Sjmmaiv 
HCM Av^age Contrd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 
Actuated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersection Capadty Ufilizafion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

18.4 
0.40 

110.0 
57.8% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sumoflostflme(s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

4.4 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/25/2013 

Movement ESL- m- jm--m:--m̂ ~-€m.̂ - Ns.̂ wf -Sfflg-T - $BT_~- SBfi 
Lane Configurafions n f f l i f 1̂  \ ffl^ ffl^ 
Vdume (vph) 254 589 13 37 673 47 47 170 72 101 163 545 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900̂  1900 . 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.2 4.4 5.8 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Lane Ufil. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,99 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.88 
Fit Protected 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 5087 1770 3494 1770 4825 1770 4428 
FItPermitted 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1;00 
S^d. Ftow (perm) 1770 6067 1770 3494 1770 4825 1770 4428 
Peak-hour fffl̂ or, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Row(vph) 276 640 14 40 623 51 51 185 78 110 17? 592 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 65 0 0 342 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 276 652 0 40 668 0 51 198 0 110 42? 0 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prd Prot Prot Prot 
Proteded Phases 7 4 3 8 6 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases . 
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.1 39.0 2.4 23.7 3.5 13.3 7.2 16.9 
Efledive Green, g (s) 17.1 39.0 2.4 23.7 3.5 13.3 7.2 16.9 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.48 0.03 0.29 0.04 0.16 0.09 0.21 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.2 • 4.4 5.8 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.9 2.0 2.7 2.0 3.3 2.0 4.1 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) ' - 375 2446 ^ 53 1025 77 794 158 926 
v/s Rafio Prot d).16 6.13 0.02 O0.19 0.03 0.04 cO.06 cO.10 
v/sRatioPerm 
v/c Rafio 0.74 0.27 0.75 0.66 0.66 0.25 0.70 0.88dr 
Unifonn Delay, dl 29.7 12.4 38.9 24.9 38.1 29.4 35.7 28.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 0.1 41.1 1.4 15.3 0.2 10.2 0.5 
Delay (s) 36.1 12.5 80.0. 26.3 53.4 29.6 46.0 28.5 
Level of Service D B F. C D c D C 
Approach IDelay (s) 19.5 29.4 33,5 30.7 
Approach LOS B C C c 

HCM Average Conti-d Delay 27.0 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66 
Actuated Cyde Length (s) 80.8 
Intersecfion Capacity Ufilizafion 72,0% 
Analysis Period (min) 16 
dr Defado Right Lane. Recode vwth 1 though lane as a right lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of tost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

19.6 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: Hawthom St & Pacific Hwy 10/25/2013 

Lane Configurations 
Vdume (vph) 
Ideal Row (vphpl) 
Total Lost fime (s) 
Lane Ufil. Fador 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
RfA, ped/l»kes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Row (prot) 
FItPemiitted 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

418 
1900 

1489 
1900 
4.9 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
0.99 
0.99 

77 
1900 

0,99 
4998 

'I 
92 

1900. 
4.4 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0.96 
1770 

fff 
171 
1900 
4.9 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
5085 
1.00 
6085 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

ffl^ 
161 
1900 
5.4 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
4940 
1,00 
4940 

30 
1900 

Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 454 1618 84 100 186 0 0 176 33 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 
Lane Group Flow (vf̂ ) 0 0 0 0 2153 0 100 186 0 0 180 0 
Confl. Peds; (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type -"v: ' •̂• v -.. Prot . • Prot 
Proteded Phases 3 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 74.3 8.8 26.9 12.2 
EffecBve Green, g (8) 8.8 25.9 ^•/•12.2--^" 
Aduated g/C Rafio 0.68 0.08 0.24 0.11 
Clearance Thie(s) 4.4 5.4 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.4 2.0 3.3 2.4 

v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratto 
Unifonn Dday, dl 
Progression Fador 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approadi LOS 

in erseci on Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratto 
Aduated Cyde Length (s) 
Intersecfion Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Perfod (min) 
dl Defacto Left Lane, Recode with 1 
c Critical Lane Group 

0,0 
A 

3376 
c0,43 

1.98dl 
10.2 
1.00 
0.3 

10.6 
B 

10.5 
B 

142 
c6.d6 

0.70 
49.3 
1.00 
12.2 
61.5 

E 

1197 
0.04 

0.16 
33.4 
1.00 
0.3 

33.6 
C 

43.4 
D 

548 
c0.04 

0.33 
45.1 
1,00 
,1,6 
46.7 

D 
46.7 

D 

16.9 
0.60 

110.0 
70.5% i 

IS:. 
lane as a toft lane. 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of tost time (s) 
ICU Level of Servtoe 

B 

14.7 
C 
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HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/25/2013 

Laie Configurations 
Vdume (vph) 
Ideal Fiow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Fador 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Rpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd, Row (prot) 
Rt Pennitted 

28 
1900 

764 
1900 

4.9 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
6076 
1.00 
5076 

f 
39 

1900 
4.9 

1.00 
0.96 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1556 
1.00 
1656 

0 0 0 0 
1900 1900 1900 1900 

ffl^ 
261 

1900 
4.9 

0.91 
0.99 
1.00 
0.93 
1.00 

4666 
1.00 

249 
1900 

40 
1900 

4.4 
1,00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0.96 
1770 

f f f 
575 

1900' 
5.4 

0.91 
1.00 
1,00 
1.00 
1.00 

5085 
1.00 
«)85 

0 
1900 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 830 42 0 0 0 0 284 271 43 625 0 
RTOR Redudton (vph) 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 147 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vf̂ ) 0 860 19 0 0 0 0 408 0 43 625 0 
Confl. Peds. (ilWir) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Prot Perm Prot 
Proteded Phases 7 4 , 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s): 23.5 23.5 12.9 2.2 19,0 
Effedlve Green, g (s) 23,5 23.5 12.9 2.2 19.0 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.45 0,45 0.24 0.04 0.36 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4,4' 5.4 
Vehtole Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 3.3 2.0 2,4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2259 693 1140 74 1830 
v/s Ratto Pi'ot d),17 0.09 0.02 c0.12 
v/s Ratto Pemi 0.01 
v/c Ratto 0.38 0.03 0.36 0,68 0.34 
Unifonn Delay, dl 9.8 8.2 16.5 24.8 12.3 
Progresston Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 • 0.0 0.2 7.3 0.1 
Dday (s) 10.0 8.3 16.7 32.1 12.4 
Level of Service A A B •• C B 
Approach Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 16.7 13.7 
Approadi LOS A A B B 

intersection Summary 
HCM Average Contî l Delay 
HCM Volume to Caf̂ city rafio 
Actuated Cyde Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

12.9 
0,36 
62.8 

70.5% 
16 

HCM Levelof Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of S^ice 

B 

10.3 
C 

1437-3 Hart5or Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ( / V ^ Synchro 7 - Report 
Page9 

6 1 T T S P A G E 2 0 S 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/25/2013 

Laie Configurations f \ ffr \ f1̂  
Vdume (vph) 44 1 16 2 1 27 6 290 8 23 393 96 
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 Uh'l. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Rpb, ped/tMkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Frt 0,97 0,88 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 
Fit Protected 0.96 0.99 1.00 0,96 1,00 0.96 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1716 1522 1479 1763 3522 1761 3417 
FItPermitted 0.78 0.97 1.00 0.96 1,00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1385 1481 1479 1763 3522 1761 3417 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 . 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 . 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 1 17 2 1 29 7 315 9 26 427 104 
RTOR Redudion (vph) 0 13 0 0 11 13 0 2 0 0 16 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 0 5 3 7 322 0 25 516 0 
Confl. Peds. ffWir) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot -Prot Pemi Prot Prot 
Proteded Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases ; 8 
Aduated Green, G (s) 7.9 7.9 7.9 0.6 26.9 0.6 26.9 
Effedlve Green, g (s) 7.9 7.9 7.9 0.6 26.9 0.6 26,9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,17 0.17 0.17 0.01 0.5? 0.01 0.57 
Clearance Timei(s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.Q 4,0 4.0 
Vehtole Extension (s) 2,6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.6 2,0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 231 247 247 22 1999 22 1939 
v/s Ratto Prot . 0,00 0,09 cO.01 d);16 
v/s Ratio Pemfi cO.04 0,00 0.00 
v/c Ratto 0.23 0.02 0.01 0.32 0.16 1.14 0.2? 
Unifonn Delay, dl . 17.1 -16.5 16.5 23.2 4,9 23.4 5.2 
Progression Fador 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0,0 0.0 3.0 0.0 237.5 0.1 
Delay (s) 17.5 16.5 16.5 26.2 4.9 260.9 5.3 
Level of Service B B B C A F A 
Approach Delay (s) 17.5 16.5 5.4 16.8 
ApiwoachLOS; 

•. 
B B A B 

intersect on °uiifiinary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty raffo 
Aduated Cyde Length (s) 
IntersescUon Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

13.0 
0.2? 
47.4 

38.9% 
16 

HCM Levd of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

12.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: Haitor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 

Inieise ton Summaiy 
HCM Average Cwitrd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
:Actuated Cyde Length (s) 
Intersecfion Capacity Ufilizafion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

5,4 
0,19 
38.5 

27.4% 
: 16 

HCM Level of Servk» 

Sum of tost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

10/25/2013 

> ^1— V 
IHment EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR 
Lane Configurab'ons \ f f Vi f 
Vdume (vph) 124 10 7 180 237 174 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 6,0 6,0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.96 1,00 1.00 0.97 1.00 
Frpb, ped îkes 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.85 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 0.96 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1681 1698 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Rt Pennitted 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1698 1863 1560 3433 1644 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 136 11 8 196 258 189 

• RTOR Redudion (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 73 • ,••8 • 196 258 189 
Confl, Peds. (Mir) 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Split ." Free Free 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free Free 
Actuated Gre^, G(s) 7.8 7.8 1.9 38.5 16.8 38.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.8 5,8 0.9 38,5 • 15.8 38.6 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.15 0.15 0.02 1.00 0.41 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 
Vehide Extension (s) 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 263 256 44 1560 1409 1544 '::-^:y-y-:':--\-:-
v/s Ratto Prot d).04 0.04 0.00 cO.08 
v/s Ratto Pemi c0.13 0.12 
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.29 0,18 0.13 0.18 0.12 
Unifonn Delay, dl 14.5 14.5 18.4 0.0 7.2 0.0 
Pragressirai Factor' 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Dday, d2 0.6 0.6 2.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 
Delay (s) 15.2 15.1 20.4 0.2 7.3 0.2 
Level of Service B B C A A A 
/^oach Deiay (s) 15,1 1.0 4.3 
Approach LOS B A A 

• ...... 
11.0 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/25/2013 

Lane Configurations ^ f f f . f 
Volume (vph) 88 1009 9 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 
Toy Lost time (s) 5.4 6.7 6.7 
Lane Ufil. Fador 1.00 0.91 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1505 
FItPermitted 0.95 1.00 1,00 
Satd. Flow (pemi) 1770 5085 1506 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 96 1097 10 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 6 
Lane Group Ftow (vph) 96 1097 4 
Confl. Peds, (#/hr) __10 10_ 
Turn Type Prot Pemn 
Protected Phases 7 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.5 47.5 47.5 
Effective Green, g(s) 8.5 46.5 46.5 
Aduated g/C Rafio 0.07 0.39 0.39 
Ctearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 6.7 
Vehtole Extension (s) 2,0 4.9 4.9 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 125 1970 583 
v/s Rafio Prot c0.05 0.22 
v/s Ratto Perm 0.00 
v/c Ratio 0.7? 0.66 0.01 
Unifonn Delay, dl 54.8 28.7 22.6 
Progresston Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremwital Delay, d2 22.0 0.6 0.0 
Delay (s) 76.8 29.3 22.6 
L v̂el of Service E C C 
Approach Dday (s) 33.0 
Approach LOS C 

Intersection Summary" " . . ~ 
HCM Average Control Delay • 32.7 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44 
Actuated Cycle Lengfii (s) 120.0 
Intersection Capacity Ufilizafion 68.1% 
Analysis Period (ndn) 15 
c Crifical Lane Group 

'I 
25 

1900 
5.4 

1.00 
1.00 
1,00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0.95 
1770 

fff r 1 V\ > 
1189 1 10 8 19 117 4 82 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
6,8 6.8 5.9 6.9 5.9 5.9 
0:91 1.00 0,95 0.96 0,97 1.00 
1,00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1,00 0.98 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.86 
1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
5086 1528 1681 .1562 3433 1561 
1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
5086 1528 1681 1562 3433 1561 
0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
1292 1 11 9 21 127 4 89 
0 1 0 16 0 0 76 0 

1292 0 10 15 0 127 17 0 
10 10 10 10 • 10 

0.92 
27 
0 

27 
10 

Prot 
3 

3.1 
2.1 

0.02 
4.4 
2.0 

Pemn 
8 

41.0 
40.0 
0.33 
5.8 
4.8 

8 
41.0 
40.0 
0.33 
5,8 
4.8 

Split 
2 

31.2 
30.2 
0.26 
4.9 
2.0 

2 

31.2 
30.2 
0.26 
4.9 
2.0 

Split 
6 

18.3 
17.3 
0,14 
4.9 
2.0 

18.3 
17.3 
0.14 
4.9 
2.0 

31 1695 509 423 393 495 225 
0.02 d).25 0.01 d).01 cO.04 0.01 

0.00 
0.8? 0.76 0.00 0,02 0.04 0.26 0.07 
68.8 35.8 26.7 33.8 \ 33.9 45.6 44.4 
1.01 . 0.71 0.5? 1.00 \m 1.00 1.00 
102,4 2.3 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 
161.6 27.6 15.1 33.9 34.1 .. 45.7 44,5 

F C B C C D D 
30.3 34.1 45.2 
C C D 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICULevdof^rvice 

24.0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/25/2013 

> > < * - t A V i V 
iovement EBL WBT NBL SBT fIBR 
Lane Configurafions \ f f f V\ v\ f f \ 4V 
Volume (vph) 50 906 190 387 1099 47 165 68 429 45 61 115 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.7 4.9 4.4 5,4 4.9 4.9 4.0 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1,00 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,99 1.00 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0,99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 
Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Ftow (prot) 1770 6086 1583 3433 6358 3433 1863 1560 1610 2963 
Rt Permitted 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6358 3433 1863 1560 1610 2963 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 54 986 20? 421 1195 : 61 179 74 466 49 66 125 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 165 0 4 0 0 0 0 - 0 116 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 54 986 42 421 1242 0 179 74 466 44 80 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type V Prot Over Prd Split Free Split 
Proteded Riases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Pennitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.2 37.6 24.1 29.3 60.0 24.1 24.1 120.0 9.1 9.1 
Effective Green, g(8) 7.2 37.6 24.1 29.3 60.0 24.1 24,1 120.0 9.1 9.1 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.06 0.31 0.20 0.24 0.50 0.20 0.20 1.00 0.08 0,08 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 4.9 4.4 ; 5.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2,0 2.0 5.9 2.0 2.0 3;0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) ' 106 1593 318 838 3179 689 374 1560 122 225 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.19 0.03 cO.12 0.20 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.03 
v/s Ratio Perm d).30 
v/c Ratto 0.51 0.62 0,13 0.50 0.39 0.26 0.20 0.30 0.36 0.36 
Unifomi Delay, dl : 54.7 35.1 39.4 39.1 18.6 40.4 39.9 0.0 52.7 52,7 
Progresstori'Fador 0.55 1.52 3.09 1.33 1.31 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.9 .0.7 0.1 0.1 0.9 1.2 0.5 1.8 1.0 
Delay (s) 31.6 54.3 122.5 62.0 24.6 41.3 41.1 0.5 54.5 53.7 
Level of Servtoe D F D C D D A D D 
Approach Delay (s) 64.7 31.4 14.8 63.8 
Approach LOS E C B D 

intersediOT Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Cecity ratio 
Actuated Cyde Length (s) 
Intersecfion Capadty Ufilizafion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

40.4 
0,46 

120.0 
86.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

10." 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/25/2013 

Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations fttf f V \ f f t * 
Volume (vph) 22 2412 65 166 2117 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lost time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.3 4.4 5,3 
Lane Ufil. Fador 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.9? 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1,00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 
FItPermitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 

Row (perni) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 

6 
1900 

62 
1900 

4 
0 

1900 
4.9 
1.00 
1.00 
1,00 
1.00 
0,95 
1770 
0.95 
1770 

f 
175 
1900 
4.9 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.85 
1,00 
1547 
1.00 
1547 

4 

4.9 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0.95 
1770 

1 
1900 
4.9 
1,00 
0.93 
1.00 
0.86 
1.00 
1487 
1.00 
1487 

10 
1900 

Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Row (vph) 24 2622 71 180 2301 7 67 0 190 4 1 11 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 137 0 11 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 24 2622 44 180 2308 0 0 67 53 4 1 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type . Prot Perni Prot "Split Perni Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Pennitted Phases : 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.3 49.0 49.0 13.1 57,8 33.3 33.3 6.1 6,1 
Effediye Green, g (s) 4.3 49.0 49.0 13.1 57.8 33.3 33,3 6.1 5.1 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.04 0.41 0.41 0.11 0.48 0.28 0.28 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.3 4.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehtole Extenston (s) 2.0 5.6 5,6 2.0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 63 261? 628. 375 2448 491: 429 75 63 
v/s RaUo Prot 0.01 d).41 cO.05 cO.45 cO.04 d}.00 0.00 
v/s Ratto Pemn 0.03 0.03 
v/c Ratto 0,38 1,00 0.07 0,48 0,94 0.14 0.12 0.05 0.02 
Unifonn Deiay, dl 56.5 35.5 21.6 50.2 29,5 ; 32.6 32.4 55.1 55.1 
Progression Factor 1.19 0.67 0.34 1.07 1.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 : 1.4 17.9; 0.1 0.3 7.1 0.6 0,6 0.1 0.1 
belay (s) 68.5 41.8 7.6 54.2 46.5 33.1 33.0 55.2 66.1 
Level of Service • VE . D A D D C C E E 
Approach Delay (s) 41.1 47.0 33,0 55.1 
Approach LOS D D c E 

Intersedtdn Summary 
HCM Average Contix>l Dday 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cycto Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Ufilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

43.6 
0.66 

120.0 
83.2% 

v;16 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

24.8 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/25/2013 

tL X 
iiio emem EBL EBT WBT V^BR SWL SvvR 
Lane Configurafions V\ f f f f f f f W f 
Volume (vph) 968 1697 1262 120 69 6 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900. 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost fime (s) 4.4 6.3 5.1 4.0 5.2 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 3433 5085 6086 1560 3436 1419 
Fit Pennitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (penn) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3436 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1052 1846 1372 130 75 5 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 1052 1846 1372 130 75 4 
Confl. Peds, ( m 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot Free Free 
Proteded Phases 7 4 8 6 
Pennitted Phases Free •••Free 
Actuated Green. G (s) 37.6 70.7 28.9 120.0 38.8 120.0 
Effecfive Green, g (s) 37.6 70.7 28.9 120.0 38.8 120.0 -̂ V'̂  
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.31 0.69 0.24 1,00 0.32 1.00 
Ctoararice Time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.1 6.2 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (v|:̂ ) 1076 2996 1225 1660 1111 ••.1419 ••.•... 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.31 0.36 cO.27 0.02 
v/s Rafio Penn d).08 0.00 
v/c Rafio 0.98 0.62 1.12 0.08 ' 0.07 0.00 
Unifonn Delay, dl 40.8 15.9 45.6 0.0 28.1 0,0 
Progresston Factor 0.52 0.08 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Dday, d2 10.7 0.3 65.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 
Delay(s) 32.0 1.5 110.9 0.1 28.2 0.0 
Level of Sen/ice C A F A C A 
Approach Delay (s) 12.6 101.3 26.8 
Approach LOS B F C 

fniersedon Summary. 
HCM Average Controf Delay 
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cycle LengUi,(s) 
Intersecfion Capadty Ufilizatton 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

42.6 
0.66 

120.0 
89,2% 

15 

HCM Levd of Service 

Sunt of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

9.6 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/25/2013 

< 1 A 
Movement 
Lane Configurafions ff V\\ rrrr Volume (vph) 120 913 531 0 0 1786 
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4,9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0,88 0.94 0.64 
Fipb, ped/bikes 1.00 0,98 1.00 0,97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Proteded 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 2723 4990 3926 
Fit Pennitted 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (pemn) 1770 2723 4990 3926 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 130 992 577 0 0 1941 
RTOR Reductton (vph) 0 25 0 0 0 1116 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 130 967 67? 0 0 826 
Confl. Peds.{#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Penn custom 
Proteded Phaseis 8 2 
Pennitted Phases 8 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 53.4 53.4 46.8 46.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 53.4 53.4 46.8 46.8 
Aduated g/C Rafio 0.49 0,49 0.43 0.43 
Clearance Time (s) .. .::;..v::4.9. : 4.9 4.9 4.9 • • - •••̂ ••v.:.-:-.-̂ .̂̂ -:--̂  
Vehide Extension (s) 2,0 2.0 4.1 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) : 859 1322 2123 :•-:-;••.;'••/••i1670:..V.vv-r{.y.:;̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ • . • 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.12 
v/s Ratio Perm •d);36 - cO.21 -
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.73 0.27 0.49 
Unifonn Delay, dl 15.? 22.6 20.5 • 23.0 
Progression Fador 0.43 0.60 0.48 1.00 
Incremental Deiay, d2 0.0 1.3 0.3 ' 1,0 
Delay (s) 6.7 14.8 10.2 24,0 
Levd of Service •.•,: ..A.. •. B B C 
Approach Delay (s) 13.9 10.2 24.0 
Approach LOS • : • : B., B • C 

imesedonSL mmary 
HCM Average Conb-d Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cycle Length (s) 
intersecfion Capacity Utilization 
^alysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

18.7 
0.62 

110.0 
54.6% 

15 

HCM Levd of Sen/ice 

Sum of tost fime (s) 
ICU Levd of Sen/ice 

9.8 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/25/2013 

t A V I 
WBL . WBR NBT SBL 

Lane Configurations fff f ff 
Volume (vph) 0 0 551 266 972 889 
Ided Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 .1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4,4 5.2 
Lane Ufil. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.9? 0.96 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fit Proteded 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prtrt) 5085 1537 3433 3539 
Rt Pennitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Ftow (perm) 

• 
5085 ;i537 3433 3539 

Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 0 0 599 289 106? • •966;^ • 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 0 56 0 0 
Lane Group Ftow (\a>h) 0 0 599 233 105? 966 
Cdnfl, Peds, (̂ Mir) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Pemri Prot 
PmiedBd Phases 2 1 6 
Penratted Phases ; 2 

•,•••'•• •^;••:- • ^ ^ ' ' Actuated Green, G (s) 54.5 54.6 46.2 110.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 64.6 54,6 46,2 110.0 
Aduated g/C Rafio 0.60 0.50 0.42 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5.4 3.0 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2519 762 1442 •• 3539 • 
v/s Ratto Prot 0.12 cO.31 0.27 
v/s Ratto Pemi d).15 

'•' "... • •-; •• • v/c Ratio 0.24 0.31 0.73 0.27 
Unifomi Delay, dl 15.9 16.5 26.7 0,0 • 
Progression Fador 1.00 1.00 0.97 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 i.o 1.5 •••0.1 .••.•:•:•.•••••.• 
Delay (s) 16.1 17.5 27.5 0.1 
Level of Senflce B B C A •-" 
Appro^h Delay (s) 0.0 16.6 14.6 
Approach LOS A B B 

lnter<iedion Summaiy 

HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s)- • 
Intersedion Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Graup 

0,50 
110.0 

60.8% 
15 

HCM Level of ̂ nrtce 

Sum of tost lime (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

B 

9.3 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/26/2013 

> > < ^ t A V \ 

M t B iS@l% 
Lane Configurations m f1^ 
Vdume (vph) 274 796 34 50 680 70 6? 376 141 101 280 368 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost fime (s) 4.4 5.2 4.4 5,8 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Lane Ufil. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0,96 1.00 0,91 1.00 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.91 
Rt Proteded 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 5050 1770 3474 1770 4845 1770 4597 
FItPermitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (pemn) 1770 5050 1770 3474 1770 4845 1770 4597 
Peak-hour fador. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 298 865 37 54 630 76 73 409 153 110 304 400 
RTOR Redudion (vph) 0 4 0 0 9 0 0 65 0 0 232 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 298 898 0 54 69? 0 73 497 0 110 472 0 
Confl. Peds, flSWir) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot Prot Prot Prot 
Proteded Phases 7 4 3 8 6 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 40.4 3.5 24.3 4.8 15.6 9.2 19.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 19.0 40.4 3,5 24.3 4.8 16,6 9.2 19.9 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.46 0.04 0.28 0.05 0.18 0.11 0.23 
Ctearance Time (s) 4.4 ••^•5.2.--- 4.4 5.8 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 3.9 2.0 2.7 2.0 3.3 2.0 4.1 
Lfflie G ^ Cap (vph) 384 2329 ••̂ ••/?1.̂  964 9? 863 186 1044 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.17 0.18 0,03 d).20 0.04 cO.10 c0.06 d).10 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.39 0,76 0,72 0.75 0.58 0.59 0.45 
Unifonn Delay, dl 32.3 15.5 41.6 28.6 40.8 33.0 37.4 29.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementd Dday, d2 8.? 0.1 34.2 2.6 24.9 1.0 3.3 0.4 
Delay (s) 41.0 15.6 76.9 31.2 65.7 34.0 40.7 29.6 
Level of Sen/ice • VD B E c E C D C 
Approach Delay (s) 21.9 34.4 37.6 31.1 
^px>adiLOS : C c D c 
InteraediOT Summary 
HCM Aver{^ Conbrol Delay 
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cyde Lengfli (s) 
Intersedion Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

29.8 
0.73 
87.6 

72.8% 
:15: 

HCM Levd Of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

24.5 
C 
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HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/25/2013 

> * - t A V \ 

Mft/ement=.-,-jr-Zr EBL :EBR-_-rWBL-;: -WBT_ WBR.--?.NBL-r NBT NBR- -.SBR 
Lane Configurations 4f^ f f f fft» 
Vdume (vph) 0 0 0 126 999 82 122 464 0 0 337 27 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lost time (s) 4.9 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Lane Uh'l. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 ^ 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Fit Protected 0.99 0.96 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 4994 1770 5085 5018 
FItPermitted 0,99 0.96 1.00 i;oo 
Satd. Flow (peim) 4994 1770 5085 5018 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) •:•' - 0 ' 0 0 13? 1086 89 133 493 0 0 366 29 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 v:-8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) • '0 0 0 0 1304 . 0 .133 493 0 0 387 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Pfd 

• •.-•. 
Prd 

Protected Phases 3 8 5 2 6 
Pennitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 61.1 12,2 39.1 22.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 61.1 12.2 39.1 22.0 

•' • 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.56 0.11 0.36 0.20 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 , 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Vehide Extenston (s) .2.4 2.0 3.3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2774 196 1807 1004 
v/s Ratio Prot- cO.08 0.10 c0,08 
v/s Ratio Penn 0.26 
v/cRaUo 8.06dl 0.68 0.2? 0.39 
Unifonn Delay, dl 14.7 47.0 26.3 381 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 0.1 7.1 0.4 1.1 
Delay (s) 14.8 64,1 25.7 39.3 
Level of Service 

•-- •: ••• 
B D C D 

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 14.8 31.7 39.3 
Approach LOS 

••• .••.•.:••..•.: 
•̂ •;'A •; 

• • _ 
B C D 

mary 
HCM Average Contix)! Dday 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratto 
Actuated Cyde Let̂ Ui (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

23,5 
0.48 

110.0 
69.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Servtoe 

Sum d lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Sen/ice 

14.7 
C 

dl Defacto Lett Lane. Recode with 1 tiiough lane as a left lane, 
dr Defado Right Lane. Recode with 1 tiiough lane as a right lane, 
c Crifical Lane Group 

J . 

1437-3 Hartior Island-500 Rooms f A i P H Synchro? - R^r t 
Page 8 

BITTS PAGE 219 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/25/2013 

> > r t 
mmm 

A V y 
EBL EBT .WBLV-= 

t 
mmm r-SBt-i :.sBf̂  

Lane Configurations 4ff f ffi^ fff 
Volume (vph) 60 1469 . 58 0 0 0 0 553 459 122 399 0 
Ideal Ftow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.4 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 : 
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 1.00 
Fit Proteded 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5073 1548 4678 1770 6085 
FItPermitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5073 1548 4678 1770 5085 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 . 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 
Adj. Flow(yph) 65 1597 63 0 0 0 0 601 499 133 434 0 
RTOR Redudton (vph) 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group.Row (vph) 0 1662 31 0 0 0 0 1062 0 133 434 0 
Confl. Peds. mr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot Perm Prot 
Proteded Phases 7 4 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases 4 
Aduated Green, G (s) 51.2 61.2 29,0 11.3 44.2 
Effedlve Green, g (s) 61.2 51.2 29,0 11.3 44.2 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.48 0.48 0.27 0.11 0.42 
Ctearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.4 
Vehide Extendon (s) 4.2 4.2 3.3 2.0 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) - 245? 750 ^ • 1283 189 2126 
v/s Ratto Prot d).23 cO.08 0.09 
v/s Ratto Perni : 0.33 0.02 
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.04 1.05dr 0.70 0.20 
Unifonn Delay, dl 20.9 14.3 36.0 45.6 19,6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0,8 0.0 4.6 9.3 0.0 
Delay (s) 21.7 14.4 40.6 54.9 19.6 
Levd of Service C B D 0 B 
Approadi Dday (s) 21.5 0.0 40.6 2?;9 
Approach LOS • c A •;.•.;;.: D •• C 

Intersechon Summaiy 
HCM Average Confi-ol Delay - 28.7 .•• HCM Level of Service • c • 

••.'•" HCM Volume to Capacity ratto 0.73 
Actuated Cyde Length (s) 106.7 Sum of tost time (s) • • •• 14.2 
Intersecfion Capadty Ufilization 69,6% ICU Levd of Service C 
Analysis Period (rain) 
dr Defado Ri^ l Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a rig ht lane. 
c Criticd Lane Group 

1437-3 Hartior Idand-500 Rooms Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/25/2013 

> 

Lane Configurations 4* 4̂  f ft^ f 1̂  
Vdume (vph) 98 Tv:;.V0:::.--V;::2? .̂; 9 4 36 . 11 528 15 23 536 74 
Ided Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost fime (s) •::.:-5.0.-::̂ v'i;--̂ - 5.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 
Lane Ufil, Fador 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 
Frpb. ped/bikes ;1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, pedAiikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.97 0.93 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected 6.96 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Ftow (prot) 1725 1595 1477 1763 3522 1770 3462 
Fit Pennitted 0.78 0.93 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (penm) 1392 1603 1477 1763 3522 1770 3462 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Row (vph) 10? 0 29 10 4 39 12 574 16 26 582 80 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 7 0 0 8 15 0 2 0 0 12 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 129 0 0 19 11 12 588 0 25 650 0 
Confl. Peds, mr) 10 , 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type • ; ;-̂ ; c T ;i • Prot Prot Penn Prot Prd 
Proteded Phases 7 4 ""• ' 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases 8 
Actuded Green, G(s) 26.6 26.6 26.6 0.9 21.9 2,3 23.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 26.6 25.6 25.6 0.9 20.9 1.3 21.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.01 0.33 0.02 0.34 
Claaranw Tlmel(s) - - •::-;::4,0.̂ ô:ĉ >̂;v̂ ;o 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 ; 4.0 4.0 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.0. 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) i : 613 602 25 1172 37 1174 
v/s Ratto Prot 0.01 0.17 d).01 cO.19 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.09 0.01 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0.23 0,03 0.02 0.48 0,50 0.68 0.55 
Unifonn Delay, d1 12.1 11.2 11.1 30.7 16.8 30.5 16.9 
Progresston Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.0 0.0 5.2 0,2 32.1 0.5 
IDelay (s) 12.3 11,2 11.1 35.9 17.0 62.6 17.3 
Levd of Senrice B .. B B D B E B 
Approach Delay (s) 12.3 11.1 17,4 19.0 
Approach LOS B •;.;•.. B B 

intesecton ''jmmaty 
HCM Aver^ ContiDl Delay 
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratto 
Actuated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersecfion Capacity Utilization 
Andysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Laie Group 

17.4 
0.35 
62.8 

48.2% 
15 

HCM Level of Senrice 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Servtoe 

B 

10.0 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms ' t ^ P C A ! ^ Synchro? - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 

Lane Configurations ^ 4 f f 'I'S f 
Vdume (vph) 256 33 23 298 323 248 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lodfime(s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Fador 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.9? 1,00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1:00 0.86 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1704 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Fit Pennitted 0.96 0,96 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 
Satd. Ftow (penn) 1681 1704 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 36 25 324 : 351 270 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 156 158 25 324 351 270 
Confl. Peds. mr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type : • ^ Split : ' ' . Free Free 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Pennitted Phases i: T Free Free 
Actuated Green, G(s) 11.2 11.2 3.0 38.6 12.4 38.6 
Effedlve Green, 9(8) 11.2 11.2 3.0 38.6 12.4 38.6 
Actuated g/C Ratto 0.29 0.29 0.08 1.00 0,32 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehtote Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3:0 3;0_ . 
Lane Grp Cap (Vfrfi) 488 494 . 145 1660 . 1103 1544 
v/s Ratio Prot. c0.09 0.09 0.01 cO.10 
v/s Ratto Penn c0.21 0,17 
v/c Ratto 0.32 0.32 0.17 0.21 0.32 0,17 
Unifomi Dday, dl ; 10.7 10.7 16.6 • 0.0 9,9 • 0.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementel Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 
Delay (s) 11.1 11.1 17.2 0.3 10.1 0.2 
Level of Service - l-;: :••••-;••---••:̂ B-;-;-:;C^ A 
AR)roach Delay (s) 11.1 1.5 5.8 
Approach LOS - - r ' ^ . . ' : \ : \ B . •••••"•c A ••?••;•:-v-f/'-r^v^^^^ ' ^/•^'r'r:/': 

Intergection Summaty 
HCM Average Control Delay 6.9 HCM Levd of Seivice 
HCM Vdume to Capadty rdio 0.29 
Actuated Cyde Length (s) 38.6 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capadty Utilizati(Mi 31.0% ICU Levd of Service 
Andysis Period (min) 16 
c Criticd Lane Group 

10/25/2013 

8.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Tenninal 2 Entrance 10/29/2013 

Movainenr Ml -WBT-~~WBRi=.̂ fciBL 

t A 
NBR-

V 
' ^ L SBT SBR 

Lane Configurafions fff f fff f 4̂  V\ 
Vdume (vph) 115 686 3 16 1088 3 9 2 8 125 8 83 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost fime (s) 1.4 3.7 3.7 4.4 5.8 6.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Utii. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.9? 1,00 
Frpb, ped/lrikes 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.9? 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 ,1.00 0.95 1.00 
Sdd, Flow (prot) 1770 5085 .1506 1770 5085 1529 1681 1537 3433 1576 
Fit Pennitted 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 1,00 0,95 1.00 
Satd. Ftow (perni) 1770 5085 1606 1770 6085 1529 1681 1637 3433 1576 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (>̂ h) 126 746 3 17 1183 3 10 2 9 136 9 90 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 7 0 0 80 0 
Lane Group Flow (viph) 125 746 1 17 1183 1 9 6 0 136 19 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Prd Perm Prot Perni Split Split 
Proteded Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 
Aduated Green, G (s) 11.6 49.6 49.6 2.2 40.1 40.1 32.6 32.6 13.7 13.7 
Effedive Green, g(8) 14.6 61,6 61.6 2.2 40.1 40,1 32.6 32,6 13.7 13.7 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.12 0.44 0.44 0.02 0.34 0.34 0.28 0.28 0.12 0.12 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 6.7 4.4 6.8 5.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 4.9 4.9 2.0 4,8 4.8 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 219 2224 659 33 1728 520 464 425 399 183 
v/s Ratio Prot d).07 0.16 0.01 d).23 cO.01 0.00 d).04 0.01 
v/s Ratto Penn 0,00 0.00 
v/c Ratto 0.57 0.34 0.00 0.52 0.68 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.34 0.11 
Udfonn Detey, dl 48.7 21.9 18.7 57.4 33.5 25.7 31.1 31.0 48.0 46.7 
Progresston Factor . 1,00 1.00 1.00 0,61 1.37 1.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 0.2 0.0 4.5 1.1 0.0 0.1 0,1 0,2 0.1 
Delay(s) 51.0 22.1 18.7 39.4 47.0 49.2 31.1 31,1 48.2 46.8 
Levd of Service D C B D D D C C D D 
Approach Delay (s) 26.2 46.9 31.1 47.6 
Approach LOS : C D C D 

jitaisecioi Sunmary 
HCM Average Control Dday 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratto 
Aduded Cycle Lengfli (s): • 
Intersection Capacity Ufilizafion 
Andysis Perfod (min) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

39.1 
0.40 

118,0 
55.0% 

15 

HCM Level of Senrice 

Sum of tost tbne (s) 
ICU Levd of Seivice 

17.0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

niment EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations *l f f f f V\ miv f f \ 41̂  
Volume (vph) 31 615 114 352 1440 8 111 67 240 45 52 88 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lod time (s) 6,4 7.7 6.9 6.4 7.4 4.9 4.9 4.0 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.9? 0.86 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 0.91 
Fit Protected 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6401 3433 1863 1560 1610 2961 
Fit Pennitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Row (perm) 1770 5085 1683 3433 6401 3433 1863 1560 1610 2961 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 o;92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 34 668 124 383 1565 9 121 73 261 49 57 96 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 85 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 90 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 34 668 39 383 1673 0 121 73 261 44 68 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Prot Over Prot Split Free Spitt 
Protected Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Pennitted Phases Free 
Aduated Green, G (s) 4,0 36.0 39.6 15.6 47.9 39.5 39.5 118.0 7.0 7.0 
Effedive Greerii g (s) 2.0 34.0 37.6 13.6 45.9 39.5 39.5 118.0 7.0 7.0 
Aduated g/C Rafio 0.02 0.29 0.32 0.12 0.39 0.33 0.33 1.00 0.06 0.06 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 4.9 4.4 5,4 4,9 4.9 4,9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 5,9 2,0 2.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane &p Cap (vph) 30 1465 503 396 2490 1149 624 1560 96 1?6 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.13 0.02 d),11 d).26 0.04 0.04 :c0.03 0.02 
v/s Ratio Penn 

. •••••_ 
cO.I? 

v/c Rdto 1.13 0.46 0,08 0,9? 0,63 0.11 0,12 0.17 0.46 0.38 
Unifonn Delay, dl 68.0 34.4 28.2 52,0 29.2 27.1 27.2 0.0 53.7 53.4 
Progression Fador 0.91 1.23 3.20 0.9? 0.48 1.00 1.00 1.00 , 1.00 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 204.8 0.6 0.3 19.2 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.2 3.4 1.4 
Dday(s) 267.4 42.8 90.4 69.6 14.4 27.2 27.6 0.2 57.1 64.8 
Levd of Service F D F E B C A E D 
Approach Delay (s) 58.7 25.2 11.8 55.3 
^proachLOS E C B E 

intersedion Summary ~a 

HCM Average Corifi'd IDelay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
iritersectipn Capadty Utilization 
Analyds Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

33.3 
0.44 

118.0 
83.9% 

16 

HCM Levd of Service 

Sum of tost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

11.3 
E 
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HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/29/2013 

> - < ^ t A V 4 V 
Movemeirt " z : - - ^ EBL EBT m WBL WBT WBR litBL^ NBR= SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations mt f •il ffl^ 4 f 
Vdume (vph) 54 1868 76 -166 2587 8 69 11 131 1 1 4 
Ideal Rovy (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lod time (s) 6.4 7.3 7.3 6.4 5.3 4.9 4,9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.9? 0.91 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.93 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt - 1.00 1.00 0.86 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.88 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.96 1.00 0,96 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1787 1547 1770 1529 
FItPermitted 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 . 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (penn) 1770 6408 1638 3433 5082 178? 1547 1770 1529 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 
Adj. Row(vph) 59 2030 83 170 2812 ::-y;i2.:v 142 1 1 4 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 126 0 4 0 
Lane Group Row (vfrii) 59 2030 50 170 2821 ; 0 ;';-y.:0... 76 16 1 1 0 
Confl. Peds. mr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Prot Penn Prot Spitt Perm Spirt 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Pennitted Phases 4 2 
Aduatisd Green, G (s) 11.8 64.8 64,8 15.8 68.8 . 13.1 13.1 4.8 4,8 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.8 62.8 62.8 13.8 68.8 13.1 13.1 4.8 4.8 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.08 0.63 0.53 0.12 0.58 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) : 4.4 5.3 5.3 4.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2,0 5.6 6.6 2.0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Gap (vph) 147 3410 819 401 2963 198 172 72 62 
v/s Rafio Prot 0.03 0.32 cO.06 cO.56 cO,04 0.00 c0.00 
v/s RaUo Penn 0.03 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0.40 0.60 0.06 0.42 0.95 0.38 0.09 0.01 0.02 
Unifonn Dday, dl 61.3 18.9 13.3 48.4 23.1 48,7 47.1 54.3 54.3 
Progression Fador 0.84 1.50 2,28 0,69 1,90 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.5 : 0.1 0.2 7.7 5.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 
Dday (s) 43.6 28.9 30.5 33.9 61.6 54.3 48.2 54.4 54.4 
Level of Service •D •;• C c D D D D D 
Approsich Delay (s) 29.4 60.6 50.3 54.4 
Approach LOS ••̂ -̂ •̂D: : D D 

Intersedion Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratto 
Actuated Cyde Length (s) 
Intersection Capadty Ufilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

42.0 
0.79 

118.0 
94.0% 

15 

HCM Levei of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

D 

21.6 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/29/a)13 

^ ^ <- 1 i; ^ 
" ^ - -gB l ^ - EBT -^-VtfBT~^-^R -SWL ^SWRT-

Lane Configurafions 'I*! fff fff f Vf f 
Volume (vph) 844 1386 1627 32 43 8 
Ided Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lddfime(s) 2.4 3.3 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.9? 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 1,00 0.85 
Fit Proteded 0.96 1,00 tOO 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 5085 1660 3433 1419 
FItPermitted 0.95 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.95 1,00 
Satd. Flow (pemn) 3433 5086 5085 1660 3433 1419 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Acy. Ftow (vph) 917 1505 1768 35 47 9 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 917 1506 1768 36 4? 8 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) JO 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot Free 
Proteded Phases 7 4 8 
Pennitted Phases Free 
Aduated Green. G (s) 27,3 82.6 51.1 118.0 
Effective Green, g(s) 29.3 84.6 53.1 118.0 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.72 0.415 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) ^ 4.4 5.3 5.1 
Vehkde Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 

Free 

24.9 
26.9 
0.23 
5.2 

Free 
118.0 
118.0 
1.00 

2.0 
Lane Grp C ^ (vph) 852 3646 
v/s Ratto Prot cO.27 0.30 
v/s Ratto Perm 
v/c Ratto 1.08 0.41 
Unifomi Delayidi 44.4 6.7 
Progression Fador 0.88 2.07 
Incremental Delay, d2 51.6 0.2 
Dday(s) 90.4 14.1 
Level of Sen/toe F '-/ B • 
Approach Delay (s) 43.0 
Approach LOS ; • - vD 

iMedion Summary 

2288 
d)̂ 35 

0.77 
27.4 
1.00 
2.3 

29.7 
C 

29.1 
C 

1660 

0.02 
0.02 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 
0.0 

A 

783 
co;oi 

0.06 
36.7 
1.00 
0.1 

36.8 
D 

30.7 
C 

141? 

0.01 
0.01 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 
.0.0 

A 

MffiillMinilinn 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty rafio 
Aduded Cyde Length (s) 
Intersection Capadty Ufilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

37.0 
0.68 

118.0 
90.5% 

16 

HCMLevdofSavtee 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Servtoe 

8.7 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Havtfthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

A 
Mcntement WBL MR NBL ^R $a SER .-r T — -
Laie Configurations ff V\^ rrrr Vdume (vph) 86 1265 320 0 0 1419 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4,9 4.9 
Lane Util. Fador 1.00 0.88 0,94 0.64 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1,00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
FItProtiBded 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot); 1770 2723 4990 3903 
RtPermitted 0.95 1.00 0.96. 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perni) 1770 2723 4990 3903 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 93 1375 348 0 1542 •̂ •••:̂ ;--' 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 78 0 0 0 1098 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 93 1297 348 0 0 • 444 
Confl. PedSi (#ir) 10 10 10 10 10 ^0 
Tum Type Penn custom " • • •• 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Pennitted Phases . ;;v; ;8-
Aduded Green, G (s) 68.5 68.6 31.7 31.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 68.6 68.6 31.7 31.7 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.62 0.62 0.29 0.29 
Clearance Time (s) ^ ^ 4.9 -4.9 4,9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.1 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap(vph) 1102 1696 1438 1125 
v/s Rdto Prot 0.05 0,07 
v/s Ratio Perni d).48 d).11 
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.76 0.24 0.40 
Unifonn Dday. dl 8.3 14.9 30.0 31,4 
Progression Factor 0.51 0.79 0.92 1,00 
Incremental Delay, d2 . 0.0 0,9 0.4 1,0 
Delay (s) 4.2 12,7 27.8 32.5 
Level of Service A B C • C 
Approach Delay (s) 12.2 27.8 32.5 
AipoachLOS B C c 

HCM Average Contrd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratto 
Aduated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
intersecfion C^dty Utilization 
Analyds Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

23.1 
0.65 

110.0 
54.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Senrice 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

C 

9.8 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

r A . t A V 
WBR NBT SBL SBT-

LaneConfigurations fff f Vi f f 
Vdume (yph) 0 0 320 86 883 601 
IdealFlow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost time (s) 6.9 6,9 5.4 ••:-.6.2 : 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.9? 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes • ^ 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 

•••••'•• Rpb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 . 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Rt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1637 3433 3539 
RtPermitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (pemi) 5085 163? 3433 3539 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 0 0 348 93 .960 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 44 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 348 49 960 653 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Penn Prd 
Protected Phases 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases :i 2-
Actuded Green, G (s) 68.8 58.8 41.9 110.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 67.8 57.8 40.9 110.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.53 0.37 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) • 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5,4 3.0 3.7 
Lane Gip Cap (vph) 2672 - ;808 1276 

....... • - • v/s Ratto Prot 6.07 c0,28 d).18 
v/s Ratto Perni 0.03 
y/c Ratto 0.13 0.06 0.75 0.18 
Unifonn Dday, dl 13.3 12.8 30,1 0.0 
Progression Fador 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 2,2 0.1 
Dday (s) 13.4 12.9 32.3 0.1 
Level of Service B :• c 
Afî roach Delay (s) 0.0 13.3 19.3 
/̂ jproachLOS : B •;.• •.;^:B::•^;^•r.•.r:;.:.;v.-:v^y. ;•:;;;, -.:. ' 

ledonSummBry 
HCM Average Conb'ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity rdio 
Aduded Cyde Length (s) 
Intersecfion Capacity Ufitizafion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

18.0 
0.41 

110.0 
60.8% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

5.4 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

MovdnenU- -EBl̂ -r EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurafions 1 fft* f1^ ffl^ ffl^ 
Vdume (vph) 257 595 13 37 672 47 47 170 72 101 163 545 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost time (s) 4.4 5.2 4.4 5.8 3.4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 
Frpb, pedAiikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,99 1,00 0.96 1.00 0.88 
Fit Protected 0.95 ' 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Sdd. Ftow (prot) 1770 6067 1770 3494 1770 4825 1770 4428 
Rt Pennitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (pdm) 1770 506? 1770 3494 1770 4825 1770 4428 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0:92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Row (vph) 279 647 14 40 622 61 51 185 78 110 17? 592 
RTOR Reduction (vph). 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 65 0 0 345 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 279 659 0 40 667 0 51 198 0 110 424 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type - Prot Prot vProt Prd 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases .•:••,.•;: .-y-
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.2 39.2 2.4 23.8 3,6 13.3 7.2 16.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 17.2 39.2 2.4 23.8 4,6 13,3 7.2 16.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,21 0.48 0.03 0.29 0.06 0.16 0.09 0.21 
Clearance Tinie (s) 4.4 5.2 4.4 5.8 4.4 4.9 4.4 6.0 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 3.9 2,0 2.7 2.0 3.3 2.0 . 4,1 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) ^ 376 :2452 . 52 1027 98 792 15? 924 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.16 0.13 0.02 cO.19 0.03 0.04 cO.06 d).10 
v/sRatfoPenn 
v/c Ratto 0.74 0.27 0.77 0.65 0.52 0.25 0.70 0.8?dr 
Unifonn Delay, dl 29.8 12.4 39.0 25.0 37.2 29.5 35.9 28.0 
Pn r̂ession Fador 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Incrementel Delay, d2 6.8 • -.•;0.i:.: 45.1 : 1.3 2.3 0.2 : 10.9 .0.6 
Delay (s) 36.6 12.5 84.1 26.3 39.5 29.7 46.8 28.6 
Level of Service :v:; :.••.:;, D • ;;i:S-B^; '̂•.'\̂ F ^ - : . \ C D C D C 
Approach Delay (s) 19.6 29.5 31.3 30.8 
Approach LOS •;;;-•-B.;' C C C 

tion Sunmiary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratto 
Aduated Cycie Length (s) ; 
intersection Capacity Ufilizafion 
Analyds Period (min) 
dr Defacto Right Lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

26.9 
0.65 
81.0 • 

71.9% 
• :••.•.:: "•"• •::̂ -:i6/̂ :-.v •;•;.:•: 

Recede with 1 fiiough lane as a right lane. 

HCM Levd of Senrice 

Sum of tost tone (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

19.6 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> t A V i 
WBL WBT WBR NBT 

Lane Configurations 4f1̂  *i fff fft̂  
Vdume (vph) 0 0 0 418 1488 77 91 171 0 0 161 30 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost fime (s) 4.9 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Lane Ufil. Factor 0.91 1.00 0,91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 
Frt 0,99 1,00 1.00 0.98 
Rt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 4998 1770 5085 4940 
Ftt Permitted 0,99 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (penn) 4998 1770 5085 4940 
Peak-hourifactoriPHF' 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) V • / 0 0 0 454 1617 84 99 186 0 0 175 33 
RTOR Redudion (vph) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) ••̂••̂•••0, •••••'0 •• 0 2152 0 99 186 : .0 0 180 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) , 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType ••.' •••. ' • ••V • v V • ' ' ' 
Protected Phases 3 8 
PemntttedPhases . ..y . \ 
Aduated Green, G (s) 74.3 
Effective Green, g (8) : 74.3 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.68 
Clearance Time (s) ; 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3376 
v/s Ratto Prot cO.43 
v/s Ratio Penn 
v/c Ratio 1.98dl 
Unifonn Delay, dl 10.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 0.3 
Delay (s) 10.5 
Levd of Service B 
Approach Dday (s) 0.0 10.5 
Approach LOS •. •. • A --" ,:-'[ B 

fe^tersectiori.Siimilrv 

Prot 
5 

8.8 
8.8 

0.08 
4.4 
2.0 

2 6 

26.9 12.2 
25.9 12.2 
0,24 0.11 
4.9 5.4 
3.3 2,4 

1197 548 
0.04 c0.04 

0,16 0.33 
33.4 45.1 
1.00 1.00 
0.3 1.6 

33.6 46.7 
C D 

43.0 46.7 
D D 

142 
cO.06 

0.70 
49.3 
I. 00 
II. 4 
60.7 

E 

HCM Average Confa-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

16.9 
0.60 

110.0 
70.4% 

15 

HCM Levd d Sen/ice 

Sum of lost fime (s) / 
ICU Levd of Service 

B 

14.7 
C 

dl Defacto Left Lane, Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane, 
c Criticd Lane Group •-•.••:••• ••'' ••••• 

1437-3 Hartjor Island - 5:00 pm 10/25/2013 Existing + P AM Scenario B Synchro? - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

> > V A t A V i V > 

mm Lane Configurations 4ff f fffr fff 
Volume (vph) 28 776 44 0 0 0 0 260 249 40 575 0 
ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 3.9 4.4 5.4 , 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 0,99 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5077 1556 4665 1770 5085 
RtPermitted 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.96 1,00 
Sdd. Flow (penn) 6077 1556 4665 1770 5085 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 843 48 0 0 0 0 283 271 43 626 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 142 0 0 0 0 
Laie Group Flow (vph) 0 873 22 0 0 0 0 412 0 43 626 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType :: Prot Penn Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.1 24.1 13.0 2.2 19.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 24.1 24.1 14.0 2.2 19.1 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.45 0.45 0.26 0.04 0.36 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4,9 4.4 6.4 
Vehide Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 3.3 2.0 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Rafio 
Unifonn Delay, dl 
Progression Fador 
Incrementd Dday, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS .. 

2287 
c0.1? 

0.38 
9.8 

1.00 
0.2 
9.9 

A 
9.8 

•: A' 

701 

0,01 
0.03 
8.2 

1.00 
0.0 
8.2 

A 
0.0 

A 

1221 
0.09 

0.34 
16.0 
1.00 
0,2 

16.2 
B 

16,2 
B 

73 
0.02 

0.69 
25.2 
1.00 
7.6 

32.8 
C 

1815 
c0.12 

0.34 
12.6 
I.OO 
0.1 

12.7 
B 

14,0 
B 

|J3 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersedion Capadty Ufilizafion 
Analysis Period (min) ; 
c Crificd Lane Group 

12.8 
0.37 
53.6 

70.4% 
::.v,.,̂ g 

HCMLevdofSenrioe 

Sum of lod time (s) 
ICU Levd of Sennce 

B 

10.3 
C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 5:00 pm 10/25/2013 Exisfing + P AM Scenario B Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> r * - t A V i V 
M I S ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Lane Configurations 4^ 4̂  f f1^ fl^ 
Volume (vph) 44 :1 16 2 1 27 6 347 8 23 388 96 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost fime (s) 6.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1,00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Frt 0.97 0.88 0,85 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.9? 
Fit Proteded 0.96 0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1718 1522 1478 1763 3524 1760 3416 
Fit Permitted 0.81 0.98 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (penn) 1442 1499 1478 1763 3524 1760 3415 
Peak-hour fador, F^F 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 

,. •.•, \ 
17 2 1 . 2 9 7 377 9 25 422 104 

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 10 12 0 2 0 0 19 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 56 0 0 6 4 7 384 0 25 507 0 
Confl. Peds. (#ftir) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType -prot -r:: :^:•.y:-:.••: ••:•;•••: •Prot -i-: Perin Prot Prd 
Proteded Phases 1 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases \ 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 0.7 25.7 0.9 26.9 
Effedive Green, g (s) 13,0 14.0 14.0 0.7 25.7 0.9 26.9 
Aduated g/C Rafio 0,25 0.2? 0.27 0.01 0.49 0.02 0.49. 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 / 4.0 4.0 
Vehide Extendon (s) 2.6 2.0 2.0 2,0 2.6 2.0 2.6 
Li^e Grp Cap (vph) v,.v:-.:-.:- -, : ^ V --••::399 • 393 23 1722 : 30 1682 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 0.11 cO.01 cO.16 
v/s Ratio Perni :r - : 0.0^ 0.00 
v/c Rafio 0.15 0.02 0.01 0.30 0.22 0.83 0.30 
Unifonn Dday, dl ••••:• •̂ 15.5 "••••̂ •• 14.2 14.2 25.7 7.7 - 28.8 8.0 
Progression Factor 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 : 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 93,0 0.1 
Dday(s) 15.6 14.2 14.2 28.4 7.8 118.7 8.0 
LevdofSewice •:-:B •- B • B .•:;.;-'.C,^- A F A 
Approach Delay (s) 15.6 14.2 8,1 13.1 
Approach LOS :j.:....::.B. 

• 
A B 

inteisedOn Summary ^^^^^^ 1̂ 

HCM Average C<»)b'd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cyde Length (s) 
Intersecfion Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

11.4 
0.24 
52.6 

40.2% 
15 

HCM Levd of Sen/lce 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Senrice 

B 

9.0 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 5:00 pm 10/25/2013 Existing + P AM Scenario B Synchro? - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> 

• _̂  
V V 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR~ SBL SBR 
Lane Configurations 4 f f Vi f 
Vdume (vph) 124 : : 10. 7 237 232 174 
Ided Ftow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost fime (s) 7.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,97 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,99 1,00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1698 1863 1560 3433 1544 
FItPermitted 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (penn) 1681 1698 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 135 11 8 258 252 189 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Row (vph) 73 73 : 8 258 252 189 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Split Free Free 
Proteded Phases 4 4 8 6 
Pennitted Phases Free Free 
Aduated Green, G (s) 7.8 7.8 1.9 38.7 17.0 38.7 
Effective Green, g (8) 4.8 4.8 .0.9 38.7 16.0 38.7 
Aduated g/C Ratto 0.12 0,12 0.02 1,00 0,41 1.00 
Ctearance Time (s) :4.o 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vditole Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 208 .:.,,:43. 1560 1419 1544 ^̂•̂^̂•-̂^ v ••̂  
v/s Ratio Prot 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.07 
v/sRattoPemfi d).17 0.12 
v/c Ratto 0.35 0.36 . 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.12 
Unifomn betey, d l . 15,6 15.5 18.6 0.0 7.2 0.0 
Progresdon î actor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
ino'ementd Delay, d2 1.0 .1.0 2.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 •• 
Delay (s) 16.5 16.5 20.6 0.2 7.2 0.2 
Level of Service B : B c A A : A 
Approadi Dday (s) 16.5 0.8 4.2 
Approadi LOS A A 

intersection Summary 
HCM Average Contrd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratto 
Aduded Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersedion Capacity Utilization 
Analgia Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

6.3 
0.17 
38.7 

28.2% 
15 

HC^ Levd of Senrice . 

Sum of tod time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

A 

0,0 
A 

1437-3 Harisor Island - 5:00 pm 10/26/2013 Exisfing + P AM Scenario B Synchro?- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/29/2013 

> r A t A V V 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL NBL NBT 
Lane Configurabons \ f f f f f f f f 4̂  in 
Volume (vph) 88 1016 9 25 1186 1 10 8 19 120 . 4 82 
Ided Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost fime (s) 4.4 5,7 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Ufil. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.96 0.95 0.9? 1,00 
Frpb, pedA»kes 1.00 1,00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0,85 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.86 
Fit Proteded 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Sdd. Flow (prot) 1770 5086 1506 1770 5086 1528 1681 1561 3433 1661 
Fit Pennitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Sdd, Flow (pemn) 1770 5085 1605 1770 5086 1528 1681 1561 3433 1661 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 96 1104 10 27 1288 1 11 9 21 130 4 89 
RTC« Reduction (vph) 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 16 0 0 72 . 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 96 1104 ;•. 4". 27 1288 0 10 .'••.'••"16 .•• 130 21 0 
Confl. Peds. (if/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType ; Prot Pemi Prot Pemi Split Split 
Proteded Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 
Aduded Green, G (s) 9.0 45.4 45.4 2.8 39.1 39.1 28,5 28.5 23.4 23.4 
Effecfive Green, g (s) 9.0 45.4 45.4 2.8 39.1 39.1 28.5 28.5 23.4 23.4 
Actuded g/C Rafio 0.08 0,38 0.38 0.02 0.33 0.33 0.24 0.24 0.19 0.19 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 5.7 4,4 5.8 5.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehtole Extension (s) 2.0 4.9 4.9 2.0 4.8 4.8 2,0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 133 1924 569 41 1657 498 399 • 371 669 304 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.05 0.22 0,02 d).25 0.01 cO.01 cO.04 0.01 
v/s Ratto Penn 0.00 0.00 
v/c Ratio 0.72 0.57 0.01 0.66 0.78 0.00 0,03 0.04 0.19 0.07 
Unifomi Dday, dl 54.3 29.6 23.2 68.1 36.5 27.3 35.1 35.2 40.4 39,4 
Progression leader 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.10 0.74 0.43 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 16.0 0,6 0.0 24.0 2.5 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 
Dday (s) 69.3 30,3 23.3 87.9 29.6 11.8 35.2 35.4 40.5 39.6 
Levd of Servtoe E C C F C B D D D D 
Appro^h Delay (s) 33.3 30.8 35.4 40,0 
Approach LOS c C D D 

Imeraeciqn*̂  mmary 1 ~ _ 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
inters t̂ion Capadty Utilization 
Analyds Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

.32.7 
0.43 

120,0 
66.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

20.0 
6 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

> > * - ^ t A V i V 
t i n s B p 

Lane Configurations fff f V\ \m 11 f f 1 41̂  
Vdume (vphj 50 906 199 411 1099 47 159 61 416 46 78 115 
Ided Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lod fime (s) 4,4 6.7 4.9 4.4 5.4 4,9 4.9 4.0 4.9 4.9 
Lane Utii. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.86 0,97 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.9? 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91 
Fit Protected 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6368 3433 1863 1560 1610 2997 
Rt Pennitted 0.96 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (penn) 1770 5086 1683 3433 6358 3433 1863 1660 1610, 2997 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0;92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 54 985 216 447 1195 51 173 66 451 49 85 126 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 168 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 116 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 54 985 48 447 1242 0 173 66 451 44 99 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 . 10 10 10 10 
TumType Prot Over Prd Split Free Split 
Proteded Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Pennitted Phases Free 
Aduated Green, G (s) 7,0 38.5 26.9 26.0 67.8 26.9 26.9 120,0 8.7 8.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.0 38.6 26.9 26.0 57.8 26.9 26.9 120,0 8.? 8.7 
Aduded g/C Rafio 0.06 0.32 0.22 0.22 0.48 0.22 0,22 1,00 0.07 0.0? 
Ctearance Time (s) 4.4 6.7 4.9 4.4 6.4 4.9 4.9 _ .4 ,9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 6.9 2,0 2.0 3,0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 103 .1631 355 744 3062 770 418 1560 11? 21? 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 cO.19 0.03 c0.13 0.20 0.05 0.04 0.03 p0,03 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.29 
v/c RaUo 0.62 0.60 0.14 0.60 0.41 0.22 0.16 0.29 0.38 0,46 
Unifonn Delay, dl 54.9 34.3 37.3 42,3 20,0 38.0 37.4 0.0 53.1 53.4 
Progresdon Factor 0.66 1.48 3.16 1,38 1.14 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementel Delay, d2 1.9 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.8 0.5 2.0 1.5 
Delay (s) 37.8 51.6 118.3 58.6 22.9 38.7 38.2 0.5 55.1 54.9 
Level Of Ser\rice D D F E C • •••̂;:;:D •• D A E D 
Approach Delay (s) 62.4 32.3 13.7 64.9 
ApproachLOS E. c B D 

Intersedion Summaiy 
HCM Awrage Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuded Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersedton Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

40,2 
0.50 

120.0 
86.3% 

16 

HCM Level ojf Service 

Sum of lod time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

15.0 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/29/2013 

K ^ t A V \ V 

Lane Configurations' 1 tm f Vi fft^ 4 1* \ > 
Volume (vph) 22 2398 65 166 2141 , 6 62 0 175 4 1 10 
Ided Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time .(s) ~ ' . 4.4 5.3 5.3 3.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Ufil. Fador 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.97 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fipb, ped/bikes 1.00 . 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.93 
Rpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.0O 1.00 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.86 
Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1770 1547 1770 1487 
Ftt Permitted 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row (perm) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 . 1770 1547 1770 148? 
Peak-hour fador, PHP 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0:92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92/ 0.92 0;92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 24 2607 71 180 2327 7 67 6 190 4 1 11 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 137 0 11 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 2607 43 180 2334 :. • .0 .. 0 :^;:67.: 53 4 1 .0 
Cdifl. Peds. mr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 AO 
Tum Type Prot Pemi Prot Spitt Penn Split 
Proteded Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Pennitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.3 49.0 49.0 13.1 67.8 33.3 33.3 6.1 5.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 4.3 49.0 49.0 14.1 57.8 33.3 33.3 6.1 5.1 
Actuded g/C Ratio 0.04 0.41 0.41 0.12 0.48 0.28 0.28 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 6.3 6.3 4.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vdiicte Extension (s) 2.0 5.6 5.6 2.0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) - • :63 2617 628 403 : 2448 . 491 429 75 63 
v/s Rdto Prot 0.01 0.41 cO.05 d).46 d).04 cO.00 0.00 
v/s Rdto Pemi 

•L - 0.03 0.03 
v/c Ratio 0.38 1.00 0.07 0.46 0.95 0.14 0.12 0.05 0.02 
Unifomn Detey, dl 66.5 36.4 21.6 49.3 29.8 32.6 32.4 65.1 55.1 
Progression Factor 1.18 0.66 0.33 1.09 1.34 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementel Delay, d2 1.4 16.5 0.1 0.2 8.1 .^•.v;. 0.6 0.6 0.1 0,1 . 
Delay(s) 67.9 39.9 7.3 53.7 48,0 33.1 • 33.0 55.2 56.1 
Level of Service 

•.•.•:E-. 
-::iD A D D -•"̂ ••̂ • •̂-l •. : C C E E -

Approach Delay (s) 39.2 48,4 33.0 56.1 
Approach LOS D D C E 

jnteisect on Summaiy 
HCM Average Contird Delay 
HCM Vokime to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Iniersedion Capadty Utilization 
Analyds Period (min) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

43,2 
0.62 

120.0 
83.7% 

15 

HCM Levd of Service 

Sum of tost time (s) 
ICU Le\fel of Service 

18.5 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/29/2013 

-3t * -

Lane Configurations Vi f f f f f f f IV f 
Volume (vph) 964 168? 1279 120 69 5 
Ideal Ftow (vphpl) 1900 mo 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lod time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.1 4.0 5.2 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.91 0.91 .1.00 0.97 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,99 1.00 0,99 
Fipb, ped/t»kes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1,00 1.00 1,00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
Ftt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5086 5085 1560 3436 1419 
Ftt Pennttted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (pemi) 3433 5085 5086 1660 3436 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1048 1834 1390 .130 75 
RTOR Redudion (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1048 1834 1390 130 75 . 4 . 
Confl. Peds. (#ftir) 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot 

.-. •"•• •' 
Free Free 

Proteded Phases 7 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 60.8 93.9 28,9 120,0 16,6 120.0 
Effedive Green, g (s) 60.8 93.9 28,9 120.0 15,6 120.0 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.61 0.78 0.24 1.00 0.13 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.1 6.2 
Vehide Extendon (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) : 1739 3979 1226 1560 447 1419 : 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.31 0.36 d),27 c0.02 
v/s Rdto Perm 0.08 0.00 
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.46 1.13 0.08 0.17 0.00 
Unifonn Delay, dl 21.0 4.4 45.5 0.0 46.4 0.0 
Progresdon î actor 0.57 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementd Delay, d2 0.6 : 0.1 71,2 0.1 0.8 • 0.0 • .:;r-v'-.:? 
Delay (s) 12.4 0.5 116.7 0.1 47.2 0.0 
Levd of Service ;A -•-:-:F;:- • A D 
Approach Dday (s) 4.9 106.7 44.9 
ApproachLOS A F D 

iniersfdonSumniaiy 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity rabo 
Actuated Cycle Lengtti (s) 
Intersedion Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crificd Lane Group 

40.1 
0.68 

120.0 
89.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Servtoe 

Sum of tost time (s) : 
ICU Levd of Servtoe 

14.7 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthom St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

V 1 A 

Lane Configurafions 1 ff rrrr 
Vdume (vph) 120 928 533 0 0 1776 
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost time (s) 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 
Lane Ufil. Factor 1.00 0.88 0.94 0.64 
Frpb, r«d/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.86 
Rt Protected • 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Row (prot) 1770 2723 4990 3926 
RtPermitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 
Satd. Flow (pemi) . 1770 2723 4990 3926 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) 130 1009 579 0 0 1930 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 2? 0 0 0 1105 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 130 982 579 0 0 825 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10. 10 10 10 
Tum Type Pemfi custom 
Proteded Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases 8 . 6 •••••: 
Acttiated Green, G (s) 54.2 54.2 46.0 46.0 
Effedive Green, g (s) 55.2 55.2 47.0 47.0 
Actuated g/C Rdto 0.50 0.50 0.43 0.43 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.1 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 888 1366 2132 ••:-1677: • • ; • • • 
v/s Rdio Prot 0.07 0.12 
v/s Rdio Pemi d).36 d).21 
v/c Rdto 0.15 0.72 0.27 0.49 
Unifonn Detey, dl 14.7 21.3 20.4 22.8 
Progression Factor 0.44 0.60 0.50 1.00 
Incrementd belay, d2 0.0 1.1 0.3 1.0 
Delay (s) 6.4 13.9 10.5 23.9 
Level of Service A B B C 
Approach Delay (s) 13.1 10.6 23.9 
Approadi LOS . B B c 
intersection Summary 
HCM Average Cditrd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratto 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Ufilizafion 
Analyds Period (ntfn) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

18.4 
0.61 

110.0 
53.1% 

15 

HCMLevdofSenrioe 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

- X . . 

B 

7.8 
A 

14317-3 Hartior Island-600 Rooms . ^ . p p P M Synchro 7 • Report 
Page 5 

6 1 T T S . P A G E • 2 3 8 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

r K t A V \ 

t̂oy6^eM-_-::* r̂z%s^ £:-=WBIfi* WBR~»:NBTS^NBa^ 
Lane Configurafions f f f f Vi f f 
Vdume (vph) 0 0 563 266 964 887 
Ided Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totel Lost fime (s) 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.2 
Lane Ufil. Factor 0,91 1,00 0.97 0.96 
Frpb, ped/bikes : 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1,00 
Rt Proteded 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5086 1537 3433 3639 
Rt Pennitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Sdd. Flow (perm) S085 1537 3433 3539 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 612 289 1048 964 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 57 0 0 
Lane Group Ftow (vph) • • -.-vO-/^ 0' 612 232 1048 964 
Confl. Peds. {#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
TumType Penn Prd 
Protected Phases 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases 2 
Actuded Green, G (s) 54.9 54,9 45.8 110̂ 0 
Effective Green, g (s) 54.9 54.9 46,8 110.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 0.50 0.42 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 ••••̂ 4.4. >:̂ :::5.2;̂ ^̂  
Vehicle Extendon (s) 5.4 5.4 3,0 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

2538 767 1429 3639 ::^::::z:.y/:::-:;r-'.f-. Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 

767 
cO.31 0.27 

v/s Ratto Perni c0.15 
v/c Rdto 0.24 0.30 0,73 0,27 
Unifonn Delay, dl 15.7 16.3 27.0 0.0 

• 
Pr(̂ resdon Factor 1.00 1.00 0.97 1,00 
Incrementel Delay, d2 0.2 1,0 1.5 0.1 
Dday (s) 15.9 17,3 27.8 0.1 
Level of Seivice : B B C A 
Approadi Dday (s) 0.0 16.4 14,6 
Approach LOS ^•^vyA - B B 

Intersechon Sumn̂ aiy m 
HCM Average Contrd Dday 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuded Cyde Length (s) 
Intersedion Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

15.1 
0,60 

110,0 
60.6% 

16 

HCMLeveldServi.ee 

Sum of tost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Service 

B 

9.3 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/29^013 

> r K A t A V i ^ 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Ftow (vphpl) 
Totel Lost fimis(s) 
Lane Util. Fador 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/t̂ kes 
Frt 
Rt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Rt Pennttted 

1 ffl^ 1 tv 
272 794 34 50 585 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
4.4 5.2 4.4 6.8 
1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
1770 5050 1770 3475 
0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 
1770 5050 1770 3476 

70 
1900 

1 
67 

1900 
4.4 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0,95 
1770 

fflV 
376 
1900 
4.9 
0.91 
0.99 
1.00 
0.96 
1.00 
4845 
1,00 
4845 

141 
1900 

1 
101 
1900 
4.4 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1770 
0.95 
1770 

ffT̂  
280 
1900 
5.0 
0.91 
0.99 
1.00 
0.91 
1.00 
4596 
1.00 
4596 

370 
1900 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 296 863 37 54 636 76 73 409 153 110 304 462 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 9 0 0 65 0 0 233 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 296 896 0 54 703 0 73 497 0 110 473 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type 
Proteded Phases 
Pennitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effedive Green, g(8) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vdiicte Extendon (s) 

Prot Prot •Prot Prot 
7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 

19.0 40.5 3.5 24.4 4.8 16.6 9.2 19.9 
19.0 i 40.6 3.5 24.4 i V 4.8 15.6 i 9.2 19.9 
0.22 0.46 0.04 0.28 0.05 0.18 0.10 0.23 
4.4 5.2 4.4 •••.•>;6.8 ;:y-: - 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
2.0 3.9 2.0 2,7 2.0 3.3 2.0 4,1 
383 2332 -x-̂ " "71 •' 97 862 186 1043 

cO.I? 0.18 0.03 c0,20 0.04 d).10 d).06 cO.10 

0.77 0.38 0,76 0.73 0.75 0,68 0.59 0.45 
32,3 15.4 41.7 28.6 40.9 33.0 37.6 29.2 
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 
8.6 0.1 34.2 2.7 24.9 1.0 3,3 0.5 

40.9 15.6 75.9 31.3 65.8 34.0 40.8 29.7 
D B E c E C D C 

21.8 34.4 37.7 31.2 
C c D C 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Rdto Prot 
v/s Rdio Penn 
v/c Ratio 
Unifonn Detey, dl 
Progresdon Fador 
Incrementd Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
LevdofSavice 
Approadi Dday (s) 
ApproachLOS. 

irwrse t̂iQfi Summaiy. 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuded Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersection Capadty Ufilizafion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

29.8 
0.73 
87.7 

72.8% 
15 

HCM Leyd of Service 

Sum of lod time (s) 
ICU Levd of Senrice 

24.5 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: Hawthorn St & Pacific Hwy 10^9/2013 

> t A V \ V 
l i A i D t EBL EBT EBR WB WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT s ^ 
Lane Configurafions 4f1̂  1 fff ffl^ 
Volume (vph) 0 •0 0 126 1009 82 127 454 0 0 337 27 
Ided Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totd Lod time (s) 3.9 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Lane Ufil. Fador 0.91 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Rt Proteded 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Sdd. Row (prot) 4995 1770 5086 6018 
Ftt Permitted 0,99 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 4996 1770 6085 6018 
Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj; Row (vph) 0 0 0 137 1097 89 138 493 0 0 366 29 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1316 0 138 493 0 0 38? 0 
Confl. Peds. mr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prot Prot 
Proteded Phases 3 8 5 2 6 
Pennitted Phases :_;_"v:_>':;,',"-.~ 

Actuated Green, G (s) 61.8 12.5 38.4 21.0 
Effedive Green, g (s) 62.8 12.5 38.4 .̂21.0 
Aduated g/C Ratio 0.57 0.11 0.36 0.19 
Clearance Time (8) 4.9 : 4.4 : 4.9 5.4 
Vehide Extension (s) 2.4 2.0 3,3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) v;.::2862.."x̂ : :•-;.•:;.• 201 :>|775 v\: •• 958 
v/s Ratto Prot d).08 0.10 d).08 
v/s Ratio Perni 0.26 
v/c Ratto 8.06dl 0.69 0.28 0.40 
Unifomi Delay, dl 13.7 V46.9 25.8 39.0 
Progresston Fador 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 •;. • 0.1V •.:-•••••.:.•: 7.5 0.4 1.3 
Dday(s) 13.8 54.4 26.2 40.3 
Level of Sen/toe • \;D c D 
Approadi Delay (s) 0.0 13.8 32.4 40.3 
Approach LOS ,B-. c • D 

iniersed 01 Summary S 
HCM Average Contrd Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 
Actuated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersedion Capadty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

23,3 
0.48 

110.0 
69.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Seivice 

Sum of lod time (s) 
ICU Levd of Senrice 

13.7 
C 

dl Defado Left Lane. Recode wiUi 1 tiiough lane as a left lane, 
dr Defado Right Lane. Recode with 1 ttiough lane as a right lane, 
c Crifical Lane Group 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

K ^ \ A ^ \ V 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Ftow (vphpl) 
Totel Lod time (s) 
Lane Util. Fador 
Fipb, pedAiikes 
Rpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Proteded 
Satd. Row (prot) 
Fit Pennitted 

60 
1900 

4ff 
1463 
1900 

4.9 
0.91 
1.00 
1,00 
1.00 
1.00 

5073 
1.00 

5073 

66 
1900 

4.9 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1548 
1.00 
1548 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

d 
1900 

0 
1900 

f f^ 
558 

1900 
4.9 

0.91 
0.99 
1.00 
0.93 
1.00 

4681 
1.00 

4681 

459 
1900 

\ 
122 

IM) 
4.4 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.96 
1770 
0.96 
1770 

f f f 
399 

1900 
8.4 

0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
6085 
1.00 
5085 

0 
1900 

Peak-hour fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0.92 0.92 
Ac?. Flow (vph) 66 1690 61 0 0 ; 0 ;'\--:-0-:- 607 499 133 434 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 •1656 29 0 0 0 0 1073 0 133 434 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Tum Type Prd Pemn Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 2 1 6 
Pennitted Phases 4 
Aduded Green, G (s) 50.2 60.2 28,6 11,0 43.5 
Effedive Green, g (s) 50.2 50,2 ^ 28,6 ^ 11.0 43.6 
Actuated g/C Rafio 0.48 0,48 0.28 0.11 0.42 
Clearance Time (s) ••.,4.9 4̂.9 --.••..••...••.••••.•:.••.•-;••;•.; -^•^^^.^•-•••••:^:^^^\^:::'^.:::4.9 --^\ 4.4 6.4 
Vehtote Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 3.3 2.0 2.4 
Lane Grp.Cap (vph) 2449 74? • •̂•̂ -̂ •v;: ••;::::•::-••'•̂ \v:;;̂ ;:;:.̂ .̂ .̂:i287v.vv;-,. 187 2127 
v/s Ratto Prot cO.23 cO.08 0,09 
v/8 R^o Penn 0.33 0.02 
v/c Ratio 0,68 0.04 1.06dr 0.71 0.20 
Unifonn Delay, dl 20.7 14.2 ^ •• 35.5 45.0 19.2 
Progression Fador 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementel Dday, d2 •:o.8•• 0.0 ... 4.9 10.1 0.0 
Delay (s) 21.6 14.2 40,3 55.1 19.3 
Level of Sen/ice B D • • E B 
A|:̂ roadi Delay (s) 21.2 0.0 40.3 27.7 
Approadi LOS 

jnterseclion Summaiy 

"."A •̂ ;:-.A. ••:;̂ :̂;;:;̂ ;- ::-.v.;;D. • • ' C 

B 
HCM Average Contrd Dday 
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio 
Aduated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersedion Capacity Utilization 
Analyds Period (min) 

28.6 
0.73 

104.0 
69.6% 

16 

HCM Levd of Sen/ice 

Sum of tod time (s) 
ICU Levelof Service 

14.2 
C 

dr Defado Right Lane. Recode witti 1 ttiough lane as a right lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> > < 
•4— 

^ t A V V 
MovemeMI. - - ~r- EBT mR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT ,NBR„ SBL SBR 
Lane Configurations 4̂  4̂  f f1^ t% 
Vdume (vph) 98 0 27 9 4 36 11 501 16 23 586 74 
Ideal Ftow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Losttime (s) 3.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 
Lane Ufil, Fador 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 
Frpb, ped/dkes 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Rpb, ped/bikes 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.97 0.93 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,98 
Fft Protected 0.96 0,98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1725 1696 1476 1770 3621 1770 3468 
Ftt Pennttted 0.79 0.93 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Ftow (penn) 1420 1508 1476 1770 3521 1770 3468 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 107: 0 29 10 4 39 12 546 16 25 636 80 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 7 15 0 2 0 0 11 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 129 0 0 20 11 12 :559 0 25 706 0 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 '10 
Tum Type Prot Prot Penn Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 
Acttiated Green, G (s) 27.0 27.0 27.0 1.0 22.5 2.3 23,8 
Effective Green, g (s) 28.0 27.0 27.0 1.0 22,6 1,3 21.8 
Aduated g/C Rdio 0.44 0.42 0,42 0.02 0.35 0.02 0.34 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 
Vehide Extenston (s) 2,5 2.0 2,0 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 623 638 625 28 1242 36 1185 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.16 d).01 cO.20 
v/s Ratio Penn d).09 0.01 0.01 
v/c Rdio 0.21 0.03 0.02 0.43 0.46 0.69 0.60 
Unifomn Delay, dl 11.1 10.8 10.7 31.1 15.9 31.1 17.4 
Progression Fador 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incrementd Dday, d2 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.2 37.6 0.7 
Detey (s) 11.2 10.8 10.7 34.9 16.1 68.7 18.0 
Levd of Senrice B "MS B C B Ê  B 
Approach Delay (s) 11.2 10.7 16.5 19.7= 
ApproachLOS B B B B 

it̂ reedion Summaiy 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capadty rdio 
Aduated Cyde Lengtti (s) 
Intersection C^adty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crifical Lane Group 

17.4 
0.35 
63.8 

45.2% 
15 

HCM Level of Sovice 

Sum of tod time (s) 
ICU Levd of Servtoe 

B 

8.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> V V 
Bvement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR 
Lane Conflgurafibris 4 f f Vi f 
Volume (vph) 256 33 23 271 373 248 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
TotarLostfime(s) 1,0 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 
Frpb, ped/dkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1,00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 ,1.00 0,85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 0.96 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Row ftitot) 1681 1704 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Fit Pennitted 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (penn) 1681 1704 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Peak4idur fador, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 
Adj. Row (vph). 278 36 26 295 405 270 
RTOR Reducfion (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Ftow (vph) 156 158 25 296 405 270 
Confl. Peds. (#ftir) 10 10 10 10 
TumType Split, Free 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Pendtted Phases Free Free •.:-'.''V^;/-y:Z''.':iy::::'"ri'"^^ 
Actuded Green, G (s) 11.4 11,4 3.0 39.6 13.2 39.6 
Effective Green, g (s) ^4.4 •̂ •:.r13,4;::i 3.0 39.6 13.2 •••39.6--̂ v-:-:--.-v,;r̂ r::? •::;;•;•.•:;••-• 
Aduated g/C Ratto : 0.36 0.34 0.08 1.00 0.33 1,00 
Ctearance Time (s) 4.0 • 4.0 • 4.0 4.0 
Vehide Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 611 57? 141 1660 1144 :..i544..:̂ :̂:-̂ .'̂ v-;.v.̂ .::;.;.;v:.;--;-:--.' 
v/s Rafio Prot 0.09 cO.09 0,01 cO.12 
v/s RaUo Perin cO.19 0.17 
v/c Rdio 0.26 0.27 0.18 0.19 0.35 0.17 
Unttom Delay, d i v : 8.8 9,6 171 0.0 10.0 0.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1:00 1.00 
Incrementel Delay, d2 . ; 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 
Delay (s) 9.1 9.8 17,7 0.3 10,2 0.2 
Levd of Seryioe A ••-.--•...A-. ::---:B •• A. • B A 
Approach Delay (s) 9.4 1.6 6:2 
Approadi LOS • ••;:• A. ^ A A 

Intersecbon Summary — 
HCM Average Conlroi Delay 
HCM Vdume to Capadiy rdto 
Acttiated Cyde Lengfli (s) 
Intersecfion Capadty Ufilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Criticd Lane Group 

5.9 
0.28 
39.6 

32.0% 
15 

HCM.Level of Service 

Sum ofjost time (s) 
ICU Levd of Sen/ice 

6.0 
A 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A A M 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Pros; OSS street 
Artnnal 
Class 

- Flow Punning. 
Iimci' 

Signal IravcT -Disi .'̂ ^̂ Lfflteria! 
Delay Time(s) .f.ii'.'iwl)s."':?'-̂ Speed 

Paci f i ( i l^SSS:i IV 25 T)4 n 4 31.3 009 104 
Total IV 19.9 11.4 31.3 0.09 10.4 

Arterial Lievel of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Cross Slrcot 
"• " . " Arterial 

-Class - ^i»'Speed • 
Running 

..TimeitAr; 
Signal 
nplay 

Travel 
Time'".(s)".». 

' Dist, 
{mO 

... iŜ rterial ,. 
•fSSKSpeedr. 

PadficHvfy 
N. Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 
"25 

14.4 
f7.8 

21 7 
35 

36.1 
21 3 

005 
008 

54 
137 

F 
C 

total IV 32.? 25.2 57 4 0.14 8.5 E 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

l!;rusb Strcd 
/Vrterial 

:, Class! '1!, 
How 

-1 ...Speed 
Ri innl^/J ' ." ' Signal 

'Delay, 
Trovol 

„ TuTie(s)-
Dist 
(niij 

^ATlHial "Arterial 
LOS 

PjcifiL Hwy 
Kettner 

II 
II 

10 36 2 
i2.i 

13.3 
11.6 

49.5 
23̂ 7 

0 38 
0.11 

27 4 
16.0 

C 
r 

Total II 48.3 24 9 73.2 U.48 23.7 r; 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : S W Laurel St 

Ztoss StroGt 
"'"Ti*S^^Artprial .̂ Flow 

"Cifi./Speed :• 
Running " -

- j imei! 
Signal ~ 
DRidV tim'e?(s)¥r'' 

' Dist 
(ini) 

' •••ArferiaF 
• rESpeetf,-,'. 

Artcnai 
lOS 

Pacific Hwy 
N. HartJor Dr 

.11 
n 

40 
40 

12.1 
36.2 

1̂ 7 
31.6 

43 fl 
67.8 

on 
0.38 

87 
20.0 

Fi 
D 

Totai II 48.3 63.3 111.6 0 4U 15.6 E 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

I ;fo5sStreet '"••-• '^K class"' 
Elowj 

'Spi;?d 
Runningt-/-

'Yime^,-" 
-Signal Travel*: 

J i m ? ^ : - M ' 
-TArteriali"."-';.' 'AiterSl 

McCain Rd IV 25 35 5 11 5 47.0 0 23 178 C 
IV 25 351 22 4 57 5 0.23 143 C 

Harbor Island Drive 25 26.5 41.3 67.8 0.15 7.8 E 
IV 25 77.3 2B.3 105 6 0.54 C 

Laurel St 25 58.0 154 73.4 0 38 18.6 C 
N Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 08 69.8 0.45 23.3 ~B 
Grape St IV 25 ' 18.0'~ 01 . iB^i : ' Od'7 13 5 :7c 
Total IV 319.4 119.8 439.2 2.04 16.7 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A A M 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

:,rossbU«'el CIdss 'Speed. 
Runninĝ  

lime"'. *. 
Signal 

"rvDelay 
1 ravel 

Time (s) •" 
Dist 
(ini) 

' Artenal 
Spued 

Aftoria 
LOS 

jGrape St IV 25.6 14.6 40 ^ :0.14, 127 [) 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 21.3 39.3 0.07 6.2 F 
Laurel St IV ' V . ' 25 690 29 2 98.2" 0.45 165 c: 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 54 2 1122 0 38 1^2 D 
Harbor island Dnve IV 25 77 3 13.0 90.3 0.54 21.4 B 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26 5 50 7 77 2 015 6.9 F 
McCain Rd IV 25 351 138 48.9 Q.?i 16 9 C 
Total IV 309.5 196.8 506.3 1.95 13.9 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

ross Street 
Atfenel 
Class 

Flow" 
Speed 

Running 
Time 

' Signal 
Delay 

fravel' 
Time (s) (roi) 

Menat 
Speed 

Cedar Street 
Grape bt 
Hawthorn St 
Laurel St 

35 
35 
35 
35 

3.7 
221 
97 

33 7 

44 
12.8 
33.2 
23.3 

81 
34.9 

j2,9 
57.0 

00.̂  
0.17 
0.07". 
0.28 

114 
17.8. 
1.6' 
17.7 

E 
D 
1 
D 

Total III 69.2 73.7 142.9 0.55 13.8 

Arterial Level of Service: S B Pacific Hwy 

:;ross Slri'ul 
. ^Artenal 

.,'*TasivGlas6 • 
FJnw 

Spewi 
kunning 
; Time '̂ I f ' 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel 
Time (s) 

'Dist „.Arterial,-
'(mi) wi':::̂ p̂ ed-

iBurei St III 35 26.6 , 14.5 41.1 0.22 ' ,19.4 C 
Hawthorn St III 35 33.7 39.9 73,6 0.28 13,7 E 
Grape St 35 9.7 14 4 24.1 "! 00/ 10.0 E 
Cedar Street ill 35 22.1 •17 26 8 017 23 2 C 
Totdl III 92.1 73.5 165.6 0.74 16.1 D 
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Arterial Level of Serv ice Exist ing + Project Scenar io A P M 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Grape St 

IT" - Arterial "~" ' Hoiv 
boss Street CIrfbs Speed 

Running ~ 
"̂ "̂ Time 

IT" - Arterial "~" ' Hoiv 
boss Street CIrfbs Speed 

Running ~ 
"̂ "̂ Time 

Siqrwl 
Delay 

Travel 
limefc) 

^•'-Dist •'^iArterial -. 
(mi) Speed 

Arterial 
LOS 

PaciticHi'/V IV 199 64 7 84 b U.09 3.8 F 
Total IV 19.9 64.7 84.6 0.09 3.8 F 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

— . ^ "Artenal , T ~ ' " . f low~ 
[.rojS Street Class, j-Ttr Speed 

Riinninq 
time 

Signdf 
DeiaVi^ 

Travel 
, limp'.fsl. 

"Oist 
(mi) 

~ Artenal"" 
- , . Speed?, 

Artenol 
. JtOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 
N.HarborDr IV ' 25 

/ f i i 
17.8 

m4 
6.2 

48 7 
24 0 

U lU 
0 08 

n.b 
12.2 

D 
D 

Total IV i b 1 ;r)t) 72.7 0 24 118 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

"-r̂ r. • 7 ' - : Aitienai ^ : . ' ,Flow 
Cross Street Class Speed 

Running Signal-.'-'. 
""••"Timp - D^ay 

Travel 
Time (s) 

"^^ArtBTial^'' 
'^ ' SUeqd " 

Artefia] 
"L'OSi 

PdCilit Hwy II 40 
Kettner II 40 

3t)? 
12.3 

163 
14.9 

5.'5 
27.2 ' 

0.38 
0.11 

25 9 
14.2 

C 
E 

Total II 48 5 31.2 79.7 0.48 21.9 D 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S W Laurel St 

"__ ^-. -̂  Arterial'., ~ > fipw 
::rossSlicet- adss" Speed-

RunnTnq' Signal 
•% Delay'" 

Trd"vpl 
lime"(s) 

r> DiSt 

" iS imi) 
~ Artenal • 

."Speed V 
• "Merial 

TO 
Kcttnor II 40 
Pacific Hwy II 40 
N.HarborDr II 40 

5.e 
123 
36 2 

101 
36.2 

.37.8 

15 7 
48 5 
74 0 

OO") 
o n 

: ().'?8 

112 
8.0 

18.4' 

F 
F 
b 

Total II 54.1 84.1 138.2 0.53 13.9 E 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

McCain Rd IV 35.5 12.8 48 3 0 23 17.3 C 

Harbor Island Drive 
IV 25 351 30 5 65.6 0 23 12.6 D 

Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26.5 53.6 80.1 0.15 6.6 ' F 
IV 25 79.7 54.6 134 3 0 52 14.0 C 

Laurel St IV 60 5 (19 61.4 0 10 23 2 B 
N HdrborDr IV 25 69 0 1 7 70/ 0 45 23 0 B 
'GrapeSt" ' ' ' IV 25 180 0.1 181 "6 .07 • i3.5 C 
Total IV 324.3 154.2 478.5 2.04 15.4 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A P M 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

— 'Artenal Flov/ Running Signal '/•Travel .Dist ' Artenal ArterTal 
Pross Street' • UdSS Speed lime Delay lime is) (mi) • bpeori LOS 
drapo.Sti. IV 25 25.6 17.3 42 9 01^ 119 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 11.2 29.2 0.07 8.4 E 
Laurel St IV 25 6G0 107.4 176.4 0.45 9.2 D 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60 5 61 0 121.5 0.40 11.7 D 
Harbor Isjand Drive IV 25 79 7 " - 6 " 106.3 0.52 •-• 17.6 C 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26 5 28.2 54.7 0.15 9.7 D 
McCain Rd IV 25 35 1 14.4 49.5 0.23 16.7 C 
Total IV 314.4 266.1 580.5 1.95 12.1 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : N B Pac i f ic Hwy 

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial .' Arteria 
Uross Street Class Speed Tine Delay fimc (s) (mi) speed! LOS 
Cedar Street III 35 25 5.1 76 0 02 8.2 F 
Grape St III 35 22.1 40 8 62 9 017 9.9 F 
Hawthom St III 35 9 / 27 2 36 9 0.07 6.6 
Laurel St III 35 33.7 32 4 661 0 28 153 D 
Total III 68.0 105.5 173 5 0 54 n 2 E 

Arterial Level of Service: S B Pacific Hwy 

pross Street 
Laun'l St 
Hawthorn̂ t 
grape St . 7 
Cedar Street 

ArtJna'l 
Uass 

III 

35 
35 
35 
35 

2t)(i 

33 7 
9.7 

2"2.1 

18.8__ 
40.5 
19.6 
4.7 

45.4 
74.2 
29.3 
26.8 

0.22 
0.28 
0.07 
6.17 

17.6-
13.6 
8.3 

23.2 

E 
F 
C 

Total ill 92,1 83,6 175.7 0.74 15.2 

1.437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/25/2013 Existing + Project Scenario A PIVI Synchro? - Report 
Page 2 

6 1 T T S P A G E 2 5 @ 



Arterial Level of Service Existing + P AM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

i 5P .'...Arterial > ,m. • Js^c iw 
pmssStreet::':" •-.Class ^r* "S^peed 

. isRunning 
Timu 

Signal.^1 
-•-"=• Delay"?'-. 

TravB.-
Time'(s)is»" 

Dist 
(mi) 

Artonal 
Speed• 

^rtenal 
* . L O S 

PacificHwy IV 25 19 9 11.3 31 2 009 10.4 D 
Total IV 19.9 11.3 31.2 0.09 10.4 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

'TiWififlal 
•:^-LOS 

:•; . . '^;^erial.^-: • 
uSssblrt'ct.* . SCIfiss T f c -"Speuil " 

.Running 
Time-

;.rT_r. Signal 
' - [lelay •» • 

• TiavSi 
Iime"(^ 

- Dist. 
'-(mi)-

Artenal 
••; '-S^d-

'TiWififlal 
•:^-LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 

14 4 
178 

.'16 
3.6 

36.0 
21.4 

005 
0.08 

54 
13.6 

F 

c 
Total IV 32.2 25.2 57.4 • J14 • 85 E 

Arterial Lievel bf Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

' Travr>l"*r 
Titne (s) 

"^•^Dist" 
(nil) 

Arterial 
Speed 

t«Arteriaii 

Hoi 
|-:=c.f- •* - -Arterial-.ri^'i a l̂̂ low 
r;ross Street. ' Class "'Speed 

• R̂unning 
Tiino 

- ^ " ^ S i g n a T ^ 
•"- Delay-•-• 

' Travr>l"*r 
Titne (s) 

"^•^Dist" 
(nil) 

Arterial 
Speed 

t«Arteriaii 

Hoi 
Pacific Hv'.'y II 40 36.? 13 i 49'', 0 3« 27 4 n 
Kettner II 40 12.1 11.6 23.'? " o.if" *16.0 E 
Total II 48.3 24 9 73.2 0.48 2J7 c 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S W Laurel St 

DiJ 
fmi) 

'Arterial Arteml Tfoiw 
Pross Street : t Class Speed 

Running 
Time 

Siqncil 
Delay -

Travel ^ 
Time (s)-' 

DiJ 
fmi) 

"Arterul 
-Speed 

'Arterial 

PacificHwy II 40 
N Harbor Dr II 40 

12.1 
36 2 

31.8 
31.6 

'43 9 
67.8 

0.11 
0 38 " 

8.6 
^0 0 D 

Total II 48 3 6 U 111.7 0.48 15.6 E 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

f'foss.SlreetJlS^ 
« Arterial '• 

^rciass A 
Flow 

' Spei'd 
, Running ^ 

"-^S^-Time rSSf"' 
Signal 

' DPIay*^' 
Travel 

fime (s)'. ' 

Q
".§ 

Artenal 
'Speed 

iSirterial 
^ L O S 

Ml (,ain Rd IV /") 35 5 11.5 47.0 0.23 17.8 C 
IV 25 351 23.0 58.1 0 23 14 2 C 

HartDor Isfand Drivo 25 26.5 43.5 70.0 6.15 7.6 E 
IV 2S 77 3 31.3 1086 0.54 178 C 

Laurel St 25 580 16.5 74.5 0 38 183 c 
N Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 0.8 69.8 ' 6.45 23.3 B 
Grape St IV : 25 18.0 0.1?" 18.1 0.07 "135 C 
Total IV 319.4 126.7 446.1 2.04 16.5 c 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + P AM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

"•Speed 
. Running 

.:;(̂ .l:'Time bross.Strepl 
Artenal 

TiSeiass "•Speed 
. Running 

.:;(̂ .l:'Time 
Signal _ 
f)(!iay-" 

.'Trayej 
Time \s)^^" 

.).Dist .' 

. '•rm f''̂  Speed 
Artenal 

Grapi' St IV 25 25 6 15.6 41 2 014 12 4 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 180 21.2 39/! 0.07 62 • F 
Laurel St IV 25 690 30.2 99.2 O.iii 16.4 c 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 49 4 107.4 0.38 12J . b 
Harbor Island Drive 25 77.3 116 91.9 0.54 21.0 B 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26 5 51.6"' 7H 1 015 6.8 F 
McCain Rd ^ IV. • 25 * " l 5 . l ' ' ' ' ' 13,8 48 9 0,2 i ' 16.9 ' C 
Total IV 309.5 196.4 505.9 1.95 13.9 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

:"-ro'iS Strevt.. 
ArteriaJ 
Class 

Flow 
Speed 

Running 
Tkne i 

Signal 
Delay . 

Travel 
Time (s) 

pist • " 
(mi) 

^Arterial 
Speed 

" Arterial 
. .. LOS 

Cedar Street Ill 35 3.8 4.4 82 003 116 E 
Grape St 'ill 35 221 125 34 6 017 179 D 
Havrthom St 35 9.7 33.2 42 9 007 5 6 
Laurel St III 35 33 7 23.4 .57.1 0.28 177 D 
Total III 69.3 73 5 142.8 0.55 138 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

Lauiol St 
Hawthorn St 
Grape bt 
Cedar StiJ-ct 

II • 35. 266 14.4 41 0 0,-?2 19.5 * ^ 'xQ 
II 35 33.7 ' 39.8 73 5 0.28 13.7 ;.. . ^ ,:E 
II 35 9,7 118 24.5 0.07 9.9 F 
il 35 221 47 2t>8 " o7i'? 23.2 C 
II 921 73.7 1()5.8 0V4 _ 16.1 D 

m..... 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + P PM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Cross Street-
" AttiBnai;: -'i-'r .. iFliiviii!:;-

Class •• .'"̂  • sijfefeS'?"' 
Running 

"Time 
signal"" 
Delay Time(5) ' (mi) 

Artenal 
Sppcd 

Arterial 
lOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 199 641 84 0 0 09 3.9 I 
Total IV 19.9 64.1 84.0 0.09 3.9 F 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

CiDss Street 
Arterial Flow 
Clcjjs SptPd 

Running 
limu 

Signal 
, belay 

Travfl 
rime (b) 

noist 
(mi) 

Artonal 
Speed 

ArTcnal 
I OS 

Pcicitir Hwy 
N H.iilHii Dr 

IV 25 
IV 25 

28 3 
17.8 

!̂U.I 
6.4 

48.4 
24.2 

0.16 
0.08 

11.7 
12.1 

u 
D 

Total IV 4G 1 26.5 /?6 0.24 11 H D 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 
, , I., ., ' . ,' . • ' ' • '' • * • •" . • •• 

jrt)SsStreeF- " i 
^ Arterlalj. , Flow 

' ^,Clats'#: Siaee'di 
Running 

Time ' 
-Signal 
-Delay 

',. Travel... . 
"!Time{s).' ,. 

Dist 
(rrii)-

Artenal 
" Speed 

Arterial 
:-.;S-'*-"LOg 

Pacific Hwy II '10 36.2 163 52 5 0 38 25.9 c 
Kettner 40 12.3 14.9 27.2 0.11 14.2-
Total 48.5 31.2 79.7 0.48 21.9 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

... 
iCios^ Strnpt 

:T . .. Arterial;;" 
Class 

•- ' t r ' FIdviiif! ' Riimiiiig 
Time S 

Signal 
Drlny 

TiaveT'-'V" 
Time (b) 

" Dist 
(mi) 

Artenal 
Sppprt 

'Artenal 
lo-q 

Kettner II 40 56 101 157 0.05 11 2 F 
Pacific Hwy II 40 123 36 3 48 6 Oi l 80 F 
N. Harbor Dr II 40 36 2 42.5 78.7 0 38 17.3 D 
Total 11 54.1 88.9 143.0 0.53 13.4 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

iriossStreor 
Arterial̂ ' 
Cld-K?^'' 

•a,f" Flow- • 
•ar 

• Speed 

Ruhriirig"; 
Time 

-Signal. 
Delav 

Jravel -
,,.-.Time{s) 

Dist Artehal 
Speed 

•̂ rArteria 

McCain Rd IV 25 35.5 12.8 48 3 0.23 17 i C 
IV 25 35.1 31.8 66.9' 0~23" 12.3 D 

Brbor Island D ivc IV 25 26:5 52.4 78 9 0.15 67 ss=iiii 
IV 25 79 7 52.3 132 0 0.52 142 c 

Laurel St IV 25 60 S 0.7 61.2 0 40 23 3 R 
N Harboi Dr IV 25 69.0 1 6 70 6 6.45 23.0 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 0.1 18.1 0.07 13.5 C 
Total IV 324.3 151.7 476.0 2.04 15.5 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + P PM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Artenal. Flow R'linninq •̂ Signal ... Tnavel,̂ ' Dist .', Arterial ,. 
Speed 

_ Artenal 
CrossStreet' • ClasŜ *' ' ' Sppud lime ' 'Delay " ' lime(s)- (mi) 

.', Arterial ,. 
Speed ' • lOS 

Grape St IV 21 25 6 17.2 42.8 0.14 12.0 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 10.1 281 0.07 8.7 E 
Laurel St IV 25 6S0 98.5 167.5 0.45 97 D 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60.5 47.1 107.6 " 0 40 13.2 c 
Harbor Island Dnve IV '25 79.7 25.9 105 6 0.52 17.8 c 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5 31.9 58^4"" 0.15 9.1 D 
McCain Rd IV 25 3J1 144 19'j 0.23 16.7 C 
Total IV 314.4 245.1 559.5 1.95 12.6 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

• FInyy, /Wc'rial • FInyy, Running ' .Signal 
' "î iDelay 

Travel". • r.Ijist" , Arterial ^Arterial 
Cio<iS Street Class V - Spped ' Time-'! 

.Signal 
' "î iDelay Time (s) . (mit 'Speed •• Los 

Ci'dar Street III 3'"i 5.1 73 0.01 74 F 
Grape St ill 35 22.1 41 0 631 017 98 F 
Hawthoi'nSt ill 35 £7 26 8 36 5 00/ "66 F 
Laurel St III i5 33.7 32 4 66.1 0 28 15.3 ,D 
Total III 67 7 105.3 _._.173.0 0 54 11 1 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

Artonal Flow Running ' -Signal ~ ;"'Tra*el~" DisP~ ' •Artenal " ArterM 
Cross Street Class Speed- lime Delay '•''Time (s) (mi) Speed I Oh 
Laurel St III 35 26 6 188 45.4 0.22 17 fi D 
Hawthorn Si III 35 33.7 40.0 " IM 0.28 13.7 E 
Grape St III 35 97 193 29.0 0.0/ 83 
Cedar Street III 35 221 47 J6 8 0.17 23.2 c 
fotal i r 92 1 82.8 174.9 - 0.74 1o3 D 
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Attachment C 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Analysis Workslieets 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

•": • '"Artenal " Fkiw' 
CrossStreet .. Class Spt'ed 

Riinning-
, Time,:' 

SignjI 
-•Delay 

travel 
rime Is) 

Artenal 
-LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 2b 199 114 31.3 009 10.4 D 
Total IV 19.9 11.4 31.3 0.09 10.4 D 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

1 Artiirial ^ Flow 
CrossStreet i t Class" ^ Speed 

Riii.ning, ^ 
. - Tlme"̂ * 

.Signal 
*Delayiif. 

Travel 
Time (s) •:-

Dlsii,,: Arterial; 
•'...(mi)?f-/"§rBfear-' 

Arterial 

-tosi 
Pacific Hwy IV 25 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 

14.4 
17.8 

21.7 
35 

3G1 
21 3 

005 
0.08 

54 
13.7 

F 

c 
Total IV 32.2 25.2 57 4 014 85 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

-•TravoP'̂  
Timet) " 

Ar?6n"al **«• . 
Speed 

'Arferial 
LOS 

r, .: • Arterial ' ' ' r ; FJow' • 
C ross btiPPl Class -.Speed 

Runnii^ 
w. Time 

' Signal-' 
Delay 

-•TravoP'̂  
Timet) " 

^'Disl.~' 
- (mi) 

Ar?6n"al **«• . 
Speed 

'Arferial 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy II 40 
Kettner ' II :;40 

36 Z 
12.f 

l i J 
11.6 . 

19 b 
23 7 

0.38 
0.11 

27.4 
16.0 

C 
E 

Total II 48.3_ . ?4.9 73 2 0.48 23.7 c 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

* <k i-tf '-«fe Arterjal " flow-
Cross Stiocl wctjss Speed 

•f?unriinqi>-
*^Tmd* 

.Signal i 
TDPlay 

' ^ave f i * " 
Time(s) • 

' j D i S t ^ ' 
*'(Rli).-»*'" 

Arterial ~ 
Speed 

Artenal 
LfjS 

PacificHwy ' . II . 40 
N. Harbor Dr II 40 

. 12.1 
36.2 

31 / 
31.6 67.8 

O i l 
0.38 

8 / 
20.0 

r 
D 

Total 48.3 63.3 111.6 0.48 15.6 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Strpcl 
Arteiiat 
Class). 

' , i Fiow 
^ffSpeal' 

Running 3 
* Time' . l 

Signal ' 
?Delav.«"' 

• Ji'^vel, 
Time (s) •* 

.., Di!it. 
.' .'(mi) 

-.,'Artierial 
'•i.sfe-.3fe 

Arterial 
L03 

McCain Rd IV 2b 35.5 11.5 47.0 0 23 17.8 c 
IV 25 35.1 22.4 57.5 0.23 143 c 

Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26.5 41.3 67.8 0.15 78 E 
IV 25 77 3 28.3 105 6 0 54 18.3 c 

LaurelSt"' IV 25 58.0 15.4 73.4 0.38 18.6 c 
H. Harbor Dr IV 25 69 0 08 69.8 0.45 23.3 B 
Grape St " IV 25 "18.0 0.1 18.1 0.07 13 5 ~'c 
Total IV 319.4 119.8 439.2 2.04 16.7 c 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A A M 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Artcnai Flo.v Running' "Signal fravel Dist Artenal Arterial 
Cross Street MdSS Sppi'd lime Dclriy Time (b) {mij Speed LQS 
Grape St IV 25 2b.b 14C 40 2 014 12 7 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 21.3 39.3 0.07 6.2 F 
Laurel St ' IV 25 69.0 ' " 29.2' 982 0.45 16.5 ' C 
Rental Car Access Rd iv" .25 58.6 "54.2 : 112.2 0.38 12.2 D 
Hartior Isjand Dnve IV 25 77.3 130 90 3 0.54 21 4 B 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5 50.7 77 2 0.15 b,9 " F 

McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 13.8 48.9 0.23 16.9 C 
Total IV 309.5 196.8 506.3 . 1,95 13.9 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 
-

Atlerial ' ' FJow Ri'nninq' Signal Travel ~Dist AiteriiarT" Artaia) 
Cross Strnel Class Speed Time Delay" lime (s) • (mi) Siffied • tos 
Cedai Street III J 5 3.7. 44 81 003 11.4 E 
GrapeSt III 35. 22.T , 12.8 34.9 0.17 17.8 D 
Hawthorn St 35 S7 33:2". 42.9 007 56 T F 
Laurel St ill . 35 ~ 33.7 23.3 57.6 0.28 il.T b 

ill 69 2 73.7 1429 0 55 13.8 

Arterial Level of Service: S B Pacific Hwy 

m 
Gross 

I 1 ,1. f-

ross Street 
Arterial 

'Class'-
'Flow 

•' Sptvd 
. Running 

TimV 
Signal 

•SDelatf̂ s-
Travel 

"Time (s): 
Dist 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed 

Arterial 
tOS 

Laurel St 
Hawthorn St 
Gr.ipp St 
Cedar Street 

111 
III 
111 

35 
35 
35 
35 

26 6 
33 7 
97 

221 

-14.5-
39.9 
14.4 
4.7 

41 1 
73.6 
241 
26.8 

0.22 
0.28 
0,07 
0.l'7 

19.4 
13.7 
100 
23.2 

C 
E 
E 
C 

Total 92.1 73.5 165.6 0.74 16.1 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Artundl ~Flow Running Signal Travel OlSt Artenal " "Artenal 
Cross Street • Class' Speed Tiinif Delriy • rim'e'is) (mi) Speed;' LOS 
iacific Hwy IV 2b 19.9 b4.7 84 b 009 j.a F 

Total IV 19.9 64.7 84.6 0.09 3.8 F 

A r te r i a l L e v e l o f S e r v i c e : W B H a w t h o r n S t 

Arterial . Flow Running Signal Fidvel Disr 
(mi) 

Artenal Artpnal 
U O J S Strem Class Speed • ' Time Delay Tirnets) 

Disr 
(mi) Speed • 103 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 28.3 20.4 48.7 0.16 l i t ) D 
N.HarborDr IV 25 178 6.2 24.0 0.08 12.2 D 

Total IV 46.1 26.6. 72.7 ' ' 0.24 11 8 D 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

r ross Street . 
Artendl Flow 

• Class Speed 
Runrii'ng 

rime 
Sigiidl 
Delay 

1 ravel 
'•.Time!(s) 

Dist 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed • 

Artoiia 
LOb 

Pacific Hwy 
Kettner 

II 40 
"""ll 40 

36.2 
12.3 

10 3 
14.9"" 

5/! 5 
27.2 

0 38 
O i l . 142 

( 
E 

Total II 48.5 31.2 79.7 0.48 "21.9 • D 

A r te r i a l L e v e l o f S e r v i c e : S W L a u r e l S t 

Cross-Strept 
Artenal Flow 
Cidss Speed 

Runnina 
f. Time G 

Signal 
Delay.' • 

Travel 
. 'Tiriie'ts)'. 

•.' Dist • 
* (mi)-

Arterial 
Speed '• 

Artena 
• lOS 

Ketlnor 
Pacific Hwy 

Harbor Dr " " ." 

II 40 
II 40 

5b 
123 
36 2 

10.1 
36.2" 

•"37.8"' 

15.7 
48 5 
74.0 

005 
0.11 
0.38 " 

11.2 
8.0 

184 

F 
F' 

. D 
Total II 54,1 84.1 138.2 0.53 13.9 E 

A r te r i a l L e v e l o f S e r v i c e : E B N . H a r b o r D r 

Cross Streel 
Arterial - \ low 
bass • ' Speed 

Running 
Time 

, Signal •'' 
Delay 

[ravel 
Time (s) 

Dist 
(mi) 

Artonal 
Speed 

" 'Arterial 
• LOS 

McCain Rd 

Harbor Island Drive 

Laurel St 
N Harbor Dr 
iGrape St 

IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 

25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 

35.5 
351 
26 5 
?9.7 
60.5 
69 0 
18.0 

128 
30.5 
53.6 
54.6 
0.9 
1.7 
0.1 

48.3 
65,6 
801 

134.3 
61.4 
70.7 
18.1 

0 23 
0.23' 
0.15 
0.52 
0.40 
0.45 
0.07 

173 
12.6 
6.6 

14.0 
23 2 
23.0 
13.5 

C 
D 
F 
C 
B 
B 
C 

Total IV 324.3 154.2 478.5 2.04 15.4 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Project Scenario A PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Loss Sta'Ct ! • 
Artenal 
Class 

Flow Ritnnmg 
Speed Time ." 

Signal 
Delay 

Tiavpl 
finip (s) 

""""Dist~' 
-'•\i'(tni)";s'! 

Artenal 
Speed . 

Artenal 
LOS 

Giripc St IV 25 25 b 1/3 4J9 014 11" D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 11 / 29.2 0 07 84 E 
LaureJSt_ IV 25 690 107.4- 17()4 • 6.45 92 ~6 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60 5 61 0 121.5 ~'0.'46 11.7 D 
HarbqF Island Drive IV 25 79 7 26.6 106 3 0..b2 W.6 c 
TerminaFi Entrance IV 2'") 26:5 28 2 54.7 015 9.7 D 
McCain Rd IV 25 351 14.4 40 5 0 23 16.7 -C 
Total IV 314.4 266.1 580.5 1.95 12.1 . D 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : N B Paci f ic Hwy 

limc 
' Signal 

Delay 
1 ravel 

Time (5) 
~ Dist 
k (mi):"" 

Artenal 
Speed • 

Artenal 
LOsl 

Cedar Street III 35 25 5.1 7b 0 02 82 F 
Grape St _ 
Hawthorn St 
L¥urei"st" 

111 
35 

'35 
35 

22.1 
"9.7 
33.7 

40.8 
27.2 
32.4 

62.9 
36.9 
'66.1 

0.17̂  
6,07 
0.28 

9.9 
_6.6 
T5.3 

F 
I 
D 

(Total III 68.0 105.5 173.5 0.54 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

11.2 

~ Artenal ^ Floinr " Runn'rig ^S ignaT Travel' • m.' Arterial;/. Artena 
Lrcî s Street - Class Speed Time • - Delay lime(b) ;;< (mi) . SpeetJ ;;;; LOS 
Laurel St III 35 2b b 1B.8 45 4 0.22 17.6 , D 
Hawthorn St III 35 33.7 40.5 • 74.2 0.28 136 " E 
iGraReSt III 35 97 19.6 29 3 0,07 83 F 
Cedar Street III 35 22.1 47 26 8 0.17 23.2 c 
Total 111 92 1 83.6 175.7 0.74 15.2 D, 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + P AM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Arterial 
LOS r.ross Strrct Class Speed 

Running' 
Time 

Signal 
Delay 

Ira/pl 
.Time(s)-' 

Dist 
\m} 

ArtbTial 
: Speed 

Arterial 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 119 11 .i 31.2 009 104 D 
Total IV 19.9 11.3 31.2 0.09 10.4 D 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

LrossStiPPt ' CIrtSb Speed 
Running 

rini[< 
Signal 
Delay 

r ravel" 
Time (s) 

Disl 
(mi) 

Arterinl 
Speed 

Artenal 
I OS 

Paciric Hwy iv /fb 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 

14 4 
178 

i\b 
3.6 

36.0 
21.4 

U.Ub, 
0.08 

5.4 
13.6 c 

Total IV 32.2 25 2 57 4 014 8.5 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

ArtenaT 
Spe(>d 

" • 'T"Arterial,: , Flow 
Cross Street Class" Speed 

Running 
Time 

SigiMl 
Delay 

Travel 
Time (s) 

Dist 
(mi) 

ArtenaT 
Spe(>d 

Arterial 
• -LOS 

Pacific Hvi/y 11 -10 
Kettner 11 40 

36.2 
12.1 

13.3 
11.6 

49 5 
23.7' "" 

0.38 
0.11 

27 4 
16.6" 

C 
--- § 

Totai II 48.3 24.9 73 2 0 48 23.7 C 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

1 Artortdl " Flow 
Cross Street " Class Speed 

Running 
' . Time 

Signal 
Delay 

TriaveT 
Time (s) 

" ^ S l 
imi) 

Artenal 
Speed 

"Arterial 
• lOS 

Pacific Hv/v II 40 
N.HarborDr II 40 

121 
36 2 

31 8 
31.6 

43.9 ~ • 
67."8 

0.11 
0 38 

86 
20.0 

' 'V"F 
D 

Total 11 48.3 63.4 111.7 0.48 15G ' "' E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

McCain Rd IV 25 35.5 11.5 47.0 U.ji3 17.8 
IV 25 35.1 23.0 58.1 0.23 142 C 

Harbor Isla id Dri.'P IV 25 26.5 43.5 70.0 0.15 7o E 
IV 25 77.3 31 3 108 6 0.54 17.8 C 

Laurel St IV 25 58.0 16.5 74 5 0 38 1t̂ .3 ' , C 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 69 0 0.8 69 8 0 4'. 23 3 B 
Grape St IV 25 180 01 18.1' 0.07 13.5 C 
Total IV 319.4 126.7 446.1 2.04 16.5 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + P AM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

~ Aitcrial Flow kiinning Signal Travel Dist Artf-nal Arterial 
Cross Strea Cla^s- Speed .X Time- Delay •̂Time (s)i>;;:, JL(miJ - Speed' I OS 
Crape St IV 2b 15.6 41 2 0.14 124 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 21.2 39 2 0 07 6.2 F 
Laurel St IV 25 ."69,6 30.2 99.2 0 45 16.4" 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 49̂ 4 107 4 0 38 12.7 D 
Harbor Island Drivf IV 25 77.3 14.6 91.9 0 54 21.0 6 
Terminal 2 Entrance " I V 25 26.5 5L6 78.1" "6" I'i "6.8 F 
McCain Rd " IV 25 35.1 13.8 48.9 0.23 16.9 /' -c 
Total IV 309.5 196.4 505.9 1.95 13.9' C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel 
•Timp(s) 

Dist 
-•(mi) 

Artpnni 
Speed 

pedar Street 
Grape St 
HawOiornSt 
Laurel St " 

35 . 3,6 4.4 . b.i 003 , l i b E 
35 22.1 "12.5 34.b 0 1?" 179 D 
35 9.7 33 2 42.9" 0.07 56 F 
35 33.7 23.4 57.1 6.28 177 D 

69.3 73 5 142 8 OV) 13.8 E Total 111 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

Artenal "How Travel- Artt̂ nal Arterial 
[:ioss Street "'' Class Spi'Cd ' 'Time;;': Delay Time (s) '(mi) Speed •LOSj 
.aurel St III 35 26.6 144 41.0 0 22 19.5 C 
Hawthorn St III 3'5' 33 7 "39,8 "'73.5 "* ' 0.28 13.7 E 
Grape St 35 9.7 14.8 24 5 007 9.9 
Cedar Street ill 35 ' 221 47 26.8 0.17 23.2 C 
Total ill 921 73.7 165.8 ,0.74 16.1 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 5:00 pm 10/25/2013 Existing + P AM Scenario B Synchro ? - Report 
Page 2 

6 1 T T S P A G E "ô G?2" 



Arterial Level of Service Existing + P PM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

• l i - -.r:-- Arterial ', ''.Tlow . ^Running -
Gross street • Class • Speed Time 

Signal 
Delay 

'**TraveI .^'f^" 
Time (s) 

Disl 
(nil) 

ArtPTi ll 
SpPLd 

•"'"Artpnal 
LOS 

PacificHwy IV 25 19.9 &64.1 810 009 3.9 . . F 
Total IV 19.9 64.1 84.0 0.09 3.9 F 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Artprwl . jj^\tw Running 
ifrossStrPPt T ' Class ^ —Spupd l imo' 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel • 
,Tinip(s) ; l M 

t̂ ist 
(niOtf-' 

Artbiicii 
Speed 

_ ArtPti^ 

PacificHwy IV 25 28.3 201 48 4 0 '6 n 7 D 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 17.8 6.4 24.2 12.1 
Total IV 46.1 26.5 72.6 0.24 11.8 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

Artend' vFlow Running'" Signal Travel .. Dist Arterial /\rteiia 
Cross Stiuit C IdSS Speed i Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LO": 

Pacific Hwy II 40 36.? 1G3 5/* 5 0 i8 PS 9 r 
Kettner 11 40 12.3 14.9 27.2 O i l '14.2 E 
Total II 48.5 31.2 79.7 0.48 21.9 D 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 
r I P I — 

Cross Street 
Wf- -ArtonHl J _ ' . " M m i -.Runi i i r igi^ 
^ Glass Speed (ime-T 

'Sjgrial" 
Ddldy 

''' 7:TraveL 
limois) ' 

DisU-
(mi);' 

'Artenal 
Speed 

/Artenal 
" lOS 

Kettner II 40 5.6 101 15 7 0 01 11 2 F 
Pacific Hwy 
N Harbor Dr 

II 40 12 3 
' ~ ll" 40 36.2 

36.3 
,42.5 

48.6 
78 7 

0.11 
0.38 

8.0 
17.3 

1 
D 

Total II 54.1 88.9 143.0 0.53 13.4 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Street CiiTss . '= 
t •. .'•••.-'iFlow • ' 

Speed 
-Running"-; . 

Time . 
signal 
Delay 

5^1 ravel 
Time{s) 

Dist" 
(mi) 

Arteiiai i^Arteria 
Spppd ' LOb 

McCain Rd IV 2b i'i 5 12.8 48 3 0.23 173 C 
IV 2*1 35.1 31.8 66.9 0 23 12 3 D 

Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26.5 52.4 78 9 0,15 6.7 F 
IV 25 79 7 52.3 132 0 0.52 142 C 

Laurel St IV' 25 60.5 07 612 040 23.3 B 
N Hari3orDr IV 25 69.6 1.6 70.6 0 45 23.0 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 0.1 18.1 0.07 13.5 C 
Total , IV 324.3 151.7 476.0 2.04 15.5 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing.+ P PM Scenario B 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Artcnai fiunning " Signal Travel - Artonal •wrArterial 
flrosr, Strpt'f Class Spred fime Dcidv fimp (s) Speed 
grape St IV 2b 25.6 17.-' . 42 8 0;14 120 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.6 10.1 28.1 6.07 8.7 E 
Laurel St IV 25 69.0 98.5 167.5 0,45 9.7 D 
Rental Car/\ccess Rd IV 25 60.5 47.1 107 6 0 40 13.2 C 
Harijor Island Drive , 25 79.7 25.9 105.6 0 52 17.8 
terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5 31 9 "58.4 015 9.1 D 
McCain Rd - IV 25'" """35.T" 14 4 49.5 .0,23 16 7 - -C 
Total IV 314.4 245.1 559.5 1.95 12.6 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Arterial Flow Riitining Signal Travei Dist' ArteriaT" Arterial 
"ross Street Class Speed J Time ' Delay Time (s) (miiu* Speed 4.jL0g 
Cedar Street III 35 22 51 7.3 001 7.4 
Grape St 111 !5 221 41 0 63.1 0 17 9.8 . p 
Hawthorn St 111 35 97 26 8 36.5 007 6.6 F 
Laurel St III 35 33.7 32 4 661 0,28 15.3 D 
Total ill 67 7 105.3 173.0 0.54 11.1 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

"ross Slrppt 
Arterial ^~ 

"v-'' Class • '" 
"""TFiowr 
': "Speed 

Running . ~ 
Tme -•• 

Sigtjtil 
Delay 

.Travel .„ 
Tirne .(s) 

•1, Arterial ' >'i 
stipcd 'n 

Ârterial 

_auipl St 111 35 2b b 188 45 4 0 22 176 D 
Hawthorn St III 35 33 1 40.0 73.7 0.28 13.7 E 
Grape St • 35 97 19.3 290 007 8.3 
Cedar Street III 35 22.1 4.7 26 8 0.17 23.2 c 
Total III 92.1 82 8 174 9 0.74 15 3 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/28/2013 Existing + P PM Scenario B Synchro? - Report 
Page 2 

S 1 T T S 



Attachment 2 

Revisions to Appendix E-1 (Traffic Impact Study for PMP Amendment) 

S JW ™ * H W * " " A . C#^°* mIM ' 1 



6 1 T T S P A G E 



TABLE 6-1 
EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Intersection 
Control 

Type 
Peak 
Hour 

Delay' LOS*' 

N . Harbor Dr ive / Tenninal 2 (West Airport Entrance) Signal 
A M 
PM 

4^349. 
4^30.2 

BC 
BC 

N. Harbor Dr. / Harbor Island Dr. / Terminal 1 (East Airport Entrance) Signal 
A M 
PM 

3^32.6 ec 
GD 

N. Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road Signal 
A M 
PM 3#:»t2.2 

GD 
GD 

N. Harbor Drive / Laurel Street Signal 
A M ' 
PM 

23^3M 
^ 3 6 . 7 

GD 
D 

N . Harbor Drive / Hawthom Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

2 ^ 2 M 
mo 18.0 

GC 
GB 

N . Harbor Drive / Grape Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

23T»17.5 

3».?14.9 
GB 
GB 

Pacific Highway/ Laurel Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

¥h%26.S 
a§T929.3 

GC 
DC 

Pacific Highway / Hawthom Street Signal 
A M 
PM +3̂ 23 J. 

B 

»c. 
Pacific Highway / Grape Street Signal 

A M 
PM 

4^12.7 
4^28.4 

B 
BC • 

Harbor Island Drive / Sheraton Driveway Signal AM 
PM 

43.? 10.5 
44T417.2 . 

B 
B 

Harbor Island Drive / Harbor Island Drive Sigrial 
AM 
PM 

A 
A 

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
b. Level of Service. See Appendix B for delay thresholds. 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 
Delay LOS 

0,0 < 10.0 A 
10.1 to 20.0 B 
20.1 to 35.0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 lo 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 

LiNscon, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers 
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TABLE9-1 
NEAR-TERM INTERSECTION OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Intersection 
Control 

Type 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Existing + 

Cumulative 
Projects 

Existing + Cumulative 
Projects + Scenario A 

Project Sigr 

Delay" LOS^ Delay LOS Delay LOS • A' 

N. Harbor Dr./Terminal 2 (West Airport Entrance) Signal 
AM 
PM 

34,94^ 
?,0.2¥f^ 

C B 
CB 

39.948:4 
33.547:$ 

DB 
BC 

42.349:0 
35.94«4-

DB 
DB 

240:6 
2MS 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Dr./Harbor Island Dr./ Terminal 1 
(East Airport Entrance) 

Signal 
AM 

PM 
32,630r4 
39,0337^ 

CG 
DG 

• 35.43»r7 

40.734:4 

DG 

DG 

36.339:9 

41.944^ 

DB 

D© 

0940: 
3 • 

129:9 

No 

No 

N. Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access Road Signal 
AM 
PM 

4 1 , 8 3 ^ 
42.230.0 

DG 
DG 

44,730:4 
49,03^ 

DG 
DG 

47.634:3 
49.930:0 

DG 
DG 

2 9 * ^ 
0947+ 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive/Laurel Street Signal 
AM 
PM 

36.433^ 

3 6 J * ^ 

DG 
D B 

44,137T4 

43,345:3 
DG 
D© 

46.134:0 
49.353:3 

DG 
D© 

2MS No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive/Hawthom Street Signal 
AM 

PM 
2 1 . 8 3 ^ 
18.030:0 

CG 
BG 

30,53^ 

21,044:3 

CD 

CD 

43.240:8 ' 

22.143:9 

D© 

c© 

\2.1&T 

6 
Li3:6 

No 

No 

N. Harbor Drive/Grape Street Signal 
AM 

PM 

17.533:9 

14.930:7 

BG 

BG 

18.733:$ 

15,136:3 

BG 

B© 

20.535:4 

17,146:4 

C© 

BB 

L83:9 
2J+0: 

4 

No 

No, 

Pacific Highway/Laurel Street Signal 
AM 
PM 

26.83?:S 
29.2i&S 

CG 
CD 

32.236:4 
33.244:6 

C© 
C© 

32,9394^ 
34,748:8 

C© 
CB 

073:0 
154:3 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway/Hawthom Street Signal 
AM 
PM 

16,84^ 
23.243:6 

B B 
C B 

17,54^ 
• 24.243:4 

BB 
CB 

18,149:$ 
24,643:4. 

BB 
CB . 040:3 

No 
' No ' 

Pacific Highway/Grape Street Signal 
AM 
PM 

12.740:3 
28,449:0 

B B 
GB 

14.144:4 
32.534:8 

BB 
CG 

14,444^ 
35.03$:O 

BB 
DG 

0304 
153:3 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive/Sheraton Driveway Signal 
AM 
PM 

10.543:? 
17.244r4 

B B 
B B 

13.544r4 
18.144:3 

BB 
BB 

14,644:6 
18,744:7 

BB 
BB 

U0:# 
QMS 

No 
• No 

Harbor Island Drive/Harbor Island Drive Signal 
AM 
PM 

5^7.4 
5.2^ 

A A 
A A 6,08:3.. 

A A 
A A 

629:4 
678^ 

A A 
AA 0,70:5 

No 
No 

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
b. Level of Service. See Appendix B for delay thresholds. 
c. A denotes an increase in delay due to project. 
d. Sig? denotes "Significant Impact" 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS 

0,0 < 10.0 A 
10.1 to 20.0 B 
20.1 to 35,0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 to 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 

LiNSCon, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers 
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TABLE 9-3 

NEAR-TERM ARTERIAL OPERATIONS: SCENARIO A 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing Existing + 

Cumulative Projects 

Existing+ 
Cumulative Project + 

Scenario A Project 
Speed 

Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment Period Direction 

Speed" LOS'' Speed LOS Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr, to 
Rental Car Access Rd, 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.330:3 C B 
B B 

18,130:3 
20,4444-

C B 

Be 
18,130:+ 
19.8+4:0 

C B 

Be 
oow-
0.604-

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr, to 
Rental Car Access Rd, PM 

EB 
WB 

1 4 , 3 4 ^ 
19,3+8T? 

ce 
Be 

1 2 . 7 4 ^ 
17.9+7:9 

DC 

ce 
11,8+4:4 
17.9+^ 

D C 

ce 
09+4 
0,00:3 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd, 
to Laurel St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19,333:4 
1 3 , 7 4 ^ 

B B 

ce 
18,533:4 
12.144r4 

C B 
DC 

18,033:4 
16.143:3 

C B 

De 
OL50:0 

2.00:* 
No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd, 
to Laurel St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23.334T9 

1 3 , 2 4 ^ 
B B 

ce 
23.33+:9 
13.2+7T+ 

BB 

ce 
23.234:9 
12.8+6r? 

B B 

De 
040^0 
0.40:4 

No 
. No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St, to Hawthom 
St, 

AM 
EB 
WB 
EB 
WB 

23.333:4 
16.64«:6 

B B 

ce 
23.233:8 BB 

ce 
21033:8 
16,2+«4-

B B 

ce 
020:0 
0.10:0 

No 
No , N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St, to Hawthom 
St, PM 

EB 
WB 
EB 
WB 

23.134T^ 

1 4 . 7 4 ^ 
B B 
C B 

22,730:4 
8.4+9T3 

BB 
EB 

21,3+9:4 
7,8+9:3 

BB 
EB 

1.4+:0 
0.60:0 

No 
No ; 

Laurel Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM 
EB 
WB 

27.437T? 

20.049rJ-
ce 26,936:3 

2 0 . 0 4 0 
ce 
D© 

26.836:0 
20.0+1^ 

ce 
D© 

040:5 
0.0O7+ 

No 
No 

Laurel Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM 

EB 
WB 

25,936:& 
18.433^ 

ce 
De 

25.136:0 
17.334T6 

ce 
DB 

25.034:9 
17.33+.3 

ce 
D S 

0 4 0 ^ 
0.00:3 

No 
No 

Laurel Street 
East of Pacific 
Highway 

AM 
EB 
WB 
EB 
WB 

1 6 . 0 4 ^ 
8.743:0 

E B 
FF 

15,644:4 
7.9++̂  

E E 
F*: 

15.0+4:3 
7,644:3 

E E 
FF 

0.60:3 
0.3O4 

No 
No 

Laurel Street 
East of Pacific 
Highway PM 

EB 
WB 
EB 
WB 

14.244rl-
8,0+3:3 

EB 
FF 

13.243:9 
7.444T6 

EF 
FE 

12,9+^ 
7.1++4 

FF 
FF 

0.30:4 
0,30:3 

No 
N o ' . 

Hawthorn Street 

N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 

WB 

11843:* C D 13,8+4:0 CD 13.8++:0 c© 000:0 No Hawthorn Street 

N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM 

WB 

WB 12.28:* D E D E 9AM D E 1004- No. 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB 

EB 

10.49:9 D© 5L994- DD 9^94: D© 000:0 No Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM 

EB 

EB £23:3 FF 2M^ FF 22hi FF 040:3 No . 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service. 

C, Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers 
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TABLE 9-4 
NEAR-TERM INTERSECTION OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

llntersection Control 
Type 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Existing 4-

Cumiilative 
Projects 

Existing 4- Cumulative 
Projects + Scenario B 

Project Sig?" 

Delay" LOS" Delay LOS Delay LOS A' 

N, Harbor Dr./Terminal 2 (West Airport Entrance) Signal 
A M 
PM 

, .34.94^ 
30,2+^ 

C B 
C B 

39.9+8^ I>B 
CB 

42,249:0 
35,14^ 

DB 
DB 

230:6 
L6ft? 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Dr./Harbor Island Dr./ Tenninal 1 
(East Airport Entrance) Signal 

A M 

PM 

32.6304 
39.033:3 

ce 
oe 

35.439:? 

4073+4 

DC 

oe 
36,344:9 

41.344:3 

DB 

D© 

09+3: 
3 

0643: 
« 

No 

No 

N. Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access Road Signal 
A M 
PM 

41,833:8 
42.230:0 

DG 

oe 
44.7304 
49.034:9 

oe 
DC 

47,3344 
49.939:9 

DG 
DG 

163:? 

094^ 

No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive/Laurel Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

36.433:0 
36.739:3 

DC 

m 
44.1374-
43.344:3 

oe 
D© 

46.0394 
48.349:^ 

DG 
DD 

L93:0 No 
No 

N . Harbor Drive/Hawthom Street Signal 
A M 

PM 
21,834:3 
18,030:0 

ce 
B€ 

30.534:3' 

21.04+:3 

C© 

C© 

41,743:8 

22,34?4 

DB 

CB 

11.2?T 
6 

L364 

No 

No , 

N, Harbor Drive/Grape Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

17.533T9 

14,930r? 
Be 
Be 

.18.733:4 
15.136:3 

Be 
B© 

20,439:3 
17,044:^ 

CB 
I B IMS 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway/Laurel Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

2 6 J 3 ^ 
29.334:9 

ee 
c© 

32.2364-
33.244:6 

C© 

c© 
32,339:» 
33,94«:» 

C© 
GB 

013:? 
073:9 

No 
No . 

Pacific Highway/Hawthom Street Signal 
A M 
PM • 23,2+3:6 

B B 
CB 

17,54»4 
24.2+34-

B B 
C B 

18,0494 
24,443:? 

BB 
CB 

05+^9 
02O6 

No 
No 

Pacific Highway/Grape Street Signal 
A M 
PM 

12.7+0:3 
28.4+9:0 

BB 
CB 

144+44 
32,53+T8 

B B 

ce 
14.24+:« 
34,334:9 

BB 
CG 

0404 
L834-

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive/Sheraton Driveway Signal 
A M 
PM 

10.5+3:? 
17.2+44-

BB 
BB 

13,5+44 
18,1+4^ 

B B 
BB 

13,944:6 
18,5+4:? 

BB 
BB 

0494 

049:* 

No 
No 

Harbor Island Drive/Harbor Island Drive Signal 
A M 
PM 5.27^ 

A A 
A A 

5 4 ? ^ 
6,08:3 

• A A 
A A 

M * : 9 
6?94 

A A 
A A 

QMS 
Q.liS 

No 
No 

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle, 
b. Level of Service. See Appendix B for delay thresholds. 
c. A denotes an increase in delay due to project. 
d. Sig? denotes "SignificMit Impact" 

SIGNALIZED 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS 

0.0 < 10.0 A-
10.1 to 20.0 B . 
20.1 to 35.0 C 
35.1 to 55.0 D 
55.1 to 80.0 E 

> 80.1 F 

LINSCOTT, LAW SGREENSPAN, engineers 
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TABLE 9-6 
NEAR-TERM ARTERIAL OPERATIONS: SCENARIO B 

Arterial Segment Period • Direction 
Existing Existing + 

Cumulative Projects 

Existing+ 
Cumulative Project -i-
Scenario B Project 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment Period • Direction 

Speed"* LOS" Speed LOS Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd, 

_ AM 
EB 
WB 

18,330:3 
21.449:5 

CB 
BB 

18,130:3 
20,4+44-

GS 

Be 
18,0304 
19.8+4:6 

CB 

Be 
0404 
0.60:5 

No 
No N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd, PM 

EB 
WB 

1434?:? 
19.3+^ 

ce 
Be 

12.7+§:6 
17.9+?:9 

De 
ce 

12,0+4:? 
17,9+?:? 

DC 

ce 
070^ 
0,00:3 

No 
No 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd, 
to Laurel St, 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19.3334 
13,7+#:8 

BB 

ce 
18.5334 
12,1+44-

CB 
DG 

18,2334 
11.7+^ 

CB 
DC 

0,30:0 
0,40:8 

No 
. No N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd, 
to Laurel St, ;PM 

EB 
WB 

23,334:9 
13.2+^ 

BB 

ce 
23,334:9 
13.2+?4 

BB 

ce 
23.334:9 
12.2+6:6 

BB 

De 
0,00:0 
1,00:5 

No 
No 

Laurel Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

;AM 
EB 
WB 

27,43?4^ 
20,0494-

ce 
DB 

26.936T3 

20.0+S:3 
ce 
D© 

26.436:0 
19.6+«:3 

ce 
D© 

050^3 
0.404h 

No 
No Laurel Street 

N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM 

EB 
WB 

25,936:« 
18,4334 

ce 
oe 

25436:0 
17.33+-:6 

ce 
D© 

24.835:3 
17.134:3 

ce 
D© 

030:8 
0,204 

No 
No 

Laurel Street 
East of Pacific 
Highway 

AM 
EB 
WB 

16,04^ 
8,743:0 

•EE 
FF 

116+54 
7^+4^ 

EE 
FF 

15.0+5:3 
7J++:̂ ' 

EE 
. " FF , 

060^ 
0.204-

No 
No Laurel Street 

East of Pacific 
Highway PM 

EB 
WB 

14,2+44 
8.0+3:3 

EE 
FF 

13.2+3:9 
7.4i+S 

EF 
FF 

12.943:5 
7.0+4:3 

FF 1 
FF 

0304 
0.40:3 

No 
No 

Hawthorn Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13,8+3T8 C© 13.8++:0 c© 0840:8 DB 4003 No Hawthorn Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.2^ DE 12,1^^ DE 12,084 DE 0404 No 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour. 
b. Level of Service, 
C, Sig - significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLE 11-1 
NEAR-TERM PROJECT AREA CMP ARTERIAL ANALYSIS: SCENARIO A 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing 

Existing -i-
Cumulative Projects 

Existing + 
Cumulative Project + 

Scenario A Project 
Speed 

Decrease Sig' Arterial Segment Period Direction 

Speed" LOS'' Speed LOS Speed LOS 

Speed 
Decrease Sig' 

N. Harbor Drive 
West of Terminal 
2(SDIA) 

AM 
EB 
WB 

14,3+44 
16,946:? 

CD 
CG 

13,9+44 
16,9+6r? 

C© 
CG 

13.3++4 
16.846r7 

C© 
CG 

0600 
O.lOO 

NoNe 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

West of Terminal 
2(SDIA) PM 

EB 
WB 

12,6+4:3 
16,74?4 

D B 
C € 

I2440? 
16.746:5 

D© 
CG 

12.040:5 
16.746:5 

D© 
CG 

0.403 
O.OOO 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive 

AM 
EB 
WB 

L84?4 
7,340:6 

EG 
ED 

• 7.34?:0 
6,940:5 

E G 
F© 

744?:0 
6.6+0:3 

. EG 
F© 

O2O0 
0.303 

NoNe 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive PM 

EB 
WB 

744?:0 
10.6+4:3 

EG 
D© 

6J464 
M++4 

FG 
E B 

6.4464 
8.6+4^ 

FG 
E© 

0500 
0.004 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr, to 
Rental Car Access Rd, 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18,330:3 
21,4+9:5 

C B 
B B 

18,1303 
20.4+54 

C B 
BG 

18,1304 
19,845:0* 

CB 
BG 

0.004 
0.604 

NoNe 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr, to 
Rental Car Access Rd, PM 

EB 
WB 

14,3+?:? 
19.3+g:? 

CG 
BG 

12.745:6 
17.94?r9 

DG 
CG 

ll,844r5 
17,9+7:? 

DG 
CG 

09+4 
0.003 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd, to 
Laurel St, 

AM 
EB 
WB 

19:3334 
13.7+5:8 

BB 
CG 

18.5324 
12.1444 

CB 
DG 

18.0334 
10.143:3 

C B 
DG 

0500 
2.0O8 

NoNe 
NoNe : N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd, to 
Laurel St, PM 

EB 
WB 

23.334-r9 
13.2484 

BB 
CG 

23.334:9 
13.24?4 

B B 
CG 

23.234:9 
12.846:7 

B B 
DG 

OlOO 
0.4O4 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

23.3334 

16.648:6 

BB 

CG 

23.233:8 

16,3484 

B B 

CG 

23.033:8 

16.2484 

B B 

CG 

O2O0 
OlOO 

NoNe. 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St. to Hawthom 
St. PM 

EB 
WB 

23 4 34:5 
14.749:3 

BB 
CB 

22,7304 
8,449:3 

BB 
E B 

21.3494 
7.849:3 

BB 
E B 0.600 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Hawthorn St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
EB 
WB 

13.543:5 
6.74?:? 

CG 
FG 

13,5+34 
6.7+7:6 

CG 
FG 

13.5434 
6.24?:6 

CG 
FG 

OOOO 
O.'SOO 

NoNe 
. NoNe, N. Harbor Drive 

Hawthorn St. to Grape 
Street PM 

EB 
WB 

13.5434 
9.14?4 

CG 
DG 

13.4434 
9.0+?4 

CG 
EG • 

13.4434 i 
8.94?4 

CG 
' EG 

O.OOO 
O.lOO 

Nrt>ie 
NoNe 

Pacific Highway 
Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

16434 
10.243:3' 

FE 
E E • 

5,6434 
9.6+2:3 

FE 
FE 

5,6434 
9.4434 FE 

OOOO 
0.204 

NoNe 
NoNe Pacific Highway 

Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

NB 
SB 

74.43:3 
8.343:9 

Ffi 
FE 

6443:3 
8,343:8 

FE 
FE 

6343:3 
8.043:8 

FE 
••.FE • 

0400 
0.300 

NoNe 
NoNe 

Pacific Highway 
South of Grape Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

18.0+9T7 

23.2334 
CG 
CG 

16.1+8:3 
22.6334 

DG 
CG 

15.8484 
22.433:3 

DG 
CG 

0304 
0.204 

.. NoNe 
NoNe Pacific Highway 

South of Grape Street 
PM 

NB 
SB 

09+3^ 
23.233:3 

FE 
CG 

00+34 
23.233:3 

FE 
CG 

M*3:8 
23.233:3 

F E 
CG ooê  

NoNe 
NoNe 

Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13.8+3:8 CO 13.8++4) C B 13.844:0 C© OOOO . NoNe Hawthorn Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.28:8 DE 12.18:5 D E 9484 DB 1094 NoNe 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB 10.49:9 D© 0994 D B 0994 D© OOOO NoNe Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM EB 423:3 FF 2MS FF 224:3 04O3 NoNe 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour, 
b. Level of Service. 
c; Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 
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TABLE 11-2 

NEAR-TERM PROJECT AREA CMP ARTERIAL ANALYSIS: SCENARIO B 

Arterial Segment Period Direction 
Existing 

Existing + 
Cumulative Projects 

Existing + 
Cumulative Project + 

Scenario B Project 
Speed 

Decrease Sig' 

Speed" LOS*' Speed LOS Speed LOS 

N. Harbor Drive 
West of Terminal 
2(SDIA) 

AM 
EB 
WB 

14,34+4 
16,946r7 

C B 
CG 

13,94+4 
16,946:7 

C B 
CG 

12.8+44-
16,846:7 

D B 
CG 

14O0 
O104 

N ^ 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

West of Terminal 
2(SDIA) PM 

EB 
WB 

12.644:3 
16.7+74 

DB 
CG 

124407 
16,746:5 

D B 
CG 

12,0406 
16.746:5 

D© 
CG 

0404 
0,000 

N ^ 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive 

AM 
EB 
WB 

L8474 
7,3406 

EG 
E B 

7.34?:0 
6.9405 

EG 
F B 

7.347:0 
6,7405 

EG ^ 
F B 

OOOO 
0.2O0 

N ^ 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Terminal 2 (SDIA) to 
Harbor Island Drive PM 

EB 
WB 

IJ.+?* 
10.644:3 

E G 
D B 

6.9+64 
8.6+44 

FG 
E B 

6.4464 
8.54+:0 

FG 
E B 

0.500 
O104 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. 

AM 
EB 
WB 

18.3303 
21.449:5 

CB 
B B 

18.1303 
20.4454 

C B 
BG 

18,0304 
19,8+46 

CB 
BG 

040+ 
0.6O5 

NoNe 
NoNe. N. Harbor Drive 

Harbor Island Dr. to 
Rental Car Access Rd. PM 

EB 
WB 

14,3+?:? 
.19.3+8:? 

CG 
, .BG 

12,7+5:6 
17.9+7:9:. 

DG 
CG 

12.0+4? 
17.9+?4f 

DG 
CG 

0709 
0.003 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Rental Car Access Rd, to 
Laurel St, 

AM 
v::EB ';. 

WB 
i-f9.333^. • 
13.7+5:8 

'B^A. 
CG 

' . l:8r5334-^ 
12.1444 

'i 'GB 
DG 

18,2334 
11.743:3 

CB 
DG 

0300 
0,408 

NoNe 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Rental Car Access Rd, to 
Laurel St, PM 

EB 
WB 

23;33+:9 
13.2484 

B B 
CG 

23,334:9 
13.2+74 

B B 
CG 

23,334:9 
12.2+6:6 

B B 
DG 

OOOO 
1.0O5 

NoNe 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Laurel St, to Hawthom 
St, 

AM 
EB 
WB 

233334 
16.648:6 

B B 
CG 

23,233:8 
16,3+84 

B B 
CG 

23,233:8 
16.2+84 

BB 
CB 

OOOO 
OlOO 

NoNe 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Laurel St, to Hawthom 
St, PM 

EB 
WB 

23.134:5 
147+9:3 

~~Bi~^ 
CB 

22,7304 
8.4+9:3 

B B 
E B 

22,2+9:5 
7.849:3 E B 

0509 
0,600 

N ^ 
NoNe 

N. Harbor Drive 
Hawthoni St, to Grape 
Street 

AM 
EB 
WB 

13,5+3^ 
6.7+?:? 

CG 
FG 

13,5+34 
6.7+7:6 

CG 
F G 

13.5434 
6.54?:6 

CG 
FG 

OOOO 
0,200 

NoNe 
NoNe N. Harbor Drive 

Hawthoni St, to Grape 
Street PM 

EB 
WB 

13.5434 
01474 

CG 
DG 

13,4434 
9.04?4 

CG 
E G 

13,4434 
8.2+74 

CG 
EG , 

OOOO 
0.8O0 

NoNe 
NoNe 

Paciflc Highway 
Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street 

AM 
NB 
SB 

16434 
10.243:3 

FE 
E E • 

5.6434 
9.6+3:3 

. E E 
F E • 

5,6++:8 
01+3:3 

F E 
F E 

O0O6 
0.5O0 

NoNe 
NoNe Paciflc Highway 

Hawthom St. to Grape 
Street PM 

NB 
SB 

74434 
8.-343:9 

FE 
FE 

64+3:3 
8.343:8 

FE 
FE 

64-134 
8.143:7 

F E 
• F E 

O004 
O204 

NoNe 
NoNe 

Pacific Highway 
AM 

NB 
SB 

18.049? 
23.2334 

CG 
CG 

16.148:3 
22,6334 

DG 
CG 

15.4+74 
22.6334 

D B 
CG 

0708 

oooo' 

NoNe 
NoNe 

South of Grape Street 
PM 

NB 
SB 

09434! FE 
CG 

O0434 
23.233:3 

FB 
C G 

8J+3:8 . 
23.233:6 

F E " ' 

CG 
0306 
0.0O6 

NoNe 
NoNe 

Hawthorn Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM WB 13.843:8 C B 13.8+4:0 C B 084O8 D© 40O3 Nc*te Hawthorn Street 
N, Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM WB 12.28:8 D E 1248:5 D E 12.084 DE 04O+ NoNe 

Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway 

AM EB • 10.49:9 D B 9^94 D B 0994 D© OOOO NoNe Grape Street 
N. Harbor Drive to 
Pacific Highway PM EB 4.23:3 FE 2^4:6 FE 234:3 FF 03O3 NoNe 

Footnotes: 
a. Speed in miles per hour, 
b. Level of Service. 

c. Sig = significant project impact based on significance criteria. 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref 3:04-1437-3 
Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment 
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APPENDIX B 

' ' ' CALCULATION SHEETS 

LINSCOTT, LAW S GREENSPAN, eng/neere LLG Ref 3-04-1437-3 
Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/24/2013 

> — > A t A V i V 
Movcmfnt EBl EHT tBR WBL WBT" WBR" • mi NBV NBR . SBt SBT 
Lane Configurations i* f 4* 1̂  
Volume (vph) 115 669 3 16 " 1063" 3 9 2 8 119 8 83 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900" 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost lime (s) 44 5.7 5.7 44 5.8 5.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0 91 1.00 1 00 091 100 0.95 0 95 0.97 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 0 95 1.00 1.00 0 97 100 0.98 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 i.bo " 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt i:oo" 1.00 "0,85 1 00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0T89 ' 10(1 0 86 
Fit Protected 0 9b 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0 95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1506 1770 5085 1529 1681 1537 3433 1576 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 100 0.95 1 00 0 95 i.do 
Satd.Flowlperm) 1770 5085 1506 1770 5085 1529 1681 1537 3433 1576 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0 92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 125 727 3 17 1155 3 10 2 9 129 9 90 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 7 0 0 80 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph)' 125 727 1 17 1155 - Y 9 _ 5 0 129 |9 - 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Puim Split Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.8"' ' 513 51.3 2.8 41 2 41.2 30.5 30.5 ' 13.5 13.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 12 8 51.3 513 2.8 41.2 41.2 30.5 30 5 13.5 13.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio O i l 0 43 0 43 002 035 0 35 026 0.26 Oi l O i l 
Clearance Time (s) 44 •i / 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 4 9 49 4.9 49 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 4.9 4.9 2.0 4.8 4̂ 8 2.0 2.0 2.0 ^0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192. 2211 655 42 1775 534 434 397 393 180 
v/s Ratio Prot CO 07 014 0 01 CO 23 CO.OI 0 00 CO 04 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm ono 0.00 
v/c Ratio 0.65 0.33 O.OO 0.40 0 65 0.00 0.02 0.01 0 33 o i l 
Uniform belay, dl _ 50.5;. 22 0 18.9 56:8 "32.3 25 0 32.6 32 6 ' 48.1 46.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 061 1 15 1.78 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 5.9 0.2 0.0 1.8 0.9 0.0 01 01 02 01 
Delay (s) 56 4 22 2 18.9 36.7 38.1 44 5 32 7 32 6 48.3 46.9 
Leyel^JSeiviro E C B D D D C C D D 
Approach Delay (s) 27.2 38.1 32.7 47 7 
Approiich LOS C D C D 

:arv •" . '" ttmilt 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

34.9 
041 

118.0 
547% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

20.0 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

> > < * - t A V i 
MuVL-mpni tBI EBR WBI V/BT WBR NBL NBT NBR "SBT 
Lane Configurations f Vi V\ t f 
Volume (vph) 31 615 91 296 1440 6 69 156 43 19 8ti 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1966 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 7.4 87 7.9 7.4 8.4 7.9 7.9 7.0 7.9 7.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0 91 1 00 0.97 086 0.97 1 00 i.od 0 91 0.91 
Frpb. ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 0.99 1.00 094 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.o"o' 1.00 i.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

TOO 1.00 • "0.857 1.00 1.00 1.00 ' TOO - 0.85' ' 1.00 0.88. 
Fit Protected 0.95 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 100 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1b8j 3433 6401 3433 1863 1560 1610 2810 
FItPermitted' 6.9'5 1 00 i.ob 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm), " 1770 •5085 1583 3433 6401 3433- 1863" ' 1560" IfilO 2810" 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 34 668 99 S22 1565 9 75 • 27 170 49 21 96 
RTOR Reduction (vphi 0 0 71 1) 1 0 0 0 0 0 91 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 668 28 322 J573 0 75 27 170' 44 31 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hrj"' 10 '10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Over Prot Spilt Free Split i 
Protected Phasi's 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5l~ 38.5 "~36.3 • 14.7" 47 7 36.3 118.0 86 "81 
Effective Green, g (s) 28 35 5 33.3 11 7 44 7 33.3 33.3 1180 56 ; 5:6"" 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0 30 028 010 0.38 0.28 0.28 100 005 0.05 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 4.9 4.4 5.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.6 2.0 5.9 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane GnjCap (vph) 42 1530 447 340 2425 969 526 1560 76 133 '\:.-I2. 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 013 0.02 cO.09 cO.25 0.02 0.01 CO 03 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm COII 
v/c Ratio 0.81 0.44 0 06 0.95 6.65 0 08 "6.05 Oi l 0.58 0 23 
Uniform Delay, dl 57 3". 33.2' .30 9 52.8 30 2 31.1 30:8- 00 55 0 54.1 
Progression Facinr 0.73 1.52 2.26 1.08 " 0 43 1.00 100 1 00 1.00 'i.b?' 
Incremental Delay, d2 64,5 04 03 16.9 0.3 0.2 02 0.1 10.3 09 
Delay (s) 106.3 50.8 70.3 74.2 13.4 31.2 31.0 01 65 3 55.0 
Level of Service D E E B C A E 
Approach belay (sj 55.6 23.7 11.8 57.7 
Approach LOS s i i l i i J i i SllSSilt C B 

Intprsectionsuinmdrv mm ^^^^^^ ^"^^^^ 
HCM Average Cont[ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycli'Li;nqth(s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crfticaf Lane Group 

32.6' • HCM Level of Service 
047"" 

118.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
75.8% ICU Level of Service 

l i i i i i l l i ^ ^ ^ ^ S l i l i 

23 7 

b 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/24/2013 

> - > * - ^ t A V V 
MovL-niynt "EBL EBT kBR "WBl WBT WBR I NBL NBT NBR SBI SB'F; 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 54 

mt 
1784 

f 
76 156 2531 8 59 11 

f 
131 1 4 

ideal Flow (vphpl) ^ 1900 i900 1900 ' i960" i900 i900 1900 i960 1900 1900 1900 1906 
Total Lost time (s) ": 6 4 7,3 7.3 6.4 73 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util Factor 1.00 0 86 1.00 0.97 0.91 1.00 i.do lOD 1.00 
Frpbiped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 

. i.oo 
i.oo 
ion 

1.66 
i.oo 
1.00 

" 0.97 
1.00 
085 

100 
1.00 
1.00 

' i.oo 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
i;6o 
1.00 

0.98-
1.00 
0."85 

1.00 
1 OD 
100 

0.93 
1 00 
0.88 

Fit Protected 0.95 .i."6'o" 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 6408 1538'"' 3433 5082 1787 1547 1770 1529 
FiFPermitted 0.95 i.'oo 1 00 0.95 1.00 096 TOO" 0.9~5 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1787 1547 1770 1529 
Peak-hour factor, F'HF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 59 1939 83 170 2751 9 64 12 142 i i i i i l 4 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 126 0 4 0 
Lane Group Fidw.(vph) 59 1939 48 170 • •2760"'; 0 ' "0 76 16 0 
Confl. Peds!̂  (#/hrj "' " 10 10 10 ' 111 io 10 10 10 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Prot 
7 4 

Perm Prot 
3 ; 8 

split 
2 2 

Perm Split 
6 6 

aifciia 

Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 11 8 6 4 l " 64 8 158 68 8 13.1 131 48 48 
Effective Green, g (s) "9.8 62.8 62.8 13.8 66.8' IJ 1 _ 131 4.8 4.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio; "6.08 0 53 0 53 012"" 0.57" O i l O i l 0.04 0,04 
Clearance Time (s) 44 53 5.3 4.4' 53 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.6 5.6 20 5.6 20 20 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 147 3410 819 401 2877 198 172 72 62 
v/s Ratio Prot 0 03 0 30 cO.05 CO 54 cO.04 0.66" CO 00 
v/s Ratio PPIIII 0.03 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0 40 0.57 6.66 0̂ 42 096" 0.38 0.09 o.oi 0.02 
Uniform Delny, dl 51.3 185 13.3 48.4 24.3 48.7 47.1 54.3 54.3 
Progression Factor 0 84 1.38 2 42 0.70 1 81 1 00 1 00 1.00 1.00 
Incrernental belay, d2 07 04 01 02 8.8 56 ' 1.1" 0.0 6.0 
Delay (s) 43.6 26.0 32.4 34.3 52 8 54.3 48 2 544 54 4 
Level of Service D C C C D D D D D 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

26.8 
C 

51.8 
D 

50 3 
D 

54.4 
D 

I n t P i s c c t i o n b u r ^ ^ ^ 

. • 
i 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
lntej;section Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Criticallane Group 

41.8 
0.79 

118.0 
'94.6% 

15" 

HCM 'Level of Service 

Sum of lost time is) 
ICU Level of Service 

23.5 
F 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/24/2013 

- * — 

Mnvumunt EBL • tBI ' WBT WBR SWL SWR . .. • 3 
Lane Configurations fff fff f W f 
Volume (vplij 819 1326 1588 32 43 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1906 1900 1900 1900 1900 . 
Total Losttime I'I 2.4 33 3 f 2.0 3.2 2.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 6.91 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.66 0.99 1.00 099 
Flpb, ped/bikes TOO i.6"o'" ion 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 100 0 85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1 00 1.00 0.95 100 
SatdVFiow(prot) 3433 5085 5085." ~ 1560 ' 3433 1419 
Fit Permitted 0 95 1.00 100 100 0.95 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3433 1419 MP ^ , 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 890 1441 1726 35 47 9 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 890 1441 1726 35 47 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 ID 
Turn Type r̂ot Free Free 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free Free '' 'l E ' ' " " L " ' "'"''•I'ii''''• I 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26 3 82.6 521 '118.6"' 24.9 118.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 28 3 84.6 54.1 118.0 269 118.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 072 0.46 100 6.23 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.1 52 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp̂ Cap (vph) 82X 3646 2331 1500 783 __1419 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.26 0.28 cO.34 CO.OI 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.01 
v/c Ratio 108 0.40 0 74 0 02 0.06 001 
U'niform Delay, dl 44.8 6.6 26.2 00 35.7 00 
Progression Factor 0 86 1.92 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
incrementa[May,H2 54.1 "0.2- 1.9 0.0 01 0.0 ^ " r',1" • r_J '̂'f. , ' 
belay (s) 92.5 12.9 28.i 00 35.8 OD 
Level of Service B C A D i j i l i K ^ g 
Approach Delay (s) 43.3 27.6 30 7 
Approach LOS D C C 

lnterstictiDiiSuinm.ffl$.: ^^^^^^ 
- ... 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
[ntersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

'36.4 
0.66 

118.0 
89 0% 

15' 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

87 
E 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 5:00 pm Existing AM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

< 1 A \ 

IWovement ~ WBf WBR NBl "NBR •SEL. SER 
Lane Configurations ff Vi\ rrrr Volume (vph) 86 1232 314 0 0 1360 i 
ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 49 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor 100 0.88 0.94. 6.64 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0 98 1.00 0.96 " - , : . 
Fipb, ped/bikes i.6o ' T66 TOO" ' 1.00 . -
Frt 1 00 0.85 1.00 | | i 0 l 8 5 ^ i i P i ^ | ^ ^ 
Fit Protected 0 95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1770 2723 4990" "3907 ' " ' 
FItPermitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 

• 
1.00 

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 2723 4990 3907 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 93 1339 341 0 0 1478 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 86 0 0 ' " " 0 1029 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 93 1253 341 0 0 "449 
Confl". Peds.'(#/hr) 10 10 10 10 io 10 
iTurnType Perm custom 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Perm'ittedsPhases . 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 66.8 "66.8 ' ""33.4 "" 33.4 
Effective Green, g (si 66.8 •J0 8 33.4 
Actuated g/C Ratjo orei 0 61 0.30 0.30 
Clearance Tjme (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 20 4.1 37 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1075 1654 1515 1186 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05 0.07_ 
y/sT.Ratio Perm CO 46 
v/c Ratio 0.09 0 76 0 23 038 
Uniform Delay, dl 9]3 15.7 28.6 
Progression Factor 0.46 0.70 0.90 i.oo 
Incremental Delay, d2 00 0.9 03 P i i i i i i ^ i l l l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ S i l l i l i l 
Delay (s) 4.1 11.8 26.1 31.1 
Leveigf Semce "A B' C 1 cT. _ . V . , ' ; .J : •" -i 
Approach Delay (s) 11.3 26.1 311 
Ajipiojch 1 OS B C C 

• 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Muated Cycfe_Length"j(s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

21.8 
0.63 

J 10.0 
54.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost tirne (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

"9.8 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 RoOms 5:00 pm Existing AM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

WBL WBR Nfli NBR SBI SBI 
Lane Configurations f f f f f f 
Volume (vph) 0 314 86 833 592 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
TptalLbst time (s) 4.9 49 44 5.2 
Lane Util Factor 0.91 1.00 " 0'97 0 95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0 97 1.00 100 
Flpb, ped/bikes j 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 100 1 00 
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 0 95 100 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1537- 3433 3539 
FitPermitted 1 00 i.oo 0.'95 1.00 
Satd Flow (perm) 5085 15.i7 3433 3539 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0 92 0.92 092 092 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 6 0 341 93 905 643 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 41 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 341 52 905 643 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 i 10 10 io 
TumType 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 

^ J ̂ jttir 
Perm 

2 

Prot 
1 

Actuated Green, G (s) 61.0" 61.0 "307 iioc 
Effective Green, g (s) 61.0 61.0 39.7 110.0 ^^Billil^Hiiii^^Rliiii 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Sl^rance Tinie (s) 

0.55 
4.9 

0.55 
4.9 

036 
"" 4.4 

i.oo 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5.4 3.0 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Unf|§i.Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Senflce 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

|niprspctipn"summarv" 

2820 
0.07 

012 
11.7 
I. 00 
01 

II. 8 
B 

11.7 
B 

852 

003 
0.06 
11.3 
100 
01 

11.4 
B 

1239 
cO.26 

3539 
'c6.18 

073 0.18 
30.5 6,0 
1,00 " "TOO 

2.0 
32.6 

"C 

01 
01 

A" 
ig.i 

B 

ltd'.' r J . ' 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
ActuatedCycie lengths) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mirj 
c Critical Lane Group 

17.5 
0.39 

imo^ 
56 8% 

15 

HCM Level of SPIVICO 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

4.4 
B 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 5:00 pm Existing AM Synchro 7 - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

jvLmi nt FBI FBI EBR WBl WBT WBR NBL NBl NBR SB! SBI 

V 
SM 

Lane Configurations \ ffl^ \ ffr 1 ffl^ 
Volume (vph) 249 578 13 •37 ' . 561 47 47 170 72 101 163 539 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 • 1900." 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 52 4.4 5.8 4.4 4.9 4.4 "5.0 -
LaneUtil Factor 1.00 6.91 100 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 09"l 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 0.99 100 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 
Frt _ f 100 T.OO i.oo' 0.99' "i".o"6 0.96 1.00 0 88 
Fit Prolected "6.95 1.00 0.95 i.o6 0.95 1 00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1770 5066 1770 3493 1770 4826 1770 4430 
Fit Permitted 0 95 . i.oo 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
SatOFfow (perm) 1770 5066 1770 " '3493 1770 . - 4826 1770 4430 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 : 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow ivph) 271 628 14 40 filO 51 51 185' 78 110 177 586 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 6 6 0. 65 0 0 343 "0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 271 640 0 40 655 0 51' 198 0 ' 11H 420 "0 
Confl Peds (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 16 
Turn Type Plot Prot Prot Prot 
Protected Phases / 4 3 8 J.i" 2 ' 1 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated GreeoG (s) 16.8" 38 4 24 23.4 3.5 132 72 16.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 16.8 38 4 2.4 23.4 35 13 2 7.2 16 8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.48 0.03 '" 0.29 6.04 016 6.09 6:21 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5 2 4.4 " 5.8 4 4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.9 2.0 2.7 20 33 2.0 41 
Lane Grp Cap (yph) 371 2429 53 1020 77 795 159 929 
v/s Ratio Prot c015 0.13 0 02 c019 063 0.04 cO.06 cO.09 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio "0.73 0 26 075 0 64 0 66 0.25 0.69 0.87dr 
yri|bnTLDejay,d1 29 5 12.4 38.6 24.7 37.7 291 35.4 27 6 
Progression Factor 1.00 I.oo' 1.00 " 1.00 i.o"6 1.66 1.06 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 0.1 41.1 1.3 153 02 10.0 05 
Delay (s) 35.8 12.5 79 7 26.0 53.0 29.3 45.4 28.1 
LeveJ pf5ervfice U B c A C D 7-c 
Approach belay (s) 19.4 29.1 33.2 "• 30.3 
Approach LOS B C C C 

IntorseclipnSummdry ^^^^^^ 
HCM Average Control Delay . , 26.8 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 064 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) ' ' . 80,1 
Intersection Capacity Utilizaiion 7i .4% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane 
c ;;Gritical Lane Group 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

19.6 
C 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro 7- Report 
Page 7 

g<i " T T S 



H C M Signa l ized Intersection Capac i ty Ana lys is 
8: Hawthorn St & Paci f ic Hwy 10/24/2013 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBI WBR NBL NBT NBR 'SBL SBT 

V 
_SB§ 

Lane Configurations 4ft^ \ f f f ffT» 
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 418 1466 77 8u 171" 0 0 161 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) . 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Lane Util. Factor 6,91 1.00 09i 6.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 100 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 
Fn 0.99 100 100 0.98 
Fit Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1 00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 4997 1770 5085 4940 
Fit Permitted 0.99 0 95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 4997 ':i"77b 5085" 4940 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 454 1593 84 87 186 0 0 175 33 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 '6 0 3" 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2128' ' " 0 • "87. 186 0 0 180_1 0 
Confl. Peds (#/hr) 10 10 io 10 10 10 10 ,̂ io 
Turn Typi- Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 3 8 5̂  2 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 74.3 "7.4 25.9 13.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 74.3 74 25.9 13.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.68 0.07 0.24 0.12' 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 24 2.0 3.3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

S i H i i l 3375 
cO.43 

119 
c6.d5 

1197 
6.64 " 

611 
c0".64 

v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
UjiformDeJay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Iner̂ nicnidl Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
iieveltiifService 
Approach Delay (s) 
ApproachLOS 

inter-spcdDn S u m m a ^ t ^ ^ 

0.0 
A 

1.98dl 
101 
1.00 
03 

104 
B 

10.4 
B 

0. 73 
50:3" 
1. 'o"6 
17.9 
68.2 
."•:£".• 

016 
33.4 
1.66 
0.3 

33.6 
C 

44.7 
D 

0.29 
43_i 
1.00 
1.2 

45.1 
' D' 

'4"5.'i 
D 

HCM Average Coritrol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mini 
dl Defacto Left_Lane. Recode with 1 
c Critical Lane Group 

16.8 
0 59 

1100 
b9.4% 

15 
though lane as a left lane 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

14.7 
C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 5:00 pm Existing AM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capiacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

> < * - ^ t A V \ 

jWnvi'mpnt ' • EBL EBr LBR WBL WBl ' "WBR NBl NBl ' ••'NBtT' SBI Sflr SBR 
Liinc (.onfigiiiiiti'iiis 4 f f f f f f r 'I f f f 
Volume (vph) 28 742 28 0 0 0 0 249 249 40 575 • 6 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 49 4.9 44 5.4 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 o.'gi' 
Frpb, ped/bikos 100 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 6.85 0.92 '1.00 i76o 
Fit Protected i.6"o "'i.o6 1.00 0.95 i.o6 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5076 1556- 4657 1770 5085 
Fit Permitted 1.00 "i.'oo 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) ' 507"6 " 1556 4657 ' 1770 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 807 30 0 0 0 0 271 271 43 625 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 ~ 0 17 0 0 0 0 152 0 0 (1 6 
Lane Group Flow ̂ vph) 0 837 13 0 0 0 0 390 0 43 625 0 
ConflrPeds.'(#/hr) 10 10 i6 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm ^ ̂  ^ ̂  ' Prot 
Protected Phases " 7 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases I l i l l lS 

• -
Actuated Green, G (s) 23 0 23.0 12.8 22 18.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 23 0 23:o" 12.8 2.2 189 
Actuated g/C Ratk) 6.44 0.44 0.25 0.04 0.36 
eieararicfi limr (s) 4.9 " .4:9~ 4.9 4.4 5.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 42 33 2.0 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2237 686 1142 75 1841 
v/s Ratio Prot " c 6.i6 0.08 002 "c0.12 
v/s Ratio Perm 001 
v/c Ratio 0 37 0"02 0.34 0.57 0 34 
Un|om} Delay,'dl 9.8 8.2 16.2 "24.5 '121 
Progression Factor i.oo i.oo 1.00 Too 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 U(i 0.2 6.4 01 
Delay (s) 99 83 164 31.0 12.2 
Level of Service A A B C B 
/Approach Delay (s) 09 OO . 16.4 13.4 
Approach LOS A A B B 

•tr- J ' V B w s , • • 1 -
Inierspction Summary m 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (si 
IntersectionCapacity Utilization 
i|nalysis Period (miri 
c Critical Lane Group 

127 
0.36 
52.2 

69,"'4% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

b 

10 3 
C 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro 7-Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/24/2013 

> > t A V i V 
Movumenl bBl ""EBT ""FBfr WBL WBI Vi/BR NBl NBT NBR f7BL SBT :"~SBP| 
1JI1P (ontiqurcitions 4̂  f fT» ft» 
Volume (vph) 44 i f i l i i 16 2 1 27 6 179 8 23 276 96 
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 40 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 i.oo 095 
Frpb, ped/bikes 0 99 0.99 0.98 1 00 100 100 0 99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1 00 1 00 I.oo" 0.99 . i.66 
Fit 1" 0.97 0.88 0 85 "T̂ o 0:99 100 6.96 
Fit Protected 0.96 6.99 i.oo 6.95 1.66 0.95 i.oo 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1716 1523 1479 1762 3511 1759 3379 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Fit Permitted 078 0 97 1.00 095 1.00 0 95 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1387 1481 14Y9 1762 ~ 3511 " "1759 3379 ... 1 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 S i l B 17 2 MM 29 i i i l H 19b 9 25 300 104 
RTORReduction(vph) 0 12 0 0 " 11 13 0 "3 0 0 26 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) "0 54 0 - 6"'' 5 ''' < 201. 0 25 .l378- , ,0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 io 10 10 10 10 16 
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 _ 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.9 7.9 79 0.6 25 5 "6"8 2"5J'' 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 7.9 7.9 06 25.5 08 25.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 017 017 017 0,01 0.55 6.02 056 
Clearance Time (s) 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.0 20 2.0 2.5 20 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 237 253 253 23 1938 30 1880 
v/s Ratio Prot OOO 0.06 co.6i_ "cO'.ll 
v/s Ratio Penn CO 04 0.00 0 00 
v/e Ratio 0 23 0.02 0.01 0 30 010 0.83 0 20 
Uniform Delay, dl "16.5 15.9 15.9 '2276, 4.9 22.6 51 
Progression Factor " i.66 i.oo 'T.OO i.6o 1.00 "'1.06 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.0 00 2.7 00 93 0 0.0 
Delay (s) 16.9 159 15.9 25 3 4.9 1156 5.2 
Level of Service B B B A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.9 15.9 5.6 11.6 
Approach 1 OS B B A B 

InterseaionSumnidrv I 1 

• 
HCM Average Control Delay 

. HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
iritersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

.10.5 
6.20 
46.2 

38.9% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of los timp (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

8.0 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 5:00 pm Existing AM Synchro 7- Report 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

jĵ uvomi'iit FBI FBT WB'l "WBR SBL" SBR 
Lane Configurations 4 f f V\ f 
Volume (vph) 124 10 69 120 • '174 ,'" ; _ . r ' f ;, ~ " • ,7;;;;:.^ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
TotaiLosftime (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.6' 4.6" •4.6' 'Z' ' 
Lane Util Factor 0,95 0 95 1.00 i.oo o.g"? 1,66 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1(10 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.o6 1.00 1.00 I.oo' 1.00 1.66 ' 
Frt ICO 100 ion 0.85 100 0.85"' - - . 
Fit Protected 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00. 0.95 1.00 
Satd; Fiow (prot) 1681 1698 1863 " ,i560 3433 " 1544-'""7:"^ ,'.; . T,2 
Fit Permitted 0.95 0.96 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1698 1863 1560 3433 " 1544 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 135 11 8 75 130 
RTOR Reductiojijvph) 0 6" o" 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 73 8 75 130 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)' l6 10 10 10 
Turn Type Split Free . Free 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 79 7.9 1.8 37.9 16.2'"" 37.9 ' 
Effective Green, g (s) 79 7.9 1.8 37.9 162 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0 21 0.05 i.o'o" 0.43 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0' .; ' ': ' ' - " "" . ^ 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3 0' . 3.0 3.6" 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 350 354 88 1560 1467 1544 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.04 , 0.04 0.00 0.04_ 
y/s Ratio Perm 0.05 
v/c Ratio 0 21 0.21 O09 0.05 0 09 012 
Uniform Delay, (11 12.4 124 17.3 0.0 " 6.5 
Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay._d2 03 03 04 01 'o'o 02 •' 
Delay (s) 127 127 17.7' 0.1 a5 ' 6.2 
Level of Si-a'ice B B A A Siil lHIiSs^B^ 
Approach Delay (s) i2.7 1 8 2 / 
Approach LOS B A A 

IntPTSPCtinnSumiturv 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
ActuatedCycle\ength (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

• . 5.2 HCM Level of Service 
014 
37 9 Sum of josUime (s) . 

22.6% ". ICU Level of Service 
i i l i i l l f i i f i s ^ s ^ 

40l 
' A 

1437-3 Harbor Island-50ORooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro 7- Report 
Page 11 

6 1 T T S P A G E 2 8 T 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 

Movement • . .' • .•••'."EgT "EBr"v.EBR"' WBL' WBT WBR 
Lane Configurations *i f f f f 5 f f f f 
Volume (vph) " " j ' 88 - 988 " 9 J 5 1166 1 
fdeal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900-'"i960' 1900" 1900 
Total Lost time (s) , ,4.4 5.7 5.7 4,4,,̂  5.8^ 5.8„ 
Lane Util. Factor ' 1.00 0.9? 1.00" 1.00 " 0.91"" 1.00 
Frpb,ped/bikes^ . 1.00 1.00 0.95^ 1.00 TOO' 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes ~ " ' TOO 1.'66 T06" TOO , 1.00 TOO 
Frt - 1.06 1.00' 6,"8"5 • 1.00^ 1.60" - 6.85 
Fit Protected 0.95_ 1.00 '" 1.00 0.95 I.06 1.00 
SatdJFiqw(prot)^'^ 1776_;" 5085 1505^ '1770" 5085 1529 
FItPermitted " '" 6^5 i.OO " i.OO 0.95" V.OO 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1505 1770' 5085 1529 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 . 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 96 1074 10 27 1267 ' " i 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 „ 6 0 0 1 
Lane Group FlowTv̂ h)" " '" -96" "1074 " • 4 27 ' 1267 . * 0 
Confl.Peds. (#/hr) " " lo" 10 10 " 10 
TumType.., ' Prot_ Perm Prot ..Perm 
PrWcted Phase's 7 """4 ' "̂ 3 8 " 
Permitted Phases' " " 4 • 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.3'" 46.7 46.7 3.1 40.4 40.4 
'EffectiveGreehlg''{s)" ~ " ' " 9.3'~ 46.7" 46.7 '" 3.1 40.4 40.4 
Actuatedg/C Ratio' " _ 0.08 0."39 039 0.03 _ 0.34 034' 
Clearance Tirne (s)'., . 1 , ' '4.4 ' 5.7 5.7""" .4^4' 5 8 5 f 
Vehicle Extension (s) "" 2.6 4.9 4.9 2.0 " 4.8 4.8 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 137 1979 586 46 1712 515 
v/s Ratio Prot " ~ ' " cO.65 0.21" 0.02 cO.25 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.00; 
V/c Ratio _ " 0.70 0.54 0.01^" 0.59 0.74_ 0,00 
Uniform Delay, dl 54.0" 28.4" ' 22.4 5 7 ^ 35.2 ' 26;4 
Progression Factor" " 1.00 I.60' 1.00 ' 0.98 " 0.67_ 0.44 
incremental Delay.,d2 J 12.4_ 0.5 jOO 10.9 _ 1.9 " O.Oj 
belay(S) ^ ' 66.4 28.9" 22.5 677 " 25.5 li.6 
Level of Service . E C .C , E C .B 
Approach Delay (s) 31.9 26.3 
Approach L O S ' " ' ' '"'""" . C . " C 

[ntfiMonSuw .'̂  
HCM Average Control Delay " ' " 30.2 ' HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42 
ktuated Cycle.Length(s) ' 7 . 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.1% ICU Level of Service 
AnalysisPeripd(min) . ' ^7 . . - 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

10/24/2013 

NBl NBT WBR " SBL " SBT' SB^ 

1900 
4̂  
6.95 
100 
1.00 
100 
0.95 
1681 
0.95 
1681 

4» 
8 

1900" 
4.9 
0.95 
0.98 
1.00 
0.90 
1.00 
1563" 
1.06 
1563 

19 
i960 

Vi 
111 

1900 
4.9 

0.97 
100 

ijo 
100 
0.95 
3433 
095 
3433 

4 
1900 

4.9 
.1.00 
0.98 
1.00 

"086 
1.00 
1561 
1 00 
1561 

82 
1900 

0.92 
11 
0 

16 
10 

0.92 
9 

15 
16 

0.92 
21 
0 
0 

16 

0.92 
121 

0 
i2r 
10 

0.92 
4 

76 
17 

0.92 
89 
0 
"0 

10 
Split 

2 

32.1 
32.1 
0.27 
4.9 
2.0 

Split 
6 

32.1 18.2 18.2 
321 18.2 18.2 
027 015 015 
4.9 -• 4."9"' 4 X 
2.0 ^0 2.0 
418 521 237 

CO 01 CO 04 00.L.. 

0.04 023 0.07 
32.5 44.8" 43.7 
1.06 100 1.00 
0.2 01 0.0 

32 7 44.8 43.7 
C i i l i i ^H l l i D 

32.6 44.4 
C D 

450 

0.02 
32.4 
1.00 
6.1 

32.5 
C 

20:0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

Î Aovomt'nt FBI FBI 

> 

FBR WBI WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT 

V 
2m 

Lane Configurations \ fff f V\ f f 4fr 
Volume (vph) 50 906 162 317 1099 47 127 30 352 45 20 115 
Ideal Flow (vphfili 1900 '1900 i900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.7 49 4.4 • 5.4 4 9 4.9 4.0 4.9 49 . ,! 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0 91 i.OO 0 97 0.86 0.97 100 1 00 091 0.91 
ffrpb; ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 . 0 99 1.00 096 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 i.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00"' 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0 81 100 0.99 1 011"-̂  1.00 0 85 1.00 0.88 ^SS;"'-' ' ' 1 

Fit Protected 0.95 i.OO 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1 00 1 00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1581 3433 6358 3433 1863 1560 1(310 2835 
Fit PermitTed 0.95 1 00 1.00 6.95 1.00 0 95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.66 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 "3433 6358 3433 1863 ' 1560 1610 2835 ' " . i f 1̂ 1 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 54 985 176 345 ii95 ' 51 138 33 , 383 49 22 125 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 131 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 116 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 54 985 45 345 •'242; 0 13H 33 383 44 36 0 
Confl. Peds. ('#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 16 
Turn Type Prot Over Prot Split Free Split 
Protected Phases 7 " 4 " 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.0 38.2 30.6 22.9 54.4 30 6 30.6 120.0 84 8.4 
Effective Green, g (s) - " 7:0 38.2 "30.6 " 22 9 54.4 30.6 30.6 1200 8.4 8.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.66 0.32 0.26 019 0 45 0.26 "0.26 1 00 0.07 0 07 
Clearance Tirne (s) ' 4.4 57 49 4.4 54 49 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.9 " 20 2.0 3.0 B() 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 103 1619 404 655 2882 875 475 1560 113 198 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.63 c6j9 6.03 cOlO 020 0 04 0.02 C0.d3 0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm CO 25 
v/c Ratio 0 52 0 61 on 0.53 0 43 016 0.07 0 25 0.39 018 
Uniform Delay, dl 54.9 '34 6 34.3 43.7 22.3 34.7 33 9 0.0 53.3 52.6 
Progression Factor 0 68 1.59 1.88 1.23 i.25 100 1.00 1 00 100 1 00 
Incremental Delay, d2 20 "m 05 0.2 01 0.4 03 04 2.2 04 
belay (s) '39.4 56.0 65.0 53 8 27.9 35.1 34.2 0.4 55.6 53.6 
Level of Service D r E D C C A E D 
Approach Delay (s) 56,5 33 5 11.0 53.6 
Approach LOS E C B D 

LnleisecliiiH Summary « ^ ] 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCMJi/olume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

39.0 
0.45 

120.0 
83 6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

15.0 
E 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/24/2013 

Moveitieht EBL LBI \B\\ WBL WBT WBR 

^ t / V \ 
NHL NBl " NBft,." S B T - T - T B T SBI 

Liiiic r nnliqiiMtKHV̂  WW f fft* 4 f \ 
Volume ivpn) 11 2335 65 Ibb ^047 fe 0 175 4 10 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lpstiime (s) 4.4 5.3 5.3 44 5.3 4.9 4.9" 49 '. J 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 086 1 00 0 97 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00" 0.98""' 100 093 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1 00 1.00 100 1.66" 1.00 1.00 i.OO 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 . 1.00 100 1.00 0.85 100 086 
Fit Protected "6.95 1.00 1.00 0~95 i.OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (proti 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 VIO 1547 1770 1487 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 " 0.95 i.OO 0.95 1 00 "0.95 1.00 
SatdTFlbw (perm) 1770 6408 1538 "3433 ' " 5682 " 1770 1547 ' - ipo3 •487 ^ " T.T! 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj, Flow (vph) 24 2538 71 180 2225 67 0 ' . 190 • 4 1 , 
RTOR Reduction (vph) "' "̂ 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 137 0 11 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 2538 42 180 2232 0 0 67 53 4 0 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr') 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 id 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Split Perm Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) " 4.3 47.7 47.7 14.4 57.8 33.3 33.3 51 51 
Effective Green, g (s) '4.3 47.7 47 7 14.4 "57.8 •'33.3 > 33.3" 5 1'"" 51 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0 40 0.40 012 048 0.28 0.28 ' 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) 44 S \ 5.3 44 5.3 4.9 49 . 49 4.9 •• -J 
Vehicle Extension (s) ' 2.0 5.6 56 2.0 5.6 2.0 20 2.0 , 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 63 2547 611 412 2448 491 429 75 63 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 cO.40 c6.05 ' cO.44 CO 04 cO.OO oio 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.03 
y/c Ratio 0 38 100 6.07 0.44 0.91 014 012 0.05 002 
Uniform Delay, dl '56.5 361 22.4 490 28 7 32.6 32 4 55.1 55X 
Progression Factor 1.21 0.71 0 30 1.08 1.32 ' 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1 4 16.8 01 02 5.1 0.6 Ob 01 01 
Delay (s) 69.9 42.3 6.9 53.2 42.9 33.1 33.0 55.2 55.1 

S f l i i Level of Service E D A D D C E E S f l i i 

Approach belay (s) 41 6 43.7 33.0 551 
Approach LOS D D C B f i i l l i 

InierspctioN Summary " 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
AcMed Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

42.2 
065 

120.0 
81.9% 
" i5 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

24 8 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/24/2013 

Muwmeiil EBL bBT WBT WBR S' 
Lane Configurations V\ f f f f f f f w f 
Volume (vph) 945 1643 1213 120 69 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.3 51 40 5.2 
Lane Util Factor 0.97 0 91 091 1.00 0 97 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.06 1.00 100 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.60" '1.00 
Frt 100 1.00 100 0 85 1 00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1 00 0 95 1.00 
Satd Flow(proti 3433 5085 5085 1560 3436 1419 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 i.OO i.66 0.95'" 'i"!oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 "5085 " 5085 1560 3436 '1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 1027 1786 i318 130 75 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 6 " 0 " 1 • • " " 0 " " 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1027 1786 1318 130 75 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Free Free 
Protected Phases 7 4 " 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free irpp 
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.6 70 7 28 9 120 0 38.8 'l20"0 
Effective Green, g (s) 37 0 70.7 28 9 120 0 38 8 120.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio fi.31 0 59 6.24 1.06 0.32 1.00 
Clearance Tjme (sj 4.4 , 5.3 " 51 "5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.6 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1076 2996 -1225 1560 1111 1419 
v/s Ratio Prot c().36 0.35 cO.26 0 02 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.08 0.00 
v/c Ratio 0.95 0 60 1.08 008 0.07 0 00 
Uniform Delay, dl 40 4 15,6 45,6 00 28.1 jiiiii^^B 
Progression Factor 0.5*4' 0 07 ' i,oo i.OO 1.00 1.00 
lncremental:Delay,-d2 7:9 03 48 8 01 O.f " 1"0.0 
Delay (s) "29'.8 1,3 94.3 01 28.2 " 0.0 
Level of Service • i iH A S I I A C l i ^ M l i i i l i i l 
Approach Delay (s) 11 7 85 8 26.8 
Approach LOS B F C 

Intprspclioii summaiy 1 
HCM Average Control Dî lny 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated €ycle Length ,(s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

36.7 
0.64 

i2O0 
87 6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
icU Level of Service 

D 

9.5 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

1 A ^* \ 
Movement . WBL . WBR NBL NBR™ ^^^^ 
Lane Configurations ff TO rrrr Volume :{vph) 120 871 524 0 0 " 1732" • . . , 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1906 i906 i960 1900 " 1906 igoo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4,9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0 88 0.94 0.64 
Frp îped/bikes 1,00 0.98 1.00 6.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 "" 
Frt 100 0 85 100 0.85 " " ' 
Fit Protected 0 95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. 1 low (prol) 1770 2723 4990 3928 
Fit Permitted 6.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 2723 ' '4990 3928 - - ' 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 092 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 130 947 570 0 0 1883 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 27 0 0 0 " 1036 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 130 920 570 0 0 
Confl Peds (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 ' 1 0 
Turn Type Perm custom 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases 8 • 
Actuated Green, G (;.) 5117 507 49,5 49.'5 . 
Effective Green, g (s) 50.7 50.7 49.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0 46 b"4"5 6.4'5 
eieaFance Time (s) 4:9 ' 4.9 4.9 ^ a 4.9"" ."'-M T.-V 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.6 2.0 4.1 "3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 816 1255 2246 1768 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 O i l 
y/sJaSplPei'" . l l 'cO.34' 
v/c Ratio o'i 6 ' 073 " '625' 0.48 
Uniform Delay, dl 17.3 24.1 188 
Progression Factor 0 46 0.62 047 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 D.O T4"^ 0.3 
Delay(s) 7.9 16.4 02 22.1 
Level of Service A B A i l i l i i i l l i i W S i i i i ^ W l i 
Approach Delay (s) 153 9.2 22.1 
Approach LOS B A C 

Inifirscction Sumnidry 
HCM Average Control (]p|.iy 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio _ 
Actiwjed Cycle Lê ngth'(s j 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

18.0 
0.61 

1100 
54.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

9.8 
A 
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H C M Signa l ized Intersection Capac i ty Ana lys is 

6: G rape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

Movemont WBI WBR "NBT NBR' SBL SBr 1 
liini< I (inliquicitioiv. f f f f v\ f f 
Volume (vph) 0 0 554 266 926 
Ideai Flow,(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) - 4.9 4.9 4.4 " :':5,2 -\- • . ' ' . 1 
Lane Util. Factor 091 1 00 0.97 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.97 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1 UO 1.00 
Frt : _ 1.00 0.85 1.00 " " i'.oo . ' • , 
Fit Protected " "i.OO i.o6 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1537 3433 B i P i l l i l ^ B i i i i s 
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm)W :5685' 1537" .3433 '1539"- " •:.<..•"•• 1 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 602 289 1007 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 60 0 0 

.gSHUjcgiph) 0 0 602 229 1007 ,958 , 
Confl. Peds. (#/hi) 10 10 10 10 
TurnTy[)i' Perm Prot 
Protected Phases 'S'J. 1 6 '" _" „" 1 ' " , / 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 56 6 56 6 44.1 110.0 
Effective Green, g (s) "56.6 56.6, . 441 
Actuated g/C Ratio '051' ' 0.51 0.40 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4,9 4.9 4.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5.4 3.0 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/iRatio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay. d2 
Delay (s) 
Levefof Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

IntPispUKjn SurniTMry 

0.0 
A 

2616 
6.i2 

023 
14J 

i.oo' 
0 2 

14.9 
'B 

15.3 
B 

791 

015 
0 29 
15.2' 
1.66 
01 

16.2 
B 

1376 
cO.29 

0 73 
27.9 
0.97 
1.6 

28.7 
C 

3539 
cO.27 

0 27 
00 

1.66 
01 
01 

" " A 
14.8 

B 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle I englh (s) 
Intersection Capac[ty Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

14.9 
0.46 

110.0 
59.5% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time Cl) 
ICU Level of Service 

4.4. 
B 
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H C M Signa l ized Intersection Capac i ty Ana lys is 
7: Laurel St & Paci f ic Hwy 10/24/2013 

> - > < \ t A V 1 V 
Movpmcnl EBl FBT 'EBR WBL ' WBf WBR ~NBL NBr NBR SBI SB! SB^ 
LaneConfiguratiuii'. ffl^ fli 'I ffl^ fft* 
Volume (vph) 781 J4 50 5bb 7u 67 376 141 101 280 361 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s)~ r '" 4.4 5 2 4.4 5.8 '•"4.'4 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.66 6.91 1.66 0.95 1.00 0.91 " TOO 6.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 0.99 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 100 1.00 100 •i!oo 
frt 1.00 •6,99 i.OO- : 0.98 100 6.96 100 0.92 .' " '' 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 6.95 1.00 0.95 i.OO 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5049 1770 3473 1770 4846 ;..1770 4601 
FlT Permitted 0 95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 100 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (perm) -1770 . 5049 1770 3473 "1776 4846 •1770 .4601 , - ' 1 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 289 849 37 54 615 76 73 409 153 110 304 392 
RTOR fReduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 9 0 0 65 0 0 227 0 
Lane Group Flowjvph) "289" ' 882 0 . 54"" ,682 0 73 497 . 0 ' • "TlfO • ̂"469", "6 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)' i6 10 "fo"' l6 i6 10 io 10 
Turn TypL-
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phase's 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuatedg/C Ratjo 
Clearance fime (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 

Prot Prot Prot Prot 
7 4 3_ 8 „. J . _2 1 6 

"i8.4' 39.4 3.5 23 9 48 15.5 9.2 198 
18.4 39,4 3.5 23.9 48 15,5 9.2 19.8 
021 ' 0.46 6.04 0.28 6.06 018 " oil 023 
44 5.2 44 5,8 •" 44 4,9 44 5.0 
2.0 39 2.0 27 2.0 33 20 4.1 
377 2300 ' 72 960 98 . 868 188 1053 

C016 6.17 0.03 CO 20 6.04 c0.l6 cO.06 c6.io 

077 0.38 0 75 0 71 074 057 0.59 0 45 
32 0 155 41,1 28 2 40.2 32.5 36 8 -28.6 " L J 
1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 i.OO TOO "̂  T.6o. i.o6 
8.1 01 31.6 2.4 23.2 1.0 3.0 0.4 

40.2 15.7 72.7 30 6 63.4 33 4 39.8 29,1 
D B C E D • C 

21.7 33.6 36.9 30.5 
I l i l M l i f C D C 

Lane Grp Cap (yph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
yniform Delay, dl • 
Progression Factor 
Incrementel Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Sefyice 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

gitpT^ltinn Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

29 3 
072 
86.5 

72.0% 
15 

HCM Level of Servo-

Sum of lost time (s) 

ICU Level of Service 
24.5 

C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

8: Hawthorn St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

> < 

tWotfcmenl EBL EBT EBR WBL V\/BT" WBR NBL NBT" NBR SBI' SBf SBflj 
Lane Configurations 
l/olHfe (vph) 0 0 0 126 

«IfT» 
971 82 108 

f f f 
454 f) 0 

ffl^ 
337 27 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 i960 1900 1900" i900 1900 1906 . 1900 1900 1900 1900 
TpKpsttin!e(s) _ 4.9 4.4 4.9 5 4 
Lane Util Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 

— — 1.00 
1.00' 
0.99 

1 00 
1.00" 
1 00 

100 
1.00 
1 00 

100 
1.00 
0.99 

Fit Protected 0.99' 6,95 1.00 1 00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 4992 HISS 1770 5085 5018 
Fit Permitted 0.9'9 '0,95' 1.06 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) , 4992 • i770 5085 -5018 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj.̂ Flow (vph) 0 0 0 137 1055 89 117 493 0 0 366 29 
RTOR Reduction (vph) '6 0 0 0 8" 6 " ' 0 " 0 0 0 8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds.'(#/hr) 

0 
10 

0 0 0 
10 10 

1273 0 
10 

117 
10 

493 . 0 
10 

0 
10 

387 0 
10 

Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Prot 
3 8 

Prot 
5 2 6 

Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) "" 59̂ 9 ' "10.8 40̂ 3 24.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 59.9" 3|R"!^1 108 40.3 24.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,54 010 0 37 0.22 
Clearance Time (s) ' - . » 4.9" 44 4.9 5 4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.4 2.6 3.3 " ' '2.4 ' 
Lane Grp.Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

2718" 174 
cO.07 

1863 

oiô  
— - - 1122 

c6.08 
J— J 

v/s Ratio Perm 0.25"' 
v/c Ratio 7.6l"dl. ' "0 .67" 0 26 '03"5 
Uniform Delay, dl 15.3 47.9 24.5 SIB 35,9 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 

'1.06 
O.i" 

1.00 
7.8 

100 
03 

1.60 
6.8-

Delay (s) 
Level of Service 

15.4 
B 

, 55.7 
E 

24.8 

c 
36.8 

D 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

" O.d' 
A 

15.4 
B 

30.7 

c 
36.8 

U 

intprsection Summary ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ "Ik 
HCM Average Contt̂ ol Delay 23.2 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 046 
/Actuated Cycle "Length "(s) " "' '" / " ..110.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68,8% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane^ 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

C 

14.7 
C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms Existing PM Synchro 7- Report 
Page 8 

6 i T T 5 P A G E 2 3 5 



H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/24/2013 

> — > < t A V V 
it/iovemtnt FBI FBI bBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR • SBL • SBT < 'S^A 
Lane Configurations 4ff f fffr \ fff 
Volume (vph) 60 1438 43 0 0 0 0 539 459 122 399 0 
Ideal Fiow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1906 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4,9 4.4 5.4 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 091 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0,98 0.99 1.00 1.00 ''" ! 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1 00 100 i.OO 1.00 1 00 
Frt 1 00 0.85 093 1.00 1.00 
Fit Protected 1 00 TOO 1.00 0.95 i.OO 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5073 1548 4673 1770 5085 
Fit Permitted 1.00 1 00 100 0 95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5073 1548 4673 ^ ^ ^ ^ 1770 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow {v[)h) 65 15h3 47 0 0 0 0 586 499 133 434 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 6 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1628 23 0 0 0 0 1047 • 0 133 434 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 io 10 10 10 10 10 .10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) ' 51.6" 51.0 208 ""11.2""' 43"9 
Effective Green, g (s) 51.0 51.0 28.8 11,2 43.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 6.48 04"8 6.27 O i l 0 42 
Clearance Time (s) 49 49 4.9 44 5.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.2 4.2 \ J 2,0 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2459 750 1279 188 2122 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.22 cO.08 0 09 
v/s Ratio Perm 0 32 001 
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.03 1.05dr 0.71 ' "" 0".20" 
UniformDelayĵ dl 206 14 2 35.8 45.4 19.5 
Progression Factor 1 00 1.00 1 o6 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0 8 0.0 4.3 BIS 9.5 0.0 
Delay (s) 21.3 14.2 40.6 54.9 196 
Level of Service C B D D B 
Approach Delay (s) 2T1 " 0.6"" 40.6 27.9 
Approach LOS C " A D C 

1 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volumejto Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mir) 
dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 
c 'CritTcal Lane Group 

28.4 
0.72 

105.2 
1)8.8% 

1 though lane as a right lane 

"HCM Cevel'of Service C 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

14.2 
C 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

> > * " t A V \ V 
MnvL-mpnt FBI" FBF EBR WBl Vi/Bi WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SB"! SB'^ 
1 line (onligurdtKm^ 4» 4* f \ ffr fT» 
Volume (vphi 98 0 27 9 4 3t 11 375 15 2.̂  396 7"4 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 40 4.0 4 0 40 4.6 4.0 . 4.0" 
Lane Util. Factor TOO 6.95 6'.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 C99 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 
.F"[t_ ' ' \ .11 6.97" 0̂ 93" 0 85 "ro6' 0:99 1.00 6.98 r it 

Fit Protected 0.96 0.98 1.00 0 95 1.00 6.95 1.00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1726 1595 1477 1762 3515 1770 3410 
FItPermitted 0.79 0.93 1.00 6.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1415 1512 " ""1477 • 1762 35i5" " 1770 3440 j 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 107 0 29 10 4 39 12 408 16 25 430 80 
RTOR Reduct[OT|vph) 0 6 0 "o 7 14. 0 3 0 6 18 6 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 130 "6" 0 20 12 "12 421 0 25 492 6 
Confl Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Plot Perm Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 7, 4 8 2 1 - 6. 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26 9 26.9 26 9 09 18.7 1.0 188 
Effective Green, g (•.) 26 9 26.9 26 9 09 187 1.0 18.8 
Actuated g/C_Ratio 0.46 0,46 " "046 6.02 0 32 "0.62 0.32 
Clearance Time {'.j 4 0 4 0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 40 
Vehicle Extension (sj 2.5 2.0 2.0 2,0 2.5 2,0 25 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 650 094 678 27 1122 30 1104 . ' 5 . ' J 

y/s Ratio Prot 001 0.12 cO.Ol c014 
v/s f?atio Perm cO.09 0.01 001 
v/c Ratio 0 20 0.03 0.02 0.44 0 37 0.83 0 45 
Uniform Delay, dl 94 8.7 86 28.6 15.4 28 7 15.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 loo 1 00 i.OO i.6o 
Incremental Delay, d2 01 0 0 OO 4.2 0.2 93.0 02 
Delay (s) 05 8.7 86 32.8 15.6 121.7 16.6 
Levefof Seivice ' A A A C B F B 
Approach Delay (s) 05 87 16.1 20.9 
Approach LOS A A B c 
IntprsectioiMBtjraff^i^:^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ • 1 ' j 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity LJtilization 
Analysis Penod (mm) 
e Critical Lane Group 

17.2 
029 
58 6 

42.7% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
icU Level of Service 

B 

8(1 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1T: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

R/loveiifient' FBI FBT WBF WBR SBI SBR 
Lane Configurations 4 f f Vi 
Volume (vph) 256 33 23 145 184 248 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Losttime (s) '4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 i.oo" 1.00 0.97 i.66 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 1,00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1 00 

100 " 1.00 "i.oo 0 85 1.00 085 
Fit Protected 0,95 6.96 1 00 i.o6 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1681 1704 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Fit Permitted 0 95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd.'Flow (perm) • 1681 " i704 1863 1'560 -3433 , 1544 '" " , , -
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 278 36 25 158 200 270 
m;OR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 o" 0 0. 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 156 7 .158 251.. 158 • 200" 270 
ConfirPe'ds. (#/h'r) " .10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Spilt Free Frcp 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free" Free 
Actuated Green. G (s) 11 2 11 2 3.0 37.5 11 3 37.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 11.2 3.0 37 5 11.3 37.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 0"30 0.68 i'OO,.. 0.30 " 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (yph) 502 509 149 1560 1034 J544 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.09 0.09 0.01 0.06 
v/s Ratio Perm OIO 'c0.17 i i l i l^^Kli i i^^Bi 
v/c Ratio 0 31 031 017 OIO 019 017 
Uniform Delay, d1 102 10.2 161 .0.0 ; 97 0.0 
F'rogression Factor 1.00 ' 1.00 'i."o"6 1.00 1.00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.3 0.5 01 01 i l i i ^ K l i i i i M i i i f i i l 
Delay (s) 105 10.5 16.6 01 98 0.2 
LeveL'of Service B B B A A 
Approach Delay (s) 105 2 4 4.3 
Approach LOS B A A 

ffii^ion^"uimarv ^ 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utiiization 
Anaiysis Period (rhin) 
c Critical Lane Group 

6.0 
0.22 
37,5 

28.l'% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
fCLI Level of Service 

4.0 
A 

•lai 

1 » 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/24/2013 

> > * - t A V i V 
Miivfmi'nt EBL FBH W B ^ WBI WBR NBr 1 
Lane Configurations f f f f *l f f f f Vi 
Volume (vph) 120 720 5 20 1140 5 10 5 10 130 10 ,90 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 i900 1900 1900 i9o6 1900 1900 1900 1900 i9o'o 1900 1900 
Tota] Lost time ('.1 4.4 5.7 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 49 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Lane Utii. Factor 1.00 6.9i ' TOO" 1.00 0.91 1 00 0 95 0.95 0.97 i.OO 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0 95 1.00 100 0.97 100 0 98 1.00 098 
Flpb, ped/bikes mo i.6o 1.66 i'.oo 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 i.OO 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0 85 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.87 
Fit Protected 0.95 "1.00 1.00 0.95 ' 1.00 1.00 0.95 ' 1.00 '0.95' 100 
Satd.flpw (prot) • 1770 5085 1506 1770 5085 1530 1081 1569 3433 1579 
Rt Permitted' 0.95 1.00 1.00 0 95 i.o6 i."6o 0.95 1.66 0 95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1506 1770 B085 ' 1530 1681 1569 3433 1579 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 130 783 5 22 1239 5 11 5 n 141 11 98 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 3 0 6" ' 3 0 8 0 0 87 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 130 783 2 22 1239 2 10 9 (1 141 22 0 
'Confl. Peds, (#/hr) "io 10 10 10 10 io io 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Split • Spill 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 '6 
Permitted Phasi". 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.1 ""50.1 50.1 35 ' 41.4 41.4 30.7 ' 301' " " 13.8'"" 
Effective Green, g (s) 12.1 50.1 501 3.5 41.4 41.4 .307 307 13.8 138 
Actuated g/C Ratio OIO " 0.42 " 0.42 6.03 '035 ^ 6.35 6.26 0.26 012 " 0"l2 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5 7 5.7 44 58 5.8 4.9 4.9 49 4,9 
Vehicle Extension (s) '2"6 4.9" 4.9 2.0 4.8 4.8 20 2.0 20 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 182 2159 639 53 1784 537 437 408 401 185 
v/s Ratio Prot 00.07 015 0.01 CO.2'4 CO 01 0.01 cO.04 0.01 
y/s Ratio Pemi. 0.00 000 < 
v/c Ratio . OJY 6̂.36 0.00 "042 0.69" 0.00 0.02 0.6"2 0.35"" 6.'i2 
Uniform Delay, dl 51.3 23.1 19.6 56.2 32.9 24.9 32 5 32 5 48.0 46 7 
Progression Factor 1 00 1 00 100 0.47 i.39"" 1.81 " i 00 1.00 1.00 i.'o6 
Incremental Delay, d2 10 5 02 0.0 1.4 1.1 6.0 01 01 02 01 
Delay (s) 6i.8'" 23.3 19.6 27.9 46.9 451 ' 32.6 32.6 48.2 46,8 
Level of Service E C. B C D D C C D D 
Approach Delay (s) 28.7 46.6 32.6 47.6 
Approach LOS C D C D 

jnUfiSPLtioii Summary I 
HCM Average C6nti"ol Delay 
HCM Voiume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersectjon Capacity Utilization 
AnalysisTJeriod (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

39 [I 
0.44 

118.0 
56 7% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Suni of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

20,0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

y — > < * - A t A V V 
Movfiiii'nl EBL ""'"'EBR WBL WBT "WBR NBL • NBT NBR SBL SBT SBK 
Lane Configurations \ fff f Vi WW* Vy f f \ 
Volume (vph) 35 660 100 310 1550 10 70 30 160 50 20 90 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 l'906 1900 1900 1900 1966 1900 i900 1900 1906 
Total Lost time (s) 7.4 8.7 79 7 4 8 4 7.9 7.9 7.0 71 7.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1 00 0.91 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.97 i.6o i.OO 0.91 " , 6̂ 91 
Frpb, ped/bike:, 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 099 1.00 0.95 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 i.o6 1.00 1.00 ' ' i.OO 1.00 100 1.00 i.o6 1,00 
Frt 100 100 0.85 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 085 100 0 88 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 i.6o '0.95 1.00 1.00 0 95 1.00 
Satd, Flow iproti 1770 5085 1583 3433 6400 3433 1863 1560 1610 2822 
Fit Permitled 0 95 1.00 1 00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 i.OO 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6400 3433 1863 1560 1610 2822 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0 92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 38 717 109 337 1685 11 76 33 174 54 22 98 
RTOR Reduction (vphj 0 0 76 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 93 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 38 717 33 337 1695 0 76 33 174 49 32 0 
Confl. Peds." (#/hr) 10 10 10 io 10 10 10 l6 
Turn Type Prot Over Prot Spill Frci' Split 
Protected Phases 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 35.1"" 38 2 "15.8'" 46.5 "°"38.2 ' 38 2 Tis.d" 90 9.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 17 32.1 35.2 128 43.5 35.2 35,2 118.0 6,0 6.0 i.'if' 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 01 0.27 0.30 Oi l 0 37 0.30 0,30 100 005 0.05 
Clearance Time (s) 44 5.7 4,9 4.4 5.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5 0" 2,0" 2.0 5.9 2.0 20 3.0 "3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 26 1383 472 372 2359 1024 556 1560 82 143 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 014. 0,02 coio. cO.26 0.02 002 cO.03 0.01 
y/s;;Ratio Penn co i l 
v/c Ratio 1 4f) '~6.'52"' 

• "O.OT" 
0 91 

. . . „ ^ ^ _ . 

' 0.07 " 0.06 Oi l 0.60 0 22 
Uniform Delay, ill 581 36.4 29 7 52.0 32.0 29 7 29,6 0.0 54.8 53.8 
Progression Factor 6.82 1.14 3.77 0.96 0.51 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 
[ncremental Delay, d2 337.4 0.6 0.3 8.9 0.4 01 02 01 11.2 08 
belay (s) 385.0 42.3 112.2 58 6 168 29 8 29.8 01 66.6" 54 6 
Level of Service D F E B C C A F D 
Approach Delay (s) 66.2 23 7 116 57 8 
Approach LOS E C B E 

jrtpr̂ BCtion Summary"" 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Acttiated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Criticai Lane Group 

35.4 
0.48 

1180 
77.0%' 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

"23.7 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Hiarbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/24/2013 

> > t A V i V 
Movement tBI. EBl EBR WBI NBl NBT S B ^ ^ :.SB(̂  
Liint't.diiliquratiiins tm f Vi ffT» 4 f 
Volume (vph) 60 1920 80 170 2730 1(1 60 15 140 5 " 5 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Losttime is) 44 5.3 53 4.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 . j 
Lane Ulil. Factor 1.00 0.86 1.00 0,97 0 91 i.OO 100 i.OO 1.00 
Frpb potl/bikfis 1.00 1.00 097 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.98 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FrtJ 1.00 1.00 0 85 i ;o6' 1.00 1.00 0.85 1 00 0.93 
Fit Protected 0.95 r6o 1.00 0,95 i.OO 0.96 1 00 0~.95 1.00 
Satd. Flfj'A iprotj 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1791 1547 1770 1654 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd; Flow!(perm) "1770" ;"6408 1538 3433 5082" 1791 1547 '1770 "i65'4- ""1 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Floif; (vph) 65 2087 87 185 2967 11 65 16 152 5 5 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 33 6 0 0 0 0 135 0 5 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 2087 54 185 2978 (1 0 81 17 5 5 6 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Plot Split Perm Split . J 
Protected Phases / 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phasi's 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.2" 65 5 65 5 145 69.8 134 13.4 5.1 ' '5'l 
Effective Green, g (s) 102 • 65.5 65.5 14.5 69.8 13.4 13.4 5.1 5.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio "0.09 " 0 56 0.56 oi2 0.59 O i l O i l 0.04 0,04 
Clearance Time (s) 44 5.3 5.3 44 5.3 " 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.6 5,6 2.0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) _ 153 3557 854 422 3006 203 176 " 77 71 . - . 1 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.04 6.33 cO.05 cO.59 CO 05 0.00 CO 00 
v/s^atig Perm 0.04 001 
v/c Ratio 0.42 0.59 0 06 0.44 0 99 0.40 010 "6.06 0 07 
Uniform Delayjll 51.1 173 12.1 48,0 , 23.8 ' 48 6 46 9 54 2 " 54.2 
F'rogression Factor 0 81 1 53 2.14 ' 0 70 188 1.00 ' 1.00 " i.OO "i.oo" 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.4 01 0.2 13.5 5.8 1 1 01 02 
Delay (s) 41 9 26.9 26 0 33.7 58.1 54 3 48.0 54.3 54.3 
Level of Service D C C C E D" D D D ^^^^ 
Approach belay (s) 27.3 56.7 50.2 54 3 
Approach LOS C E S i i l i i l ! D D 

Intprsection Summary 1 .... 
HCM Average Conti-ol Delay, 
HCM Volumeio Capacity ratio 
Actual ed Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Anaiysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

44.7 
0.81 

1180 
95.1% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time is) 
ICU Level of Service 

19.5 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/24/2013 

m c m t M ~ EBL • EBF WBT WBR " SWL SWR 
Lane Configuralions f f f f f f f Vf f 
Volume (vphi 880 1430 1710 35 50 10 
ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 i960 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 24 3.3 3.1 2,0 3.2 2.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.9i 0.91 ' 100 " 0.97' 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 099 1 00 "0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 1 00 1 00 1.00 

Frt__ 1 "1 _ 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 " 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.66 1.06 6.95 i.OO 
Satd Flow (prot! 3433 5085 5085 1560 3434 1419 i i i i i i i i^^Kii i i^^HlB^ 
Fit Permitled 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 , 5085 5085 1560 • 3434' 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 957 1554 1859 38 54 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 "o 0 1 0 
Lane-Group Flow (vph) 957 1554 1859 38 54 10 
"Co'n'flTPeds. (#/hr) 10 16 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Free Free 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free Frof 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.3 82 6 521 1180 249 ' 1180 
Effective Green, g (s) 28.3 84.6 541 118.0 26.9 118 0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 072 0'.4"6 1.06 ' 0.23' "î 6o 
Clearance time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.1 52 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 823 3646 2331 1560 78'i 1419 •' • V'-/. ""'- i 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.28 0 31 cO 37 c6.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 001 
v/c Ratio 1.16 0 43 0.80 002 007 0 01 
Uniform Delay, dl 44.9 68 27 3 00 35.7 0.0 
Progression Factor 6.88 1.'94 i.o6 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremcntjl Dulay. d2 85.0 02 2.6 00 02 0.0 
Delay (s) 124.5 135 29.8 '6.0 35.9 00 
Level of Service F B c" A D A 
Approach Delay (s) 55.8 29.2 30.4 
Approach LOS •".' E C l i i i i S l i a 
|niersectiijn.,Summa^KS m • 'I 
HCM Averagr- Contrt)l Delay 441 HCM Level of Service 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 118.0 Sum of lost time (s) l i l i i ^ M i ^ M i i i M l 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 9"3.1% ICU Levelof Service F 
Analysis Period (min) 15 SllilSiiisiiiS 
c Critical Lane Group 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

\ A \ 
Movement WBR . NBt= NBR SFL SER . " 
Lane Conflgurations ff TO rrrr Volurne'(vph) 90 1300 340 0 11 1460 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 49 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Facto 1.00 0.88 0.94 0.64 
Frpb", ped/bikps 1.00 0 98 1.00 6.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1 00 1.66 1.00 1,00 
Frt 1.06~ "0.85 1.00 b.'85 '™ 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 ; 
Satd/Flow (prot) • 1770 " 2723 4990 3928 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Said. Flow (perm) i770 2723 4990 3928 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0,92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 98 1413 370 0 0 1587 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 97 0 0 o" 882 
Lane Group Flow(vpih) 98 1316 370 0 0 705 
Confl. Pe'ds! (#/hrj 10 I'O 10 i6 i6 10 
Turn Type Perm custom 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases 8̂ " ISi";lp!El^f;i |Bia 
Actuated Green, G (s) "" "'51.3 51,3 48.9 48,9 
Efective Green, g (s) 51,3 51 3 48.9 48.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 47 0.47 0.44 0,44 
Clearance Time (s) 4,9 49 4.9 l i l | R 5 * 1 5 S ! l i l K 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.1 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 825 1270 2218 1746 
v/s Ratio PI ol 0 06 0.07 
v/s Ratio Perm CO 48 C018 
v/c Ratio 012 1.04" 017 0 40 
Uniform DeL'iy dl 165 29.4 18.3 20.7 
Progression Factoi 0.60 0.74 0.33 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 ' 206' 02 l i p l ^ i i i l l i i i l i W 
Delay (s) 9.9 48.5 6.3 21 4 
Level of Service D A l i l i i K S I i i i B i H 
Approach Delay (s) 11)0 6.3 21 4 
Approach LOS D A 

IntcrvectionSJmmaS i 

• .••",:::;!."••• 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length i'.) 
Intersection̂  Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

30.5 
073 

1100 
54.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

9.8 
A 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

Lane Cimfiguidlmns f f f f f f 
Volume (vph) 0 u 340 90 900 640 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Tolal Lost time (•>) 79 79 7.4' 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 6.97 0,95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 " ^ ^ 'r . 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 i.o6 1.00 
Frt 1.00 085 '1,66 100 . - l i ' . *~ *^ 1 

Fit Prolected i"oo 1.00 0,95 1.00 
Satd Flow(proti 5085 1537 "3433 3539 ' "T 7 ' "J 
Fit Permitted 1 00 ' i.OO 0,95 1 00 
Satd Flow (perm) 5085 ' 1537 3433 -3539 • 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 0 0 370 98 978 696 
RTOR Reduction (vph) ' d 0 0 49 6" 0 * 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 370 49 978 696 
Confl Peds (#/hr) 10 10 10̂  10 
Turn Type Porm Prot 
Protected Phases ' 2 1 '3 Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (;.i 5"8.'f 58.1 42 6 110.0 
Effective Green g (s) 55.1 55.1 396 110.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 0.50 0.36 1.00 
Clearance Time |s) 4.9 4.9 4.4 i i i i ^ ^ ^ l i i i l i l P H 
Vehicle Extension (s) 54 5.4 3.0 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2547 770 1236 3539 
v/s Ratio Plot 0.07 CO 28 CO 20 
v/s Ratio Perm 003 
v/c Ratio "6.i5 0.06 0 79 0 20 
Uniform Delay, di 14 8 14.2 31,5 ^ i l i l i i i B i ^ ^ p i i i l 
Progression Factor 1.00 100 0,97 1.00 
Irjcremental Delay, d2 01 0.2 JI i i i l i i i ^ S l l i S i i i i l 
Delay (s) 149 14.3 33,7 01 
Level of Service B B C 
Approach belay (s) 0.0 14.8 l"9.7 
Approach LOS A B Bg;Bi^^^^Bill i l^«J 
Intersection S u r i i m a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Adtuated Cycle- Length (si 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

18.7 
0.43 
•100 

63.8% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time Is) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

74 
B 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing ^ Cumulative AM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

> > < t A V i V 
Muvumunt " fBL~ " tBI EBR" ' 'mi WBT "WBR" NBT NBT ' NBR ~"SBL SBT" S B S 

Lane Configurations fft» ft* fft* fft* 
Volume (vph) 280 640 15 40 620 50 50 200 80 110 190 610 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 i960 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.2 4.4 58 44 , 4.9 4.4 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 100 0.91 100 0 95 1.00 0.91 100 0 91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.66-, 100 100 1.00 1 00 0.99 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 I.OO 1.00 TOO 1.06 1.00 1 00 TOO 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 099 1.00 096 1.00 0.89 
Fit Prolected 0.95 1,00 0.95 1 00 0.95 1.00 0 95 1 00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1770 5066 1770 3494 17'76 4832 1770 4431 
FItPermitted" 6.95 1.00 0.95 1 00 '6.95 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Said. Flow (perm) 1770 5066 17/0 3494 1770 4832 1770 4431 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 304 696 16 43 674 54 54 217 87 120 207 "663 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 69 0 0 309 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) •J04 710 0 43 723 0 54 "235 0 120 561 0 
ConflrPeds. (#/hr) io 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.4 " 43.5" 2.4 25.9 3.'5" 17.8"" 9.5 23 7 
Effective Green, g (s) 194 43.5 2.4 25.9 3.5 178 9,5 23.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 021 047 0.03 0.28 0.04 019 010 0.26 
Clearance Time (s) 

'••A,'A 
5.2 4.4 58 44 . 4.9 4.4 5,0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 20 3.9 20 27 20 3.3 2.0 41 
Lane Grp Co\) (v[ili) 373 2393 4b 983 67 934 183 1140 
v/s Ratio Prot C0,17 0.14 0.02 c021 0.03 0.05' ' c6.6'7 c013 
v/s Ratio Perm 
y/c Ratio 0 82 0 30 - 0.93 074 0 81 025 0.66 0.92dr 
Uniform Delay, d1 34.6 14.9 44 8 30.6" 44,0 315 39 7 29.1 
Progression Factor 1,00 100 1.00 1.00 1.66 1.66 1.00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 122 01 106.2 2R 46.6 02 6.3 05 
Delay (s) 46.8 15.0 150 9 32.8 90.5 31.7 46 0 206 
Level of Service B" F C F C D C 
Approach Delay (s) 24.5 39.4 405 31.6 
Approach LOS c: D •sasfc D C —-.iL 

IntprsPclionsDrritnarv i 

••;!•,•..•' • HCM Average Control Delay 32 2 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume toCapacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Lerigth (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Aiuilysis Ptriod (mm) 

0.66 
'92.1 
75.9% 

15 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

14.6 
D 

dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lanê  
c" "Critical Lane Group". 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/24/2013 

> < t A V \ V 
Movement ~~r~T~^'" fc'BL • FBI ' "'WBI "WHT WBR NBl NBf ' NBR SBT' V'̂ B^ 
Lane ((infiqurdlions 4fT̂  fff fft* 
Volume (vph) u 0 46u 1510 80 90 200 0 l i i H 180 35 
ideal Flow (vphpl i 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19"00 1900 1900 i900 J900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.4 4,9 54 
Lane Util.Factor 0 91 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 100 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.o6 1.66 TOO i.o6 
Frt 0.99 1.00 100 ' '' ^ ^ \ 098 
Fit Protected 0.99 0,95 1.00 1.00 
Satd, FJow (prot) .4995 1770 5085 4936 
Fit Permitted 0.99 0,95 1.00 i.OO 
Said, Flow (perm) 4995 1770 5f)85 4936 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0 92 0.92 0 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj: Flow (\/ph)̂ ^ 0 . 0" -'' 0 . 500 " "f641 87 ' 98 217 " " 6 0 196 • "~38 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 o"" 0 0 3 0 6 0 6' 0 29 d 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2225 0 98 217 0 0 205 0 
Confl.Peds, (#/hr) 10 10 10 " '16 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Pmt Prot 
Protected Phases 3 8 5 2 6 
Permitted F?hases 
Actuated Green, G (s) " 7~4.3 8,8 25.9""" 12.2 
Effective G'een g (s) 74 3 8.8 25.9 122 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 68 0.08 0 24 Oi l 
iCjearance.T^^^ (s) 4.9 4.4" 49 -'5.4, • .' ! 
Vehicle Extension (s) "2.'4 2.0 33 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3374 142 1197 547 
v/s Ratio Prot c0 45 zom_ 0.04 c6.04 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 218dl 0 69 " O.i 8 0.37 
Uniform Delay, dl 10.4 49.3 . 33.6 45 4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.66 1.00 "i.OO 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 110 03 2.0 
Delay (s) 10.9 60.3 33 9 47 3 
Level of Service ' _ ~"B . ' i l : : c 
Approach Delay (s) 00 10.9 42.1 47.3 
Approach LOS A B D D 

InterseFtionSummjrv ^ ^ ^ ^ '.^'\:\ 
HCM Average Control Delay 17.5 HCVI Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63 
Actuated Cycfe Lengtti (s) . j, ~ 1100 . ̂  
intersection Capacity Utilization 71.7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left jane. 
&:i<Critical Lane Grt)up 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

14.7 

"c 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

> > r ^ t A V i V 
MovPiiicnt EBl FBI EBR WBl WBT WAR' NBL • NBT NBR SB(̂  
Lane Configurations 4ff f ffl^ fff 
Volume"(vph) 30 810 30 0 0 0 0 290 280 45 660 6 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) ' 49 49 4.9 44 54 
Lane Util. Factor 0 91 1.00 0 91 1.00 0,9'i 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 0 99 " 00 100 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00" 1 00 100 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0 85 0.93 100 1.00 

• \ 
Fit Protected I.oo' 1 00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd..Fiow (̂prot)' 5076 1555 4662 1770 5085 •if] 
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5076 1555 4662 1770 5085 ^^^^^ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 880 33 0 0 0 0 315 304 49 717 6 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 18 0 0 '" b 6 136 0 0 6 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 6 913 15 0 6' 0 0 483 0 49 717 6 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prol 
Prolected Phases 7 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (!.) 26.3 26.3 134 37 21.6' 
Effective Green, g is} 26.3 26.3 13,4 3.7 21.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0 46 023 006 036 
iGiearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9" " 4:4" ~ " 5:4 ~ " 
Vehicle Extension (s) 4 2 4.2 3,3 2.0 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2318 710 1085 114 . 1854 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.18 CO 10 0.03 C014 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0 39 6.62 0.45 0.43 0.39 
Uniform Deiay, dl 10.4 8.6 18,9 25.9 13.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 
incremental Delay, d2 ; ' - . 02 00 03 0,9" 01 
Delay (s) 105 8.6 19.2 26,9 13,6 
Level of Service B A B C B 
Approach Delay (s) 105 00 19.2 14.5 
Approach LOS B A B B iiS 
lnt;'isectiimSunim,irv " ' 
HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

14.1 
0 44 
57.6 

71.7% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum pflost time" (s)J 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

.15.2. 
C 
mm 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

> t A V 1 V 
Mnvprnpiil " ' ' E B L EBT FBR WBL WB'l"" WBR" 'NBL " Nsr "NBR SBL ' S i r " SBR 
Ldiie Cimfigui.itions 4» f \ fl^ fT» 
Vulunm (vph) 50 5 20 5 5 3U 10 180 10 25 . 280 loq 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) " . 1900 : 1900, 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900̂  1900 190O 
TotEdsLosttime (s) 40 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 40 4.0 
LaneUtil Factor 1.00 0 95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.06" 0.95" 
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 0.99 0.98 1,00 1.00 100 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00 TOO 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Frt 0.96 0.92 0.85 1 00 0.99 100 0.96 - '5! .| 
Fit Protected 0.97 0 99 TOO 0 95 1.06 . 0.95 1.00 
Satd,'Flow (prol) ' 1720 1590 1478 1762 3506 1758 3374 
Fit Permitted 0 83 096 1 00 0 95 1.00 0 95 1.06 
Said. Flow (perm) 1474 1538 1478 1762 3506 1758 3374 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 54 5 22 5 5 33 11 196 11 27 304 109 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 9 15 0 4 0 0 33 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 70 0 0 13 6 11 203 ^6" 27 380 6 
Confl. Peds: (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 16 
Tumfiype Prot Plot Perm Prot BESS Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6~ 
Permitted Phasps 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 143 143 14.3 07 23.5" 09 23.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 14 3 14.3 14.3 0 7 23.5 0.9 23.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 028 0 28 0 28 0 01 0.46 0.02 0.47 
Clearance Time (s)2 " " - 4:6 4.0 4.0 . 4.0 4.6"' . 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 25 20 2.6 20 2.5 2,0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (v[)h) 416 434 417 24 1625 31 1577 
v/s Ratio Prot O.oi O06 cO.62 " CO 11 
v/s Ratio Perm CO 05 001 0 00 
v/c Ratio 017 0.03 0 01 0 46 OH 0 87 0.24 
Uniform Delay, dl 13.7 13.2 131 24 8 7,7 24 8 8.1" i "̂  t̂ 1 

Progression Factor. 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 TOO 1.06 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 00 00 "5.0 00 106 2 01 
Delay (s) 139 132 T3.I' 29 8 7.8 131.0" 8.2 
Level of Siirvii e B l I l i lBiKi l B C A F A 
Approach belay (s) 13.9 13.2 8.9 15.7 
Approach LOS B A B 

Intersection Summary 

• • • •- ™ ] 
HCM Average Conti-i il Delay 13.5 HCM Level of Service B 
wtih Volume to Capacity ratio 6'.21 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50 7 Sum of lost time (s) 80 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.5% ICU Level of Service A" 

ijj'i Analysis Penod (min) 15 wmmmmmm l l l lKP ' Ki i l i 
ijj'i 

c Critical Lane Group 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing •̂  Cumulative AM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

EBL bBf" "WBTI 
LaneConflguratims *j 4 f 
Volume (vph) ' 130 .15 10 
idMl̂ Flow (vphpj) _ 1906 i900 1900 
|MI|Loi|me(sr "'4.0 " ' " M " . 4.0: 
LaneUtiL^actor 0^5 0.95 1.6o 
pSiped/bjkes _ ' ' 1.66'"' 1.66 "i.OÔ  
Flpb, ped/bikes [ rZ_10P„_T00 T6O 
Frt 1 00 1 00 1 00 
FItProtected ' 095 6.96 1.o6 
Satd Flow (prot) 1681 1702 1863 
FItPermitted 0.95 " 0.96 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm)"" 1681"" m i 1863| 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Ad| Flow (vph) 141 16 11 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow ( vph ) ' " " 78 79 11 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) "" ' 10 
Turn Type Split 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.9 7.9 1.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 7.9 18 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 21 0.21 0.05 
Clearancefline(s) 4 ^ ' " " 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0" 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (yph) 354 - 359 89 
v/s Ratlo.Prot 005 (0 05 0 01 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio " " "' ' " "0.22 ' " 6.2'2 ^0.12 
UniformJefayjr ", " f2.3 "^2:3 .17Tj 
Progression Factor 1.00 i.OO 1.00 
^^S'Del"aY-'d"2 673" " •"031 ""0& 
Delay (s) 12-6_ 12.6 17.7 

^ B M c e : " : ; " . 1 . ^ ; J , B,., , . Bi 
Approach Delay (sj 12.6 2.3 
Approach LOS_'_ _"_' . ' El""" A 
iterspctioii Summary ' " 

HCM Average Control Delay 5.4 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 015 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 37 5 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 23 0% 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

WBP SBL SBR 

f 
70 

1900 

TOO" 

0".99 
1.00 

" 0.85 
1.00 
1560 
1.00 
15h0 

Vi 
125 

1900 
4,0 

097 
100 
1.00 
1.00 
6.95 
3433 
0.95 
3433 

f 
180 

1900 
4.0 

1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0 85 
1.00 
1544 
1.00 
1544 

0.92, 
76 
0 

76 
10 

0.92 
131. 

0 
136 
10 

0.92 
196 

0 
196 
10 

Free 

Free 
37,5 

J7.5 
1.00 

15.8 
15.8 
042 
40 
3.0 

FTOU 

Free 
37.5 
37.5 
1.00 

1560 

"0.05 
0.05 
00 

i.OO 
01 
O.i" 

A 

1446 
0.04 

0.09 
6.5 

1.00 

_o:6" 
6.6 

A 
2.8 

A 

1544 

rOH 
013 
00 

1.00 
02 
6.2 

A 

HCM Level of Sorvicf! 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

4,0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
t: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/24/2013 

F B r "EBl FBR WBl WBI WBR NBl "NBl " NBR SBL S"B1 SBR 
Lane Configurations *j f f f f *i f f f f ^ 4* 
Volume (vph) _ > _90 1060 10 30 1260 5 15 IO-
idea[Flow (vphpj)_ i900 J900 1900 1900 1900 196o 1900 1966 
Total Lostlirie (s) ' 4.4 " 'b.Y " bJ 4.4 5 8 5.8 4,9 " 4.9 
Lane UtiL Factor j j )6 0.91" i.OO " 1.66 0.91 1.00 _ 0̂ 95 6.95' 
Frpb;ped/bikes " " ' TOO' i'^O" 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 I.OD 0̂ 98 
Fipb, ped/bikes' _ "' "TOO _i.o6""" i .66' 1.'66 TOO TOO 1.00 """i7o6~ 
Frt " "' ,." • 1 . 0 6 1.00" ""6,85 ' 1.00 1 00 0.85 1 00 09L 
FItProtected ' _ 6,95 _ 1,6o 1.00 095 1.6o 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1505 1770 5085 1529 1681 1573' 
FItPermitted 0 95 1 00 1 00 095 1.6o I.OO 0.9.5 1 o6 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1505 1770 5085 1529 1681 157i 

20_ 
i960 

Vi 
1120 
1900 

" "4.9 
0̂ 97" 
1.00 
1.00 
"TOO" 
0.95 
m3 
0.95 
343'3 

1̂ 60 
"" 4.9" 
i.6o 
0.98" 

'i'.oo' 
JD:86 

1.06' 
15/3. 
1.00* 
i"56"3 

-90 
i900 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 _ 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) " 98 '^li'52 11 " 33 1370 5 IB 11 2 2 ' 1 3 0 " / 5 •." J8 
RTOR Reduction (vph) ' O' 0 7 0 0 3 0 17 0 O ' * 79 0 
Lane GroupFlow ("vphj 98" 1152 / 4 ' 33 1370 2 14 18 0 130"' 24 V 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 16 10 
TumType Prot Perm Prot Perm Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 
Permitted Phases 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) "' " OO 46.8 46.8 2.8 405 40.5 27.1 27.1 
Effective Green, g(s)" 9 .0 . 46.8 46,8 2.8 405 405 27.1 27.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.39 0.39 0.02 0.34 0.34 0.23 0.23 
Cle"arahceTrme(s) 414 " 5.7 " 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Exiension (s) " 2.0 4.9 4.9 2.0 4.8 4.8 2.0 2.0 

Split 
6 

23 4 
23.4 
o.i'g 
4.9 
2.0 

23.4 
23.4 
019 
4.9 
.2.6 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio^PeFrh' 2 _ 
v/c ??atio 
Uniform Delay, di " 
Progre îonFactor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
belay (sj 
LeyelbfSeryice 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

133 
cO.06 

074 
/54J^ 
1.00 
16.6' 
71.0 

1983 
023 

'6.58 
"28.£r 
1.60̂  
•OJ 
29.5 

C 
32.7 

"C 

587 

0.06 
0.01 
22^ 
I.oo" 
0.0 

22.4 
C 

41 
0.62 

0.80 
58 3 
1.06 
63.1 

124.9 
F 

1716 
cO.27 

0.80 
360 
0.78 
2.9 

30.9 
C 

33.0 
C 

516 

0.00 
0.00 
26,4 
6.7i 
00 

18.8 
B 

380 
0.61 

0.04 
36.3" 
1.60 
0.2 

36.4 
D. 

355 
co.oi 

0.05 
36:4 
1̂ 6 

/O.3' 
36.6 

D 
36.6~ 

D 

; 669 
CO.64 

305 
0.02 

0T9 
"40".4'' 
1.00 

' "oi: 
40.5 

"" "b" 

0̂ 08 
39.5' 
i.oo" 

" 0 6 
39.5 

D' 
46'.i 
" D" 

" " " . " I 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

33.5 
' 0.45 
120.0 
57 2% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum ot lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

20.0 
B 

life 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

> > < ^ t A V I V 
jiAnvemi'nt EBL FBT EBR WBI Vi/Bl WBR NKI mi NBR SBI SBf" 
1 cllli't ()llll(|Ul.lll(iIV. fff f ftm f f 
Volume (vph) 55 980 170 330 1180 50 130 35 37(1 50 25 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 igoo 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost timejsj" 1~ 5.4 6.7 5.9 4.4 5.4 4.9 4q 4.0 49 4.9 
Lane IJtil. Factor 1.00 0 91 1.60 0.97 0.86 0,97 1.00 1.00 091 091 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 100 0.99 100 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.OO TOO i.o6 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 ion ODil 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.88 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.66 ' 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.06 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6359 3433 1863 1560 1010 2858 
Fit Permitted 0 95 1.6b 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95" 1.00 1 00 0 95 1.00 
'Satd. Flow (perm) 17'76' ''5085 1583 ' 3433' "6359., 1433 1863' 1560 1610 " 2858 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0 92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 . 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 60 1065 185 359 1283 54 141 38 402 54 27 130 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 151 " 6 *4 " 0 "'0 0 0 0 " i20 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 1065 34 359 1333 0 141 38 402 49 42 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/'hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type \ Prot Over Prol Spill Free Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.5"' 41.1 22.9 26.8 60.7 22.9 22.9 120 0 03 93 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.5 401 219 26.8 60.7 22.9 '22.9 •20 0 93 03 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05' 6.33 6.18 0 22 051 019 "6.19 1.00 0.08 0 08 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 4.9 4.1 5.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 20 5.9 2.0 20 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 96 1699 289 767 3217 .655 356 1560 125 221 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03. c021 0.02 CO. 10 0 21 0.04 0 02 0.03 "0.01 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.26 
v/c Ratio oJi '6763 012 6:47 ' 6.'4i' '"6I2'' Oi l 0.26 '"6.39 6.19 
Uniform Delay, dl 55.6 33.6 41.0 40.4 18 5 41.0 401 0.0 52 7 51.8 
Progression Factor 0 51 ' 1.44 4 04 1 23 1.31 1.00 "1.60 i.o"o 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 7:6 09 0.7 01 01 0.8 0,6 O.' 2.0 0.4 
Delay (s) 36 0 404 166 4 49.6 24 3 4"i.7 40 7 0.4 54.7 52 2 
Level of Sen/ice D D F D C D D A D D 
Approach Delay (s) 65.3 29.7 13.1 52.8 
ApproachiOS E C B D 

Imersftrtinnbummary ; 1̂  
HCM Avmge Cqnttoj Dejay 
inCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

40.7 
0.45 

120.0 
85.8% 

15 

HCM Level of Servict; 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

11.1 
E 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/24/2013 

> > < t A V \ V 
jWovement FBi " EBR" WBl ' "WBT WBR NBL NffT ~NBR ' SB) SBT .SBK 
Lane Conflgurations tm f Vi fft^ 4 f *i T» 
Volume (vph) 25 2510" 70 180 " 2266 10 70 5 190 0 0 10 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 i960 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 i960 1900 1900 
Total Lost time lb) 34 4.3 . 4.3 3.4 4.3 39 " '3.9 """3.9 " 
Lane Utii, Factor 1 00 " 0 86 1 00 0 97 0.91 1.00 1 00 i.OO 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.97 100 1.00 100 0.98 0 92 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 i.OO T.06 i.66 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 
Frt 100 100 0 85 TOO 1.00 100 0.85 0 85 
Fit Protected 0.95 i.OO 1.00 0.95 i.OO 0 96 1.00 1.00 
Satd Flow (prol) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5081 1779 "1547 1463 
Fit Permitted 0 95 1.06 100 0.95 1.00 0 96 1.00 1 00 
Satd Flow (perm) 1770 "6408 1538 . 3433. • 5081 1779 1547 1463 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 27 2728 76 196 2391 11 76 5 207 0 0 11 
RTOR Reduction (vph) ' " " o" " ~ "6 28 "0 1" ' " " 0 0 ' 0 ' "i 48 " 0 10 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 2728 48 196 2401 0 0 81 59 0 ' "" 0 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 1(1 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Split Perm Split 
Prolected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Perrnjtted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (sj 4.4 "48.2 "4'8l " i4.'4 58 2 """J3,4" 33.4 "45 " 
Effective Green, g (s) 54 49.2 49 2 154 59.2 34.4 34.4 5.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 005 'o".4i 0̂ 41" 013 "6.49 0.29 0.29 0.05 
Clearance Time (s) 4,4 53 53 4,4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.6 5.6 5.6 2,0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lanê Grp Cap (yph)" 80 2627 631 441 2507 510 44 J 67 
v/s Ratio Prot 002 CO 43 cO.06 cO.47 CO 05 cO.OO 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0 04 
v/c Ratio 0 i4 1.04 0.08 "OAA ' "0"96 " """6.16 " O.i 3 "6.01 
Uniform Delay, dl 55.6 35.4 21.6 48.3 29.2 32.0 31 7 54 b 
Progression Faciei 1.21 O70 0.33 1.09 1.33 i.OO 1.00 1.00 
Incrementdl Di-lay d2 09 28.4 01 02 8.4 07 Ob 0.0 
Delay (s) 67'9 53.1 72 52.8 471 Ul '3*2.4 54.7 
Level of Service E D A D D C C D 
Approach Delay (s) 52.6 47.5 32.5 54 7 
Approach LOS D D C D 

Intersection Sumnia^ I -7 ^ 

HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle I uigih (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

49.0 
6.'66 

120 U 
83.0% 

" 15 

HCM Level of Service _ 

Sum of lost time i.s) 
ICU Level of Service 

19.8 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/24/2013 

- t 
Movement • -gBL'--" W • WBT WBR • 'SWL SWR " " 1 
Lane Configurations Vi fff fff f W f 
Volume (vph) 1020 1770 1310 130 70 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) T9OO igoo i9o6 igoo 1900 " 1900 
Tolal Lost time IS) 44 5.3 5.1 4.0 5,2 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor C' l / 0.91 091 TOO 0 97 091 
Frpbj ped/bikes TOO 100 100 "0,99 100 099 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 TOO 1.00 100 1 00 
Frt 1.00 1 00 100 0.85 1.00 0 85 
Fit Protected 0.95 "i.ob i.OO 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (prol) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3436 1419 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.60 1.00 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3436 1419" ~ 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1109 1924 1424 141 76 
RTOR Reduction (vph) '""6 " " 0 "0 6 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1109 1924 1424 141 76 10 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
.TurnType_ , Piol Free Free 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 ' 6" 
Permitted Phases Free Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) '60.8 ' "93^ 289 120b 15.6 " 120.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 60 8 93.9 28 9 120.0 15.6 120.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 078 0 24 1.00 013 1.00 _ 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 51 52 
Vehicle Exiension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.6" 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1739 3979 1225 1560 447 1419 
v/s Ratio Prol cO.32 6.38 cO.28 C0̂ 02j 
v/s Ratio Perm o.og 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0 64 0.48 T16 o.og 017 0 01 
Uniform Delay, dl 21.6 4.6 45.5 0.0 464 0.0 
Progression Factor 6.64 0.69 T6'6 1.00 " i.o6 1.00 
Incremental Dolny, d2 01 01 82.4 0.1 0.8 0.0 
Delay (s) 14.3 05 128.0 01 47.3 00 
Level ofServico "B A F A D 
Approach Delay (s) 5".5 116.5 41 8 
Approach LOS A F D 

^nlerscctionSummarv m 

• , 
•• • , • 1 

HCM Average Contr il Diiiv 43 3 HC MI cvel of Sen/ice 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.7% ICU Level of Service 1̂  
Analysis Period (mm) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthom St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

< 1 A \ 

Mo"i'emunl WBR. NBL SFR 
Lane Configurations \ ff rrrr Volume (vph) 130 910 560 0 0 1870̂  . 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igo'o f906 1900 1900 1966 " 
Total Lost time I'i 4.g 4.9 4.9 l iS l l i i ^p i l i l i ^^^pp 
LaneUtil Factor 1.00 0 88 0.94 0.64 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 , 0.98 1 00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 
Frt TOO 0 85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0.95 i.6o 0.95 1.00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1770 2723 4990 3936" 
Fit Permitted 0 95 1.00 095 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 .2723 4ggo 3936 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 0,92 092 092 0.92 092 
Adj JFlow (vph) 141 98g 609 0 0 ssi l^ i^^PPi i l i f i iB i i f lWPt 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 25 0 0 0 915 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 141 964 609 0 0 ^ i l i ^ ^ P i S i i l i P l ^ i l i ^ B l i i 
Confl. Peds. (#yhr) 10 10 10 10 io 10 
Turn Type Perm custom ; ~ 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated (Sreen, G (s) 3'17 39,7 66.5 60.5 
Effective Green, g (s] 39 7 39.7 60.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0 55 0.55 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 IRg i l i i i l ^ ^^g^ 'SS^ l i i l ^ l 
Vehicle Extension (s) 20 2.6 41 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 639 983 2745 2165 
v/s Ratio Plot 0.08 012 
y/s Ratio Perm cO,35 c0 28 
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.98 0 22 0.52 
Uniform Delay, dl 24.4 34.8 12.7 • B S i ^ l S i l i ^ ^ B i l l K i i 
Progression Factor 0.58 0"70 0.04 i.6o 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 19.5 0.2 i i l i i i ^ B i i i i ^ ^ W i i i i i ^ i i i 
Delay (s) 14.2 43 8 0.6 164 
Level of Sen/ice B D A 
/Approach Delay (s) 401 06 16.4" 
Approach LOS D A B 

fntprsemonSummdiV W 
HCM Average Control Di.-lay 
F|CM Volume to Capacity ralio^ 
Actuated:Gycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

21.0 
0 70 

110.0 
54.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

98 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: G rape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

< t A V 1 
l̂oveirTeni tfiTBL WBR NBT NBR "SBI SBT 

Lane Configurations f f f f v\ f f 
Volume (vph) 0 0 600 290 1600 g50 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) . igoo igoo i960 1900 1900 igoo 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.2 
LaneUtil Factor "o.g'i'̂ ' i.OO 0.97 o.gs 
Frpb, pedifbikes 1.00 0.97 100 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 "1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 100 1.06 
Fit Protected 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085, • 1537 3433 353E 
FItPermitted i.6o"' 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow" (perm) 5085' ' 1537 -3433 3539 
Peak-hour factor, PHF o.g2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 652 315 1087 1033 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 54 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 652 2C1 10B7 1033 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Perm Prot ' 1 ' 'I'lr '> - '• • '"'] 

Prolected Phases 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (sj 53'4'" 53 4 47 3 1100 
Effective Green, g (s) 53.4 53,4 47.3 iio.o 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,49 0,49 0 43 "i.OO 
Clearance Time (s) 49 4 9 4.4 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 54 5.4 3.0 37 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2469 746 1476 3539 
v/s Ralio Prol 0.13 cO.32 6.2'9 " 
k[CB.4t'9 Pertn_. „ _ "̂  J COI/ 
v/c Ratio " '0.26 ' 0.35 0.74 ' 0 29 
Uniform Delay, dl 16.7 17 5 26 2 0.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 o.g8 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 1.3 1.5 02 
belay (s) 17.0 18.8 27 2 6.2 
Level of Service B B C i s s i i i ^ i i i i /\pproach Delay (s) (10 i7.6 14.0 
Approach LOS A B 

|iiteispaion"Sumnid[v ' ' " , " •'" " ^ g . . . 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s; 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (miri) 
c Critical Lane Group 

15.1 
0 53 

1100 
61 6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

9.3 
B 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing + Cumulative PM Synchro?- Report 
Page 6 

e j A BaBBB a i m tKii i- i i i 

3. f s o P A G E 3 I S 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwv 10/24/2013 

> > * - < t A V 1 V 
jWovement FBI EBT EBR WBl WBI Vi/BR NBL NBT NBR "•^BL SBT~' "SBR 
Lane Configurations fft^ fT» fffr ffT^ 
.Vdjume(vph) 300 860 40' 60 620 80 80 430 160 110 320 . 410 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 i"96o 1900 igoo 1900 igoo igoo 1900 jgoq 
i@arLpsUime (s)"_ ' 44 52 44 5.8 ^' 4.4 4.9 44 50 
LaneUtil Factor i.OO o.gi 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 i.oo O.gi 
Frpb, ped/bikes TOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1,00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 1,00 100 
Frt TOO o.gg 1,00 0.98 1.00 0 96 1.00 0.92 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.06 .o,g5 1.00 o.g5 1.00 0 95 1.00 
^tdvflpw (prot) 1770 5047 1770 3470 1770 4845 1770 4601 
FItF'ermitted 0.95 1.00 o,g5 1.00 o.g5 1.06 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (perrnj 1-770 5047; 1770 3470 1770 4845 1770 4601 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 o.g2 0.92 o.g2 0.92 o.g2 o.g2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 o.g2 
Adj. Flow (vplil 326 935 43 65 674 87 

, . , „ 

87 467 174 120 j48 "446 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0" 0 9 0 64' 0 0 223 " "0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 326 974 0 65 752 0 87 577 0 120 571 0 
Confl Peds (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Typr- Prot Prot Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 " 1 6 
Permitted Phases _ _ *" ^', 
Actuated Green, G(s) ' ' 26.6 41.2 48 24.8 4.8 i6.6 ' g.5 " 2T2' 
"Effective Green, g (s). 20.6 41,2 48 24.8 48 166 05 21.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.45 0,05 0.27 0.05 018 010 0 23 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.2 4,4 58 4.4 4.g 4.4 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 39 2,0 2.7 2.0 3.3 2.0 4.1 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 401 2285 93 946 93 884 185 1072 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.18 0.19 0.04 c022 CO 05 CO 12 cO.07 012 
y/s Ratio Penn ^ -
v/c Ratio o.si" 0.43 O70 o.'fg""" 0.94 'o.eT 0.65' 0.53 
Uniform Delay, dl "33.4 16.9 42.4 30.7 42.9 34.5 391 30.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 100 100 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Tncremental Delay, d2 11.3 0.2 16.9 4.6 71.1 1.8 5.8 0.7 
Delay (s) 44 7 17.1 59.3 35.3 114.1 36 3 44.9 31.2 
Level of Service D B E D F D D C 
Approach Delay (sj 24 0 37.2 45.6 33.6 
Approach LOS C D D . ~' '"C£; 
Intprspciion Summary 1 
HCM Average Conlroi Delay 
HCM Volume lo Capacity ratio 
Aciuatf-(j Cycle I enqth M 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

33.2 
075 
91,0 

77,2% 
15 

HCM Level of Service' 

Sum of lost time IS) 
ICU Level of Service 

19.5 
D 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: Hawthorn St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

> > < t A V i V 
Movempni IBl FBI • EBR WBl WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL • SBJ^ 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 0 0 " " . 0 \ ' 140 

4f1* 
1000 90 

\ 
120 

fff 
520 0 (1 

ffli 
390 '30 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igoo igoo igpo 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 igoo 1900 1900 
Total Lost tirTi'e(s) 4.9 44 4.9 5.4 
Lane Ulil. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 O.gi 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt " S K I T ' S 

1.00 
100 
099 

1.00 
100 
1 00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

TOO 
1.00 
0.99 

Fit Protected O.gg og5 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 4g86 1770 5085 5019 
FItPermitted o.gg og5 TOO 100 
Satd. Fiow (perm) 4986 1770 5085 5019 
Peak-hour factor, PHF o.g2 o.g2 o.g2 o.g2 0.92 0.92 o.g2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 152 1087 98 130 565 0 0 424 33 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 6 0 8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1329 0 130 565 ft 0 449 0 
Confl! Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Plot 
3 ' 8 

Prot' 
5 2 6 

Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) "61.8 l lT? ' 38.4 21.8 
EffectiyeGreen,g"(s) " ' " " 61.8 11.7 , 38.4 21.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.56 O i l " 035 0.20 
Clearance Time (s) 49 4.4 4.9 5.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 24 20 "3.3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

2801 188 
CO.O? 

1775 
O i l 

S5:llff;iit 995 
co:og 

v/s Ralio Perm "0.27 
v/c Ratio 8.00dl 0 6g 032 0.45 
Uniform Delay, dl 144 47.4 26.2 38 8 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d? I K i l i f l 

1 00 
01 

1.00 
8.5 

TOO 
05 

1.00 
1.5 

Delay (s) 
Level of Service 

14 5 
B 

55.9 
E 

26.7 
C 

40 3 
D 

Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

00 
A 

14.5 32 2 
C 

40 3 
D 

lnicrsPctionSummdi|iir?S 

• 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utiiization 
Analysis Peripd (min) ; " • 
dl Defacto Left Lanê  Recode with 1 
dr Defacto Right Lane Recode with 
c Critical Lane Group 

24.2, 
0.50 

110.6 ' 
75.2% 

15"' 
though lane as a left lane. 
1 though lane as a'righi lane 

HCM Level of Sen/ice 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

14 7 
D 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

FBI bBl bBR WBl WBI WBR NHL NBT NBR SBI SBT 
Lane Configurations 4ff f ffl^ fff 
Volume (vph) 70 1570 50 0 0 0 0 620 " " 140 460"- 0 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 i960 1900 igqo 1900 igoo ig66 igoo J900_ ig6o igoo' igoo 
Iflotai Lost time (s) 4.g 4.9 4.9 44 5.4 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 ogi 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 098 0.99 100 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1 00 1.00 100 
Frt 1,00 0 85 093 100 1.06 
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 o.g5 1.00 
Satd Flow (prot) 5072 1548 4680 1770 5085 
Fit Permitted 1.00 1 00 1.00 o.g5 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5072 1548 4680 1770 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 0.92 0,92 og2 0.92 o.g2 o.g2 092 og2 o.g2 0.92 o.g2 
Adj. Flow (vph) 76 1707 54 0 0 0 0 674 554 152 500 " 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 30 6" 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1?8J 26 0 0 0 0 1198 0 152 500 0 
Confl. Peds (#/hr) 1(1 10 10 16 10 10 10 10 
TumType Plot Perm Prot 
Protected-Phases 7 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 ^^^^^ 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5T2' 51.2 '304 ""i"2,i 46.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 51.2 51,2 304 "12.1 464 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 4? 6,4'?" 0.28" ~ on 6.43 " 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 49 4.9. 4.4 5.4 
Vehicle Extension (sj 4.2 4.2 " 3.3 2,0 24 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2407 735 1319 198 2187 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.26 co^g 010 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.35 0.02 • at (. / I 

v/c Ratio 0 74 0.03 1.16dr 0 77 0.23 
Uniform Delay, di 23.0 151 37.4 46.5 194 . ' y ' 

Progression Factor i.OO 1.06 1.00 1.00 TOO 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 0.0 94 14,7 00 
Delay (s) 24,3 15.2 46.8 61 3 19.5 
Level of Service C B D E B 
Approach Delay (s) 241 00 46.8 2g.2 
Approach LOS C A D C 

inierseaioriSumnwrv 'M ̂ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 
HCM Ayerage Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Ana|ysfeiiReriod (mm) 
dr befacto^ght̂ Lane. Recode withal 
d Critical Lane Group 

though 

32.5 
0.86 

107.9 -
75.2%. . 

15 
lane as a right lane 

HCM Level of Sen/ice 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

14.2 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

Movement EBL FBR • WBl "" WBl WBR NBl NBT NBR SBI SBT SB^ 
Lane Configurations 
Volumei(vph) "166 5 30 10 

4* 
' 5 

f 
"4 0 ' 15 

ft̂  
3g6 20 

\ 
25 

f1^ 
410 80 

Ideal Flow (vphplj igoo ' igoo 1900 igoo i'g'oo' 1900 igoo igoo 1900 1900 1900 i960 
Total Losttime (s) 4.0 4.0 " "4:6 " ' "4':6' 4.0 5.0 5.0 < - _ 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 o.g5 o.g5 1.00 o.g5 1.00 o.g5 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 

TOO 
1.00 
0.97 

fBSSKSiSSiii o.gg 
TOO 
0 93 

b.g8 
1.00 ' 
0 85 

1:00 
100 
1.00 

100 
1.00 
o.gg 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
0 98 

- '-">' 

Fit Protected 0.96 0 98 1.06 o.g5 100 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prol) 1726 15g5 1476 1770 3508 1770 3436 
Fit Permitled 0.79 o.g3 1 00 og5 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (perm) 1416 1505 1476 1770 3508 1770 3436 
Peak-hour factor, PHF o.g2 0.92 o.g2 og2 0.92 o.g2 o.g2 o.g2 o.g2 0.92 0.02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 

log 
0 

5 
7 

33 
0 

11 
0 

5 
9 

43 
16 

16 
0 

124 
4 

22 
0 

27 
0 

44G 
18 

87 
6 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 140 11 0 22 12 16, 442 0 27 515 6 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) io 10 10 ' 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Prot 
7 4 

Prot 
3 8 

.Perm Prot 
5 2 

Prot 
1 6 

Permitted Phasef ' J . 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) " 27.1 2?Tr " 27.1 " i.o"" 21.9" 2.1 23.0 
Effective Green, g (sj 27.1 27.f 27":i"' i.o' 21.9 IT 22 0 
Actuated g/C f?atio 0.43 6.43 0.43 0.02 6.35 0.02 0.35 
Clearance Time (s) . ." "476 4.6 4,0 4.0 4.0 4 0 
Vehicle Extension (s) ' 2.5 '2.6' 2.0 ' "2,0 ' 2.5 2.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

GOR 646 634 28 
0 01 

1218 . 
0.13 

31 
cO.02 

1198 
C015 

v/s Ratio Perm cOlO 0.01 0 01 
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.03 0 02 0 5? 036 0.8? 043 
Uniform Delay, dl 11,4 104 10.4 30,8 15.4 30,9 15.7 
Pi egression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 

100 
01 

1 00 
0.6 

1.00 
0.0 

100 
16.3 

"TOO 

01 
1.00 

106 2 
1.00 
0.2 

Delay (s) 
Level of Service 

11.5 
B 

104 
B 

104 
B 

471 
D 

15.5 
B 

137.1 
r 

15.9 
B i l ^ a s 

Approach Delay (s) 
Approachlos 

11 5 
B 

10.4 
B 

16.6 
B 

21.8 
C 

Interspctiim Summdry 

• ̂™ HCM Average Control Delny 
HCM Volume to Capacity latio 
Actuated Cycle Lefigth (s] 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 

18.1 
0 31 
63.1 

44 2% 

- HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

_ - , -

B 

9.0 
A 

c Critical Lane Group 
15 ' . - ~ 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

11: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island: Drive 10/24/2013 

> — V V 
Ivinvfrnent . . FKL FB) WBT WBR SBL SBR 
Lane Conflgurations 4 f f Vi f 
gpiume(vphj ' - 260'' 35 25 150 m -150 ' " 1 

Ideal Flow (vphpi) i9o6 1900 igoo ' l "906"' 1966 mo 
ifotiai Losttime (s) . 40 4 0 40 4.0 - 4.0 "•"4.0 
Lane Util. Factor o.g5 'o.g5 i.oo 1.00 0.9? i.o6 
Frpb, ped/faikes 100 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 i^Hi i i i i 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.o6 i.o6 1.00 i.6o 1.00 100 
Frt . ' . : . 100 1.00 1.00 0 85 100 085 
Fit Protected o.g5 o.g6 1.00 1 00 0.95 i.6o 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1681 1704 1861 1560 3433 1544 
Fit Permitted 0 95 o.g6 1.00 1.00 0 95 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 1704 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 og2 o.g2 0.92 0.92 0 92 
Adj Flow (vph) 283 38 27 163 20? 272 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow"(vp'h)""'" 158 163 27 lb'5 20? 272 
Confl. Peds. (#/hfj" 10 10 10 10 
TumType Spiif Free Free 
Prolected Phases _ 4 4 8 6 
PcrtnJttK', P M s e i J l j l Free Free 
Actuated Green, G (sj " " "fl.2 li.2 3.0 37.4 11.2 " 37^ 
Effective'Green, g (s) - "11 2 .•lT.2 3.0 37.4 11.2 " 3 7 X , 
Actuated g/C Ratio O30 0.30" 0.08 1.00 *1'30 " i.OO 
ClearanceJijpejs) " 4.6 40 4 0 .4,0' 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 503 510 149 1560 1028 1544 
v/s Ratio Prot "" '0̂ 09 cOlO 0.01 0,06 
v/siRatio Perm OIO C018 
v/c Ratio 0 31 0.32 018 OIO 0 20 018 
Uniform Delay, dl 101 10 1 16.1 0.0 9.8 0.0 
Progression Factor 1 00 1.00 1.00 TOO" 1 00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 04 06 01 01 02 
Delay (s) 105 105 16.6 01 g.g 02 
Level of Service B B B A A 
Approach belay (s) 10.5 2.5 4.4 
Approach LOS B A A 

InletscUion Summary 
HCM Ayerage Contra! Delay 
HCM Volumeto Capacity ratio 
AduatedCycleCenglhjls)" 
Intersection (Rapacity Utiiization 
Analysiŝ Period!i(minj 
c Critical Lane Group 

60 
0.22 
37 4 

28.4% 
15 

HCM Level Of Service 

.Sum of lost tiirie (sj " 
ICU Level of Service 

4.0 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing + Cumulative PM Synchro? - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/24/2013 

> > < * - t A V i V 
/̂lOVHrnoni FBI EBT FBR WHI "WBT WBR "NBl NBl NBR. SBL • SI?.! SBR 
Lane Conflgurations 1 fff f \ fff f 4^ Vi 1* 
Volume (vph) 120 738 5 20 115? 5 10 5 10 136 10 90 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igoo i'go6 i966 1900 ig6o 1900 igoo igoo igoo ig6o ig'oo 
Total Lost lime (s) 4.4 5.7 5.7 4.4 '.8 5.8 4.9 4.g 4.g 4g 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 O.gi TOO TOO 6.gi 1.00 0,95 o.g5 o.g? 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 095 TOO 100 og? 1.00 o.gs 1.00 |J«8 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.06 1.00 
Frt 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 0.85 1 00 0.90 1.60 " 0.87 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1 00 6,g5 1.60 1.00 o,g5 1.00 og5 1.00 
Satd. Flow .(prot) " 1770"" 5085", 1506" 1770 5085 1528 1681 1566 3433 i57g 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 100" 0.95 TOO 1.00 o,g5 1 00 og5 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1506 1770 5085 1528 1681 1566 3433 1579 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 o.g2 0.92 0.92 o.g2 0.92 0.02 0 92 o.g2 o.g2 0.92 o.g2 
Growth F.iaoi ivphj 150% 150% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100-., 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Adj. Flow (yptO. 196 1203 5 22 1258 5 11 5 11 148 11 98 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 9 0 0 83 "0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 196 1203 2 22 1258 10 8 0 148 26 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 • 10 10 10 10 10 10 16 
Turn Type Prat Perm Prat Perm Split Split 
Protected Phases 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) - 17.0 52.97 52.9 30 38.8 38 P, 23.6 23.6 18.6 18.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 17.0 52.g 52.9 3.0 38.8 38.8 23.6 23 6 18 6 18.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 014 0 45 0 45 003 ()3< 033 0.20 020 0T6 0.16 
Clearance Time (s) "4.4' 5.7 57" 4.4 5.8 5,8 4.g 4.g 4.g 49 
Vehicle Extension (si 20 4.g 4.9 2 0 4.8 4.8 20 2,0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 255 2280 675 45 1672 502 336 313 541 249 
vfejRatio Prot cOll 024 0.01 cO.25 CO.OI "001 C0 04 002 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0 00 
y/cRatio • Oil" 0 53 000 049 0.'7'5 0.00 003 0.03 02? O i l 
Uniform Delay, dl 48.6 23.5 18.0 56?? 35.3. 26.6 38.0 38 0 43.8 42.6 
Progression Factor i.oo 1 00 1.00 0.62 1.5? 2.01 100 100 TOO " 1.00 -
incremental Delay, d2 11.8 04 00 2,2 1 7 ' 6.0 02 02 01 01 
Delay (s) 60 4 23.g 18.0 37 3 57.1 53.4 38.2 381 43.g 42.6 
Level of Service L C B D E D D D D D 
Approach Delay (s) 2g.o 56.8 38,1 43.3 
Approach LOS c ' E D D 

Intersoction Stimmaiff 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (sj 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
^^jtical"Lape Gr6up_ ;-

42.3 
0.49 

118.0 
605% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost lime (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

20,0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

IVIuvHmmit EBL bBl EBR WBl WBl WBR NBl NBf NBR • SBL ' SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 

\ 
35 

fff 
660 

f 
124 

v\ 
369 

155u 10 
f 
5b 

f 
215 50 

4\* 
54 90 

Ideal F low (vphpl) 1900 igoo igoo 1900 i'goo igoo igo6 igoo 1900 1966 igoo igo6 
Total Lost time (s) l\ 8.7 7.9 7.4 84 7.9 79 7.0 7.9 79 
Lane Ulil. Factor 1 00 O.gi' 1.00 0.97 0.86 0.9? 1.00 TOO 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 ogg 1.00 0.94 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 " T O O 1 00 1.00 1.00 
Frt "• " 100 " TOO 0 85 100 TOO 100 TOO 0.85 1.00 ^ '0.91: 
Fit Protected o.g5 1.00 1.00 0.95 1 00 0.95 1.00 1.00 og5 1.00 
Satd Flow (prat) 1770. 5085 1583" 3433" 6400 "3433 "1863, 1560 1610 2894 
Fit Permitted 0.05* 1 00 1.00 0.95 10(1 o.g5 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6400 3433 1863 1560 1610 2894 
Peak-hour factor, PHF o.g2 o.g2 o.g2 0.92 o.g2 o.g2 o.g2 0.92 0.92 o.g2 0.92 o.g2 
Adj. Flow (vph) 38 717 135 401 1685 11 10? 63 234 54 59 "98 
RTOR Reduction (vphr 0 0 g4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 95 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 38 717 41 401 1695 0 10? 63 234 49 67 "6 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Prot 
7 4 

Over 
2 

Prot 
3 8 

Split 
2 2 

Free Split 
6 6 

Perijifted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) ~~ 4.?" " 34^^ ' 38T5 i's.i ' 48.2 38.5" ' 38.5' iis.o ' •'?.6" 7.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 1.7 31.5 35.5, 15.1 45.2 35.5 35.5 118.0 40 4.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 01 0.27 O30 013 0 38 0.30 0.30 100 0.03 0 03 
Clearance Time (s) 44 5 7 4.g 4.4 5 4 19 4.9 4.g 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 20 5.0 20 2.0 5.g 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prol 

26 
0 02 

1357 
014 

47b 
003 

439 
c012 

2452 
C026 

1033 
003 

560 
0.03 

1500 55 
cO.03 

98 
0.02 

v/s Ratio Perm c015 
v/c Ratio 1.46 0 53 O.og 0.91 o.6g 010 Oi l 015 o.8g 0 69 
Uniform Delay, dl 581 36 9 ' 206" 50 8 30 5 298 " "29;9 0.6 " 56.8" 56.4 
Progression Factor i.ig ogo 4.28 0 96 0.46 1.00 TOO' 1.00 1.00 . 1,00 
Incremental Delay, d2 330.4 0.6 03 ' 7.3- 0.3 02 0.4 02 92 6 32.7 
Delay (s) 3gg.6' 34.6 127.0 56 2 14.5 30.0 30.3 02 i4g.4 8gi 
Level of Service c F E B C C A. F F 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

63.7 
E 

22.5 
C 

12.8 
B 

1031 
F 

Intpispction Summdry I 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volurne to Capacity ratio^ 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

36.3 
046 

118.0 
88.2% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

15.3 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/24/2013 

> > < t A V i V 
Movement " ' " EBl EBl FBR WBl WBT WBf?" "NBL ' NBR SBL SBT S B l 
Lane Configurations mt f ffli 4 f *i 1̂  
Volume (vprij" GO ig75 80 • 170 278E 10 60 15 140 5 5 5 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) i960 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost lime (s) 4.4 5.3 53 4.4 5.3 4.9 4.9 4g 4.9 
LaneUtil Factor '̂ i."o"o" 6786 1 00 0.9? 0 91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 100 1.00 TOO 0.98 1.00 0.96 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00 1 00 1.00 i.OO 1.00 1.00 100 
Frt 100 100 085 1.00 100 1.00 0 85 100 093 
FItProtected 0 95 1.00 i.OO 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 095 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prat) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1791 1547 1770 1654 
FItPermitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0 95 1.00 0.96 100 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082- 1791 1547 1770' 1654 
Peak-hour factor, PHF o.g2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 
Adj'.l̂ low(vph[ 65 2147 8? 185 ' 3032 11 • 65 16 152 5 5 5 
RTOR Reduction (vpti) 0 6 32 0 0 0 0 0 135 0 5 0 
Larie Group Flow (vph) 65 214? 55 185 3043 0 0 81 17 5 5 " 0 
Confl". PedsT(#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type - Prot Perm Prol Split ' Pemi Split 
Protected Phases 7 ""4 3 8 2 ' 2 6 ' 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) i6.2 65'5 65.5 14.5 69 8 134 134 51 5'."l" 
Effective Green, g (s) 10.2 65.5 65.5 14.5 69.8 13.4 134 5.1 5.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio oog 0.56 0.56 012 0.59 O i l O i l 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5 3 5.3 4.4 5.3 4.9 49 4.9 4.9 
Vehicfe Exiension (s) 2.0 5.6 5.6 2.0 5.6 2.0 2.0 2.6 20 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 153 3557 854 422 3006 203 176 77 71 
v/s Ratio Prot 0 04 0.34 cO.05 c0 60 CO 05 0 00 cO.OO 
v/s Ratio Perm 0 01 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0 42 6r60 0 06 0.44 1.01 0.40 010 0.06 0.0? 
Uniform Delay, dl 51.1 17.6 121 48.0 2471"' 48.6 46.9 54.2 54.2 
Progression Factor 0.81 1.51 2.10 O70 1.86 1.00 100 1,00 1.00 
Incremenlal Delay, d2 0? 05 01 02 18.6 58 T l 01 02 
Delay (s) 42.3 26.9 25.5 33.7 63.5 54.3 48.0 54,3 54.3 
Level of Service D C C C E D D D - D 
Approach Delay (s) 27.3 61 8 50.2 54.3 
Approach LOS C E D D 

iterseciinn Summdry i 

• 
1 

! 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume lo Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

47.6 
0 83 

118.0 
9'6>/o 

IS 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

19.5 
F 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/24/2013 

FBI EBT WBT WBR SWI SWR 
Lane Configurations f f f f f f 1* W f 
Volume (vph) 896 1469 1751 35 50 10 — —• ~- ~ A y ^ . • " i — . ; l l_J 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900. igo6 'igoo'" igoo 1906 1966' 

— —• ~- ~ A y ^ . • " i — . ; l l_J 

Total Lost time (s) 2.4 33 31 2.0 3.2 2.0 
Lane Ulil. Factor 6,07 0.91 ogi 1.00 O.g? o.g"i 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 099 1.00 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.o6 1 00 TOO 1.00 "i.oo i'.6o 
Frt 100 1.00 1,00 085 1.00 085 
Fit Protected 6.g5 1 00 1 00 1.00 og5 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prol) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3434 1419 
Fit Permitled 0.05 1 00 1 00 1.00 og5 1 00 
Satd. Flowfperm) 3433 5685 5085 1560 3434 i4ig 
Peak-hour factor, PHF o.g2 0.92 o.g2 0.92 0.02 o.g2 
Adji F[ow:(vph) 974 1597 igo3 38 54 11 7Pp?^!^^«^^^^^^^^K7:i^Jl23 
RTOR* Reduction (vphj 0 0 0 0 1 "6" 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 974 , .-159? igo3 "" 38 54 10 7'"''[}~. ''7"' 7., 7,77' -' 7'7 > - rn -> "iT' 
Confl. Pedsr(#/hr)'' "l6 10 " 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Free Free 
Prolected Phases 7 4' 8 6 
Permitted Phases "Free" Free 
Acttiated Green, G (s) 26.3 " 8276 ' '"5'2'.1*' " l lOO" 24 9 ' 11 "8.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 28.3 84.6 54,1 118.0 26.9 118.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 072 046 TOO 0 23 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 53 5.1 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 823 3646 2331 1560 783 1419 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.28 0 31 CO.37 cO.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 002 0,01 
v/c Ratio T18 0 44 0.82 0.02 0 07 0,01 
Uniform Delay, dl 44.9 6.9 27.7 0.0 35.7' 00 
Progression Factor 0.87 i.g? i.OO: i.OO 1.00 1.00 
incremental Delay, d2 93.4 0.2 2.g OO 0.2 0.0 
Delay (s) 132."4 i3.8 30 5 0.0 35 9 0.0 
Level of Service F B C A D A 
Approach Delay (s) 58 8 2g.g 30 4 
ApproachLOS i i s i i l l E C C 

intisectiniisummdr'v " ' ~ L 
gllyerage Cqntipl Delay 

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (mirl 
c Critical Lane Group 

46.1 
0.73 

118.0 
g4.4% 

15 

HCM Level of Scrvicp 

Sum of lost tirne (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

87 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

IWovcrfient 

y A V % 

IWovcrfient WBl .WBl? . NIL "NBi? SFL" SFR " . 1 1 mr. " 5 ^ ^ ^ i» 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) *s 

90 

ff 
1335 346 0 0 rrrr 

1499 ideal Flow (vphpl) 1906" igoo igoo igoo igoo 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 2.g 2.g ' 2,9 . 29 ii;S'7^"Sf 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.88 0,94 0.64 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Fipb, ped/bikes 

TOO 
1.00 
1.00 

0 98 
1 00 

. 0.85 

1.00 
100 
1 00 

— . — 

0 95 
1.00 
0 85 

Fit Protected 0 95 1 00 0.95 1 00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1770 2723 4990 3870 
Fit Permitted , . 0.95" 1.00 " 0'9"5 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 2723 4ggo 3870 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 o.g2 0.g2 0.02 0.92 
.Growth Factor (vph) 150% 150% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 

14?" 
0 

2i"??' 
52 

' "" 376 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

1629" 
1312 3 i : 9 f f l l ^ ^ » i i i i l l i ! 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Con"fl7Peds."('#/'h"r)" 

147 
"10-" 

2125 
- . 

376 
" To 

0 I) 
.' I'O 10 

31? 
11) 

Turn Type 
Protected Phases 8 

Perm 
2 

custom 

Permitted Phases « 6 
^ujitedGreeo G (s) 80,8 80.8 ig.4. 19.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 82,8 82.8 21 4 21.4 
ActiJated g/C Ratio 075 075 o ig O i l 
Clearance Time (s) 4,9 4.9 4.9 4.1) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2.0 4.1 3./ 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
yi^ Ratio Prot 

1332 
.... 0PA7 

2050 971 
; 008 

753 

v/s Ratio Perm c0?8 cO.08 
y/c Ratio OTI 1.04 0.30 0 42 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Prpgressionfacior 
incremental belay, 62 

3.7 
0 76 
0.0 

136 
1 43 
26.g 

38.6 
• 1.30 

i.2 

38 9 
1.00 " 
1.7 

Delay isi 
Level of Service 

2.8 
A 

46 4 
D 

51.4 
D 

40.6 
D 

"" , -AZ J" 51.4 40.6 
Approach LOS D D 

Intprscction Siimmfifj^l, 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity raiio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

43.2 
091 

1100 
J4 4' 

i5 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

58 
D 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/24/2013 

< < t A V i 
Movcmt-ni WRl WBR NBi i NBR SBL :J-I-'$BT.. • |.'-"'' :. ^^^^^ 
Lane Configurations fff f Vi ff 
Volume (vph) 0 0 346 90 93 H p l i l l l i l l i l ^^^B i i l i i i iM i III ' I ' l l ( i j i , 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igoo igoo 1900 "1906 igoo 
Total Lost time (s) 7g 70 7,4 
Lane Util. Factor o.gi i.6o og? 0 05 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 og? 1 00' 

| . iini « : . ? ^ t e ^ ^ ? ? i r ; , 

5 ' • , . '" 's.i ' .. 

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.66 1.00 "T66' " 100 
Frt 1.00 0.85 T6"6" 
Fit Protected 1.00 1 00 0 05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 153? 3433 3539 ISii|iii^Hp8ji|llli 
Fit Permitted TOO 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd! Flow (perm) 5085 l"5"37 3433 3539 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.g2 0.02 0.02 o.g2 0,02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 376 98 1014 
F?TOR Reaction (vph) 0 0 6 "35 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 376 63 1014 • l i i i l i K i i S l i ^ ^ M i Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Perm Prot 
Protected Phases 2 1 ^ J?""'" "!^^",.„ .7, z. Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.2 58.2 42,5 110.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 55 2 55.2"' 3g,5 110.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.50 0.50 0.36 1.00 
Clearance Time is) ilpilllilpf 4.9 4.g 4.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5.4 3.6 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2552 771 1233 3539 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.0? cO.30 CO 20 
v/s Ratio Perm 004 
v/c Ratio 015 0.08 0.82" "0.20 
Uniform Delay, dl 14? 14.2 32.1 
Progression Facioi i.OO 1.00 1.05 1.00 
Incremental Del ly, d2 01 02 3.7 
belay (s) 14.9 14.4 37.2 01 
Levi-lot sor\'ife B B D 
Approach Dejay (s) 0.0 148 22.0 
Approach LOS B 

Intersection Suinriiary _ - -

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
paTysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

• 20.5 
J).44 
110.0 
67̂ 2% 

, 15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum oflbst time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

...lis •' 

7,4 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

Mowmi'nt EBL EBT FBR WBL WBI WBR NBL NBF NBR SBL . SBT 

V 
SBfl 

Lane Configurations \ ffl^ ft^ tn ffl* 
Volume (vphj 285 " 651 15 40 632 50 50' 200 80 110 " 100 616 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) igoo 1900 igoo igoo igoo 1900 1900 igoo 1900 igoo 1000 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 5.2 4,4 58 4.4 4 9 4.4 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1,00 0.05 1.66 0.91 1 00 O.gi 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 TOO 1.00 1.00 TOO 0.99 100 o.gs 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1 00 1.00 TOO 1 00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1 00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 TOO "0.99 i.66 0.96 l.o6 0.80' ' 
Fit Protected 0.95 1,00 0,05 1.00 0.95 i.od 0.05"" 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prat) 1770 5066 1770 3495 1770 4832 1770 4429 
FItPermitted 0.95 1,00 0,05 1.00 o.g'5 1.66 0,05 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) ' 1770 " 5066 1770 34g5 1770 4832 1770 442g 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 og2 0.02 0.02 092 0.02 0.92 0.92 o.g2 0.02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 310 708 16 43 68? 54 54 21? 87 120 207 V 670 
RTOR"Red"uclion (vphj" 6' 2 0 0 5 0 0 68 6 0 "368" 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 310 722 0 43 736 0 54 236 0 120 569 0 
Confi. Peds.'(#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 " io 10 
TumType Piol Prol Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.8 44.4 " 2,4 '26.4 3.5 18.'3'"" g.5 24.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 198 44.4 2.4 26.4 3.5 183 05 24.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.2i " ' '0.'47 "̂ 0,03 0.28 0.04 0.20 010 026 
Clearance Time (s) 44 5.2 4,4 5.8 4.4 4.9 4.4 50 
Vehicle Exiension (s) 2.0 3.9 2,0 / I 2.0 3.3 2.0 41 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 375 2406 : , 45 987 66 946 180 1146 
v/s Ratio Prot CO 18 014 0 02 c021 0 03 0.05 cO.O? CO 13 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio """083 "6,30 6̂ 6 0.75 0.82 0 25 0.6? 0.g3d'r 
Uniform Delay, dl 35 2 15.0 45 5 30.5 44 7 31.8 40.5 29.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 TOO" 1.00 1.00 1.00 
RremeritaiDelay, 61 13.2 01 115.5 30 50.1 , 6^2' 7.0 05 
Delay (sj 48.4 15.1 161.0 33"5 04 8 31.9 47.5 30.0 
Level of Service D B F C F C D C 
Approach Delay (s) 25.1 40.5 41 4 32.1 
Approach LOS alitii^asfciie C D D C 

jnicrsfictinn Summary i • m i 1 
HCM Average Controipelay _ 32.9 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.6? 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.5 
Fntersection Capacity Lllilization 76.5% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
d£ Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane, 
c Critical Lane Group • ' 

HCM Level of Sen/ice 

Sum of lost time Is) 
ICU Level of Service 

14 6 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: Hawthorn St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

> > < ^ t A V i V 
Movemenn FBI "FBT EBR WBL Vi/Bl' WBR NBL NBT NBR SBT SBI SBR 
Lane Configurations 4fl^ fff ffT» 
Voilumê ivph; U U •46U \5i6 102 200. U u JbU J5 
ideal Flow, (vphpl) 1900 " 'igoo igoo 1900 1000 ig"6o igoo igoo igoo ig6o' igoo 1000 
Total Lost time (s) 4.g 4.4 4.g 5,4 
Lane Util. Factor o.gi 1.00 o.gi o.gi 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1 00 1,00 lOD " 0.99. 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 TOO'" 1.03 1.00 
Frt ogg 100 TOO 0.98 
Fit Protected 0 99 0,05 1.00 1 00 
Satd Flow (prol) 4996 1770 5081 4936 
FItPermitted o.gg 6,05 i.6o 1 00 
Satd. Ffowlperm) " . 4996 l'77"0 5085 4936 '. .7 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0:02 0.92 0.02 
Adj. Flow "(vph) , 0 0 "500 1666 87 111" 21? 0 0 196 38 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 ~' 0 3" 0 0 6 0 0 29" 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 2250 0 111 217 0 0 205 0 
Confi. Peds; (#/hr) , 10 10 10 10 io 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 3 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G(s) "74.3 9.1 25.9 11.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 74.3 01 25.9 ii.g 
Actuated g/C (Ratio 0.68 0.08 0.24 o i l 
jSlearance Time (s) 4.9 4.4 4.9 5.4 ~ ' ^ " 
Vehicle Extension (s) 24 2.6 3.3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph)' 3375 146 iig? 534 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.45 cO.66 0.04 cO.04 
v/s Ratio Perm llillii! 
v/c Ratio 2.i8dl 0 76 018 0.38 
Uniform Delay, dl 10 5 49 4 33.6 45.6 
Progression Factor 1 00 i.6o 1 00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2'" 7'7^ 04 187 03 2T. 
Delay (s) 11 0 68 0 33.g 47.7 
Level of Service B E C D 
Approach Delay (s) 00 11.0 45.5 47.7 
Approach LOS A B D D 

IntsrsoctionSummdrv • •• • 'B 1 i 

HCM Ayerage Cpn̂ ol Delay • . 18T ' 
HCM Voiume to Capacity ratio 0.64 
ActuatedjCycle Lengtfijs) . _ _ /ilO.O _ 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.8% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dl Defactoleft Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM LeveKof Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

_ B 

14.7 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/24/2013 

Movement EBL" ."EBT" ™EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBI NBR SBI SBT SBR 
LaneConfiguratioris 
Volume (vph) 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes , 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Floyy (prot) 
FItPermitted 
Satd7Flow (perm) 

4ff ffl^ 1 fff 
"30 832" 41 0 0 0 0 302 280 45. 660 ' 0 

1900 1000 1000 1900 igoo igoo 1900 igoo 1900 1900 1900 1900 
4.g 4,9 4.g 4.4 5.4 

ogi 1.00 o.gi 1.00 091 
1.00 098 o.gg TOO 1.00 
1.00 1 00 1.00 TOO 1.00 
1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 1,00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1 00 
5076 1555 4670 1776 5085 
1.00 i.OO 1.00 0.05 1.00 
5076 1555 4670 1770 5085 

o.g2 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0,92 
33 904 45 0 0 0 0 328 304 49 717 0 
0 0 24 6 0 0 0 133 11 0 0 0 
0 037 21 0 0" 0 0 499 U 49 71? 0 

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Prot Perm Prot 

' " 7 •1 
n 

2 1 6 

27.5' 27.5 

• 
136 3.7 21.2 

27.5 27.5 13.6 3.7 21.2 
0 4? 0 47 0.23 0.06 0.36 
4.g 4 9 - 4.0 " 44 5.4 
4.2 4.2 3.3 20 2 4 

2366 725 1076 111 1827 
CO 18 COII 0.03 CO 14 

0 01 
0.40 0 03 0.46 0.44 0.39 
103 8.5 19.6 26.7 14,1 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 
0.2 , OO BSif'. 0.4 1.0' 01 

105' 8.5 igg 27.7 142 
B A B C B 

10.4 00 199 151 
B > A B B 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj/Flow (yph) 
RTOR Reduction (vptij 
Larie Group Flow (vph) 
Confl.Peds. (#/hr) 
TurnTypf 
Prolected Phases 
Permitted Phases ~ "' 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Veiiicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prol 
v/s Ratio Perm ^ 
v/c Ratio ,. 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Incrernental Delay, d27 
Delay (sĵ  
Level cfSen-'ifP 
Approach Delay (sj 
Approach LOS 

Interspctmn Summjry • HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ralio 
Actual ed Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

14.4 
0.44 
59.0 

72.8% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

15.2 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/24/2013 

> > < t A V \ V 
EBL "LBI tUR WBL WBT NBL NBT 'NBR SBL SBI SBF| 

4* 4» f f1^ \ f1^ 
50 5 • 0̂ 5 30 10 291 10 25 39? "Too 

1900 1000 1900 ig66 1900 1000 igoo 1900 1000 I'goo 1900 1900 
4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

1.00 0.95 0 05 1.00 0.95 1 00 0.05 
0.99 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 O.gg 
1.00 1.00 i766' 'i.o"6' 1 00 "TOO 1.00 
0,96" 0.92 0 85 1.00 O.gg 1.00 o.g? 
0,9? O.gg 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.05 1 00 

iislSSJip 1720 1580 1478 1762 3518 1770 3412 
0.84 0.06 1.00 0.05 1.00 6.95 i.o6 
1496 1548 1478 1762 3518 1770 3412 . .1 

0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.02 . 0.92 002 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 092 
54 5 22 5 5 33 11 316 11 27 432 109 
6 10 0 0 8 i4 0 0 0 22 "o 
0 71 0 "o" 14 11 325 n 27 • 519 

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Prot Prt)t Perm Prot Prot 

1 4 3 8 5 2 ....}! 6 
^^^^^^ 8 

ig.g' 19.9" ig.g 08 23 4 ro 23.6 
19.9 19.9 19 9 0.8 23 4 1.0 23.6 
0.35 0.35 0.35 0.01 0.42 0.02 0.42 
4;o~" 4.6" " To " ' 4J0 4.0 4.0 4.0 7 ?i7i 
2.5 2.6 2.0 2.6 25 2,0 2.5 

• 
529 547 522 25 1462 31 1430 

001 oog cO.02 c015 
60.05', 0.01 ' 001 7 i ^ ^ S 
013 0.03 0.01 6744' ' 0.22 ' 6;8r'' "0.36'~ 
12.4 ^I l i lPI 11.9 11.8 27.5 10.6 27.6 11.2 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 TOO 1 00 100 
01 00 •"" 6:o 4,4 01 106.2 01 

12.4 11.9 11.8 32,0 10.6 133.7 11.3 
B B n C B F B 

12.4 11.9 11.3 17.1 
B B B u i i B 7717*.-

Muveniu'nt 
LHIIC CdiifiquMtiuns 
Vuluiiie (vphj 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util7Factor 
Frpb, ped/bikes ' 7 
Flpb, ped/bii<es 
Frt 
Fit Prolected 
Said Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTORT^eduction ("vphj 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actual ed Green, G (s) 
Effectiye'Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s)^ 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s7Rat|p7f̂ rm •' 77..7. 
v/c Ratio 
Unifonn Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
IhcreiT^ntelpeiay;̂  d2 
Deiayjs)'"" ' 
Level of Service , 
Approach Delay (s) 
ApprijachLOS" _"7-

lnter"se l̂innSummur? ' ^ P ^ f 
HCM AveriHjL Control Dcl<iy 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuate^^^ 
Intersection Capacity Utiiization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

14.6 
0.25 

"56.3 
40.7% 

15 

HCM J evrl of S'TOCe 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
T t: Harbor Island Dr (West) & Harbor Island Drive 10/24/2013 

> V V 
MovpmtTit EBL bBl WBT WBR SBL • SBR .'i 
Lane Configurations 4 f f Vi f 
Volume (vph) i30 i5 ' io 181 242 ' 186 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1906' 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 
LaneUtil Factor 0 05 0.95 1 00 1.00 6.9? 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes " i.OO 1.66" 1.00 0.99 TOO 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.OO i'.o6 1.00 f.oo • 1.00 ' 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1 00 100 0 85 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 0.06 . 100 1.00 0.05' 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) i6"81 1702 1863 "1560 "3433 " 1544- ' -•" 
FItPermitted 0 95 0 06 1.00 1.00 0.95 i.o6 
Said Flow (perm) 1681 1702 1863 1560 3433 1544 • 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 

A4 flpwivRh), 7,.._ 141 "16" 11 ig? "263 196" 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 78 79 11 19? 263 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Split Free Free " : ' . . ' ' ' 
Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green^G(s) 73 7.3 68 44 6 185 44.6 
Effective Green, g (s) .""",.7.3 7 7.3 ". 6.8 ' 44.6 18.5 "44.6 - " ,". • " ' 
Actuated g/C Ratio " 0.16 6.i6 O.i 5 1.00 0 41 1,00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,11 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane,Grp Cap (vph) 275 279 284 1560 1424 1544 - I 
v/s Ratio Prol 0 05 cO.05 0.01 CO 08 
v/s Ratio Perm 013 
v/c Ratio 0 28 0.28 0.04 013 018 0T3 
lJnifqmT|)elay£(ll " f6.4 164 16.1 0.0 8.3 0.0"^"' , ' ' ' , 
Progression Factor 1.00 i.'o6 TOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 06 01 0.2 01 
Delay (s) 16.9 16.9 11)2 02 8.3 02 
Level of Service B B B A A : A7"^--^ 7-7'i:7~' _"7-. "̂ .-",7 ,! 
Approach Delay (s) i6.g 1.0 4.8 
Approach LOS B A A 

Inierspctinn Sunnuiv W 

• . •->':.. .:.. •. • ••;;••. •• •• 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

62 
oig 
44.6 

25.3% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost lime (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/29/2013 

Mnvpmnni tBI FBI EBR WBL WBI WBR NBL NBI NBR - - SBI 

1 V 
SB| 

Lane Configurations 1 f f f f f f f f \ 4^ 
90 Volume (vph) go 1081 10 " 30 5 lb ' lU 10 I2b 90 

Ideal Flow (vpiipl) "igo6 1900 1000 , 1000 1906 1900 1000 1900 1900 1000 igo6 1000 
Total Lost time (s) , 5.4 6.7 tl / 5.4 6.8 6.8 5.g 5.9 5.9 5.9 
Lane Util. Factor TOO 0.91 1.00 1 00 O.gi 100 0.05 0.95 0 97 1 00 
Frpb^ ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.05 """i.6o 1 00 0.06 1.00 0.08 TOO " 6:98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00 'i.oo 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 100 1.00 0.85 1.00 100 0.85 100 O.gi TOO 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.05 1 00 1 00 0.05 1 00 1.00 0.05 1.00 0 95 1.00 
Satd7Flow (prot) 17/0 5085 1505 1770 5085 "1528" 1681' 15'73 - l4"33 1563 "7 "1 

Fit Permitted ' '0.95 1.00 1.00 " 6̂95 TOO 1.00 095 " iyoo " 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) T'70 5085 1505 1770 5085 1528 1681 :573 3433 1563 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 
Adj. Flow (vph)". 98 1175 11 33 1305 5 16 11" 22 13? '̂ ,r5'̂ f- 98 
RTOR^Reduclion (vph) 6 0 7 0 0 3 0 1? 0 0 80 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 1175 4 33 1305 2 14 18 0 13? 23 0 
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType Pral Perm- Prot Perm . Split Split j 

^ J 
Protected Phases 7 4"' 3 8 2 - 6 • '6 " 
Permitted Phases 4 8 ^^^^S';7i 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.2 45.3 45 3 30 3g.g 3g.g 27.5 27.5 23.4 23 4 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.2 44.3 ' 44.3 2g 38.9 38.9 26.5 26.5 22 4 22.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.6? 03? 0.3? 0.02 0 32 032 0.22 022 019 O.io 
Clearance Time is) 4.4 5.7 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 4.9 4.g 4.9 40 
Vehicle Exiension (s) 2.0 4.g 4.g 2.0 4.8 48 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (yph) 121 1877 556 43 1648 495 371 347 641 202 
v/s Ratio Prot (0.06 CO 23 0.02 cO.27 0,01 cO.01 CO 04 0 01 
v/s Ratio PI'rm 0.00 0 00 
v/c Ratio 0.81 0 63 0.01 077 0.85 0.00 0.04 0.05 0 21 0 08 
Urnforiti Deteyĵ dl - "55 1 31 1 23.g 58.2 37.8 27.4 36.7 36 8 7 41.3 40 3 
Progression Factor ~""i.66 1 00 1.00 1.07 0.7? 0.69 1.00 1.00 i.OO TOO 
Incremental Delay, d2 300 O.g 0.0 49.3 4.4 0.0 02 0.3 01 0.0 
Delay (s) 85.2 32.0 24 0 111.4 33 3 19.0 36 9 371 41 4 40.3 
Level of Service F C C \ C B D D D D 
Approach Delay (s) 36.0 35.0 37.1 4'6.0 
Approach LOS D C b" D 

Intersection Summary S ; ! 
HCM /\verage C6nti;p! Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Periodjmin) 7. 7 -
c Critical Lane Group 

.35.9 
0.51 

120.0 
60.2% 

15 

HCM L.evel of Service 

Sum of lost time IS) 
ICU Level of Service 

30/ 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

Movement 

> - > r * - t A V i V 
Movement EBL EBT FBR WBL V>/BT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBI' "TBF SBFj 
Lane Configurations fff f ftlT* v^ f f 4'^ 
Volume (vph) 55 080 198 400 1180 50 168 , 73 44? 50 66 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igoo • 1900 1000 1000 1900 1900 " 1900 ' 1900 1900 1900 igoo 
Total Lost time (s) 54 6? 5.9 4.4 5.4 49 4.0 4.0 49 49 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 097 086 097 1.00 100 0.91 0.91 
f̂ rpb, ped/bfkes" 7 100 100 1.00 TOO TOO - TOO 100 0 99 TOO 09? 
Fipb, ped/bikes 1.00 "' i:6o 1.00 TOO 1.00 100 1 00 100 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 100 . 0.85 . 1.00 o.gg 1.00 1.00 0.85 100 091 
ni'Protected "o"g5 i.'oo i.66" 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 I.oo' 0.95 1 00 
Satd Flow (prol) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6359 3433 1863 1560 1610 2972 
Fit Permitted 0.05 1 00 1.00 0.95 1 00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0 95 1 00 
Said: Flow (perm); 1770 5085 ' 1583 3433 • 6359 3433 1863 1560 1610 2972 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0,02 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 
Adj Flow (vph) 60 1065 215 435 1283 . 54 183 70 486 54 72 130 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 179 "6 4 0 0 0 0 0 120 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 1065 36 435 1333 0 183 79 486 49 87 "0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prol Over Prot Split Free Split 
Protected Phases 7 .... 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 75 40.2 21 3 29.2 62.2 21.3 21 3 120.0 ') 1 94 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.5 30 2 20.3 2g.2 62.2 . 21.3 21.3 120 0 9.4 g4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 05 0.33 017 0 24 0 52 018 ' 018 1.00 "0.08 0.08 
Clearance time (s) 4 4 5.7 49 44 54 4.9 49 49 4.g 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.6 2.0 5.9 2.0 2.0 "3.0 3,0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prol 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor _ 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (sj 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Inletspction Summciry" 

96 
0.03 

0.62 
55.6 
0.50 
74 

35.3 
D 

1661 
cO.21 

"6.'64 
34 4 
1.55 
i n 

54.4 
D 

71.0 
E 

268 
0 02 

014 
42.4 
3.83 
0.9 

163.1 
F 

835 
C013 

0.52 
39.3 
1.31 
01 

51.6 
D 

3296 
021 

0.40 
176 
1.25 
01 

22.0 
C 

29.3 
C 

609 
0.05 

0.30 
42.9 
TOO 
1.3 

44.1 
D 

331 
0.04 

024 
42.4 
1.00 
1.7 

44.1 
D 

15.8 
B 

1560 

cO.31 
031 
00 

1.00 
05 
05 

A 

126 
0.03 

0.39 
52.6 
1.00 
2.0 

54.6 
D 

233 
0.03 

0.3? 
52.5 
TOO 
1.0 

53.5 
' D 
53.7 

D 

" WJ 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume io Capacity ratio 
>\ctuated Cycle Lehgth"(s)" 
Iritersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

41.9 
0.49 

120.0 
87.8% 

15 

HCM Level of Seivice 

Sum oj lost time (s)" 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

11.1 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/29/2013 

> - > < * - A t A V V 
f/ovement M E f K EBR WBl WBT WBR NBL NBf NBR , SBL" SBT SBif 
Lane Configurations rm f fft^ 4 f l i 
Volume (vph) 25 258? 10 180 2270 10 70 5 190 5 5 15 
Ideal î low (vphpl) 1900 1000 iooo 19'06 1066 i9o'6 1900 1000 igoo i960 igoo 1960 
Total Lost time (s) 3.4 3.3 4.3 2.4 3.3 3.9 3.9 3.9 39 
LaneUtil Factor 1 00 0.86 1 00 0 07 0.01 1 00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Frjpb; ped/bikes 1.00 100 0.97 1.00 1.00 "' , 1.00 ' ~ "0,98 TOO 0.95 
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 " 100 ,'i,6o' 1.00 ' 1.00 
Frt 100 100 0.85 TOO 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 0 89 
Fit Protected -'. 0.05 i.OO i.6o 0.05 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5081 1779 151/ 1770 1565 
Fit Permitted 0.05 1.00 1 00 0.05 1 00 6.96 1,00 0.05 1 00 
SattJ;:Flow(perm) " i7"70" 6408 1538 3433 .' 5081' 1779' 1547 1770 1565" i 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 2? 2812 76 196 246? 11 76 5 207 5 5 16 
RTORReduclion (vph) 0 ' " 0 28 6 1 0 0 " 0 148 0 15 "* 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 2812 48 '196' 2477 0" 0 81" 59 5 b " " 6 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot -Perm Prol - • Split Perm Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 "8" 2 "' 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) " " ' 4^ 48? 48.7 131 57 4 33.3' 33.3 5.4 54 
Effective Green, g (s) 5 4 50 7 49.7 15.1 59 4 34.3 34 3 6.4 • 64 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 05 0.42 '"0.41 013 0.40 0 29 0.29 0.05 0.05 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.3 44 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.0 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) "2.0 5.6 5.6 20 5.6 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 2707 63? 432 2515 508 442 94 83 
v/s Ratio Prol _6.02 cO.44 c6.06 c6.4g_ cO.05 000 cO.00 
v/s Ratio Perm 003 004 
v/c Ratio '""0.34 1 04 0.08 0.45 0.99 016 013 0 05 ''o'.o? 
Uniform Delay, dl 55 6 34 6 21.3 48.6 29.9 32.1 31.8 53.9 54.0 
Progression Factor i.ig '6.6? 0.36 1 lo " ' 1.30 i.OO " T O O TOO TOO 
Incremental Delay, d2 09 28.3 01 02 12.2 07 06 01 01 1 *i 

Delay (s) 67T 51.5 77 53.9 50.9 32? 32.4 54.0 54.1 
Level of Seivici' E D A D b C C . ' ~D D 
Approach Delay (s) 50.5 511 32.5 54.1 
Approach LOS D m i l l l l l l l l D l i i i i i C D 

[itoociion"Summa?7 — m HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacjty Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

49.9 
065 

120.0 
84.1% 

15 

HCM Level of Sen/ice 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

i l l * D 

~i6;8 
E 

a s 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/29/2013 

Muv«.m('ni FBL FBF WBI WBR SWL SWR 
Lane Configurations Vi fff fff f Vf f 
Volume (vph) ' 1043 1824 1359 130 70 10 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igoo 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.4 53 51 4.0 5.2 4.0 ' - i i " " ' 7 ' . " j ' ~ : . ' - " , i 

Lane UtiL . Factor 0 9? o.gi 0 91 1.00 0.97 0 91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 . 1.66 1.00 0.99 TOO 0.99 - : ' y : " ) " ' *. .. 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 i.6'6 TOO ' 1.00 1.00 i.6o 
Frt 1.00 i.oo 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 6.g5 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3436 1419 
Fit Permitted 0.05 1.00 1 00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd: Flow (perm) "3433 5085 5085 .1560 3436 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 1134 1983 1477 141 76 11 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 i 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1134 1983 1477 141 76 10 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Free Free 
Protected Phases 7 4 ' ' 8 6 
PeririittedjPhases Free Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 60 8 93 9 28.9 l'26.0 156 120 0 
Effective Green, g (s) 60.8 93.9 28.9 120.0 15.6 120.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.5i "6.78 " '0.24 1.00 013 " T O O " 

Clearance Time (sl 4.4 5.3 5.1 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1730 397g 1225 1560 44? 1419 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.33 0.30 00.29 cO.02 
v/s Ralio Perm 0.09 0.01 
v/c Ratio 0.65""" 0.56 l."2T 0.09 01? 0 01 
Uniform Delay, dl 218 47 45.5 OO 46.4 00 
Prpgression Factor 0.65 014 1.00 TOO TOO 1 00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 01 10O5 01 0.8 0.0 
Delay (s) 14.7 0.7 14'6.i 01 47.3 00 
Level of Service B A A D A 
Approacti Delay (s) 5.8 133.3 41.8 
Approach LOS A F D 

IntufspLtion S u m n i J ^ ^ ^ ^ S —;-"•-"•-: : 7 7 " 1 
HCM Average Contî ol Delay 
ilCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

49.3 
073 

12O0 
93.3% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

14.7 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthom St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

< 1 A ^ \ 

iMovement WBL WBR NBL NBR SEL S F ^ * ^ ^ •; . '• • • ••••• 'i Lane Configurations ff TO rrrr Volume (vph) 130 952 567 0 0 1024 
Ideal F low (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1000 igoo 1000 
if otal LgsLtime (s) - 7.0," 7,9 7-97 7.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1,66 0.88 0.94 064 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.98 1.00 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes "̂ i'joo i.66 1.00 1 o6 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 
Fit Protected 0,05 1.00 0.05 1 00 
SatdFjow (protl 1770 2723 4990 3918 
FitPermitted : " " 0,05 i.OO 0.95 i.OO 
iSatd. Flow (perm) 1770 , 2723 4ggo - 3918 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,02 0,92 0.02 0.02 0.92 092 
Adj. Floiw (vph)' 141 1035 616 0 0 2001 
RTOR Reduction (yph) ~ 0 i"i 0 0 0 1306 
Larie Group Flow (vph) 141 1024 616 0 0 785 
Confl.Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Perm custom 
Protected Phases 8 2 
PeriTiittecliPhases 8 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5"7,'0 "57,0 "43.2 43 2 
Effective Green, g (s) 54 0 54.0 40 2 40.2 Iliili^BS^BiS^^^BBSIl'llll 
Actuated g/C Ratio 6,40 0.49 037 0 37 
Clearance Time (s) 19 4.9 4.0 4.g 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2,6 2.0 4.1 3? 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 869 1337 1824 1432 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.68 012 
v/s Ratio Perm C0:38 cO.20 ''•'7.7!i".,.i_„- ",7„„' • ' "7. 
v/c Ratio 0,16 0.77 0 34 0.55 
Uniform Delay, dl 15.5 22.8 25.3 27 7 
Progression Factor "0748 ' 0.66 0.38 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 1.7 0.5 i i l l^Bi iSi l iSI 
Delay (s) 7,5 16.8 10.0 20 2 
Level of Service A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 15,7 100 2g2 
Approach LOS B B i i i 5 ^ B i 3 M i i 
IntPTSfcttKin Summary ! 
HCM Average Control Delay 221 HCM Level of Service ^77J'-''VI'!_1J: 1^ JJ* " 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.6? 
Actuated Cycle Lengfli (sj 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) ^ i i i p l l l l i ^ ^ P i i ^ ^ i i i ^ 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.1% ICU Levei of Service ^ B 
Analysis Period (mm) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/20/2013 

< t A V 
Ivioveriiunl WBL WBR NBT NBR SBI SBT • . :. . ' • 1 
Lane Configurations f f f f Vi f f 
Volume (vph) 0 0 60? 290" 1046 95"8 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1000 1900 1900 1000 1900 
Total Lost lime (sj" '•" ' '» 79 7.g" 7.4 8.2 
Lane Util, Factor ogi' 1 00 O.g? 0.95 

1.00 o.g? 1 00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.06 100 1 OC 

1 00 0 85 TOO 1.00 >'f;7 ! '" . NT 
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd, Flow (proti 5085" 1537 3433 "35"3"9" 5K:~:T!|p5:7^9^^3s^58r:'1 
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 " 0 05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 153? 3433 " 3530 
Peak-hour factor, PHF og2 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 o.g2 
Adj Flow (vph) 0 0 660 315 113? 1041 . ' 1"; •'!'* ''ti" ' • , .i7 
RTOR Reduction (vph) u (1 0 4? 0' 0 

. ' 1"; •'!'* ''ti" ' • , .i7 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 "666" 268 li"37 1041 "•'•""7"-.'1177 ' 1;-
Confl, Peds, (#/hr) 10 10 10 10' 
Turn Type .Perm Prol 
Protected Phases 2 1 
Permitted Phases 2 ?iPP»flSliliiliPil^p ^ .i'''"' 
Actuated Green, G (s) 51.2~ 51 2" 40 5 1100 
Effective Green, g (s) 48.2 48 2 46.5 1100 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0 44 0.42 1.00 
piearance Time (sj ' 4.0 4.0 " ' "4.4 " 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 5.4 3.0'' 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2228 6.73. 1451 3530 
v/s Ratio Prot 013 cO.33 0.20 
v/s Ratio Perm COl? 
v/c Ratio 0.30 0.40 0.78 0.20 
Uniform Delay, dl 19.9 21.0 27.- 0.0 
Progression Factor 100 1.00 O.gg 1.00 
incremerital Delay, d2 j S f f I - 0.3 1.8 I.g, 01 ^ \ - - -, 
Deiay (s) 26.3 22 8 2g.2 01 
Level dfSeivKc C C c 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 21.1 15.3 
Approach LOS A C 7-'LV, ,7"'';e. ;.HjJ 

InlcrspaionSummarv ". 1 —i 
HCM Ayerage Conti-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated CycleXength(s) 
Intersection Capacity Utiiization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

17.1 
0.59 

116,0'" 
'6?.g%'" 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum onqsnjme (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

15.3 
C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 3/10/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario A PM Synchro? - Report 
Page 6 

6 1 T T S P A G E 3 3 T 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/20/2013 

> > < < t A i V 
Movement EBl EBl EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBI.- SBT SBR 
Lane Conflgurations fffr 'S fT» ffl^ *i tf^ 
Volume;(vph) 308 875 40 60 634 80 80 430 160 110 320 '4fZ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1900 1900 1000 1000 igoo 1000 1000 1000 1900 1000 1000 
Total Lost time (s) 44 5.2 4.4 5.8 44 4.0 4.4 5:0" t { 

Lane LJtiL Factor 1 00 O.gi 1.00 0,05 1 00 0.01 1.00 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 099 1.00 0 99 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.6o i.o6 1 on 1.00 TOO 1.00 1,00 i.6o 
Frt 100 0.99 . TOiD 0.08 100 0 96 1 00 0.92 
Fit Protected 0.05 ' 1.00 0.05 1.00 0 05 1.00 0 95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5048 1770 34'72 1770 4845 " S i l l 1770 4597 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1 00 0.05 1 00 0 05 100 0,05' 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5048 1770 3472 1770 4845 1770 4597 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0:92 0.02 
Adj Flow (vph) 335 951 43 65 680 8? 87 467 174 120 348 " 453 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 g 0 0 63 0 0 224 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 335" ggo 0 65" 767 0 87 578 0 120 5 7 L ' "6 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 16 10 10 10 10 10 10 
jurnType I Prot Prot Prot Prot ...77 
Protected Ptiases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 t> 
Permitted Phases BIB 
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.5 43.2" 47 25.8 4J l'???' g',6 22.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 21.5 43.2 4.7 25.8 4 7 17.7 06 22.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 23 0.46 0.05 6.27 0 05 Oig 016 0 24 
'Clearance Time (s), ' - 44 5.2 " 4.4 5:8 ' '4.4 4.g 4.4 "'̂  5.6 
Vehicle Extension (sj 2.0 311 2.6 2.7 2.0 3.3 2,0 4.1 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 404 231? 88 g52 88 gi i 181 logg 
v/s Ratio Prot cOlO 0.20 6.04 cO.22 cO.65 c6.12 cO,67 ' 0T3 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
)ncrementerDelay,d2 
Deiay (sj 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (sj 
Approach LOS 

0.83 
34.6 
TOO 
12.6 
47.1 

D 

0.43 
17.1 
1.66 
0.2, 

i'7.3 
B 

24.8 
C 

0.74 
44:1 
1.00 
24.6_ 
681 

E 

0.81_ 
31.8 
100 
5.0 

36.8 
D 

302 
D" 

ô g 
44? 
1 00 
91.1 

135.8 
F 

0.63 
35:2 
1.00 
1.5 

36? 
D 

48.6 
D 

0.66 
40.7' 
1.00 
6.9" 

47.6 
D 

0^2 
"STI" 
1.06 
076, 

31.8 
C 

33.8 
C 

HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ralio 
^H9^:^Lenl|h (s) 
Inlerseclion Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Criticai Lane Group 

34.7 
0.76 
94 1 

78 0% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

105 
b 

^iilteli':' 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
8: Hawthorn St & Pacific Hw/y 10/29/2013 

Movement 

> < 

FBI EBT EBR WBl WBT WBR NBL NBI NBR SBI SBT 

V 
SB(̂  

Lane Configurations 4tV fff ffl^ 
Volume (vph) 0 6 " 0 140 1028 90 134 520 0 0 300 30 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 19'06 1000 1000 1000 "1900 ' 1900 1000 1900 1900 1900 1000 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.9 4.4 49 5.4 
Lane Util, Factor 0.01 1.00 0.91 ooi 
Frpb, ped/bikes TOO 1 00 TOO 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1 00 100 
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 0 99 
Fit Prolected 0.99 6.05 1 00 "TOO 

Satd. F{ow (prot) " "4989 1770 5085 50i9" 
FItPermitted "o.gg ' 0.95 T6O 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 4989 1770 5085 5019 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.02 
Adj: Flow (vph) : 0 0 ' 0 : 152 1117 08 . 146 ,565 . 0 0 424 33 
RTOR Reduction (vph) ' 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 o' 0 8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1359 0 146 565 0 0 449 6 
Confl Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prol Prot ! 
Protected Phases 3 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 62 8 12.8 37 4 19? 
l ^ i / e Green, g (s) 62.8 12.8 37.4 107 < - - ' 
Actuated g/C Ratio 6.57 '6.i2 0.34 ' 018 
Clearance Time is) 4.9 44 4.g 5.4 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.4 2.0 3.3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2848_ . 206 1729 8gg 
v/s Ratio Prot CO 08 O i l cO.09 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.2? 
v/c Ratio 8.44dl 071 0.33 0.50 
Uniform Delay, dl 13.9. 46.8" . 27.0 40.7 
Progression Factor 1 00 1.00 TOO"" 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 01 8.« 05 2.0 
Delay (s) 140 55 6 27.5 42 7 
Leverbf Service B E "c: D 
Approach Delay (sj 00 14.6 33.2 42.7 
Approach LOS A B C D 

r ' ; i . ^ ' . 

^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
HCM Average. Cqnti-ol Delay .̂ ^ 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

24.6 
051 

110.0 
78.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levei of Service 

14.7 
D 

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane, 
dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a nght lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

> > < t A V \ V 
Moveiiirnt FBI FBT UBR WBl WBF WBR NBl NBI NBR SBL SBI SBR 
1 iint> CuntiquMtKins 4tt f ffT» \ f f f 
voiume(vph) , 70 IbUl 65 0 U , U 0 510 14U 4bU , 6 
Ideal Flow (vphplj 1900 igoo igoo 1000 i960 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1900 1900 
TptalLosttime (s) 5.g 5.9 5.g 5.4 64 
Lane Util. Factor o.gi 1.00 0.01 1 00 6.01 
Frpti, ped/bikes TOO 0.98 ' ogg '"TOO 100 
Flpb, ped/bikes T6O TOO 1.60 TOO '1.66 
Frt 100 0 85 0 9j 1.00 100 
Fit Pratected TOO TOO 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd. Fj"ow"(prpt) 7"' •5072 154? ;4684 ' 1770 '5085 
FItPermitted i.oo 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.60' 
Satd Flow (perm) 5072 154? 4684 1770 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 002 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 
(jtowthfador^ 100 u i66%"" "100% 100- 100%. 160% 100% 160'% 100% '100%; i20% '100% 
Adj Flow (vph) 76 ' 1740" 71"' 0 0 0 0 " 689 554 152 600 6 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 38 0 0 0 26 0 0 0 6 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1816_ 33 0 0 0 0 121? 6 152 600 0 
Confl7P'ed's.(#/hf)̂  10 10 . 10" 10 , t ; - 10 10 . 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot 
Protected Phases i i i lM 4 2 i i i i i l 6 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) -51.1 , .5T1 iî '̂ '-i'f-'4̂ ^Wj 31.1 123 . 4?:3"' 
Effective Green, g (s) 56.i 50.1 30.1 11 3 "4'6.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 .128 010 0 43 
Clearance Time (s) 40 4.9 4.9 4.4 5.4 
Vehicle Extension fs] 

'• 
4.2 4.? 3.3 2.0 24 - ,! 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2338 713 12g? 184 2166 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.26 cO.09 012 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.36 0.02 
\^!Rati() 0.78 0.05 pS*7fii Tigdr 6.83 6.28 
Uniform Delay, dl 24 6 161 • "304 47 7 26.3 ' 
Progression Factor 100 100 100 1.00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 18 0.0 12.0 24 0 0.0 
Delay (s) J.7;7 • 26.4 • 16.2 51.3 71.8 20.4 
LevelofService C B D E C 
Approach Delay (s) 26.0 0.0 51.3 30.7 
Approach LOS C A "6 C 

InteFsPrtionSummari^"^ ^^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ — - f ^ J j a ^ 

•• ./"̂  
HCM, Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
IntereecWn Capâ ^ 
/\nalysis Period (min) 
dr Defacto Right Lane Recode with 1 
c Critical Lane Group 

though 

35.0 
0.84 

108,7 
78.6% 

15 
lane as a right lane. 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
iCU Level of Service 

D 

17.2 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
TO: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

Muvcmept EBL tBI FBR WBl Vi/BT WBR NBL NBF NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Conflgurations 
Volume (vph) 100 

4* 
5 30 10 

4* 
5 

f 
40 

\ 
15 

f1^ 
543 20 

\ 
25 

f i i 
549 80 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1000 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 7.0 5.0 "• 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.05 0,95 TOO 0.05 1.00 0 95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 

— • - • 
1.00 
i.OO 
0.97 

Wslsask ogg 
i.oo 
0 03 

0 98 
" i,6o 

0,85 

1.00 
1.00 
1 00 

1.00 
1.00 
0.99 

1.00 
1 00 
1.00 

1 00 
1.00 
0.98 

Fit Protected 6.96 0.98 1,00 0.95 1.00 0 05 1.00 
Satd, î low (prot) 1726 1595 1476 1770 3516 1770 3458 
Fit Permitted 0.79 0.93 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) i4l'3 • 1504 1476 1770 3516 T770 3458 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0,02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92. 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) log 5 33 11 5 43 IB 590 22 27 59? ' 87 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 9 16 0 3 0 0 12 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 140 0 0 22 12 16 609 0 27 672 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hrj 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prol Prot Perm Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.8 26.8 "2"6.8 1 0 2"3.6 22 24.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 26.8 26J 26.8 1.0 20.6 1.2 23.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio '6."41 6.4i 0.41 0,02 032 0.02 037 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2 0 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 

586 624 612 27 
0,01 

1121 
017 

i ' J ' l \ 
cO.02 

1274 
CO 10 

v/s Ratio Perm coio 001 6.01 
v/c Ratio 0 24 0 04 6.02 0.59 0.54 0 82 053 
Uniform Delay, ill 12.3 11.2 11 1 31,6 181 31.6 16.0 
f'rogression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 

1.00 
02 

1 00 
0.0 

1.00 
0.0 

i,o6 
21.0 

1.00 
04 

1.00 
81.1 

i.OO 
03 

Delay (s) 124 11.2 11 2 52,6 18.6 112? 16.3 
Level of Servi(.n B B 6 D " ' B F B 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

124 
B 

ii.2' 
B 

19.4 
B 

20.0 
B 

Inlerseclion SummaC m . 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mir) 
c Critical Lane Group 

18.7 
6.36 
64.6 

49 0% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

g.o 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 3/19/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario A PM Synchro? - Report 
Page 10 

1̂^̂  ^ "̂ ^̂  ̂ '"'̂  ^̂ ^̂  5™* ''S 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> - V V 
Movomcnl EBL EBl WBF WBR SBL SBR 
Lane Conflgurations *l 4 f f Vi f 
Voiume (vph) 260 35 25 303 329 250 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1000 1000 1000 1900 1900 
Total Losttime (s) 4.0 4.0 40 40 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util, Factor 0.95 6."g5 1.00 1,00 ' 6.0? 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1 00 0.99 1 00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.'oo 1.00 TOO 1.00 i'.oo 1.00 
.Frt 1.00 TOO 1.00 0 85 TOO 0.85 
nt Prolected 6.95 0.96 1.00 1 00 095 1.00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1681 1704 1863 1560 .14 i i 1544 
FItPermitted 6.95 0 06 1 00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd.Flow (perm) 1681 1704 1863 "'1560 3433 " 1544 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 283 38 '27 329 358 111 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 b " 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 158 163 27 329 358 111 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr') 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Split Free Frei' 7;.^^^^^^fc«v:i.i3isiil^l^W 

Protected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.4 11.4 " 5.5 42 4 135 42.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 11.4 11.4 5.5 42.4 13.5 42.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.2? 0,27 6.13 100 6.32 100 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 452 458 242 1560 1093 1544 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 cOlO 0.01 CO 10 
v/s Ratio Perm CO 21 018 
v/c Ratio 0 35 036 o i l 0.21 0.'3"3 018 
Uniform Delay, dl 12.5 12.5 16.3 OO 11 0 0.0 
Progression Factor i.b6 i.OO i.6o 1.66 i.OO 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.5 02 0.3 02 02 
Delayjs) 13.0 13.0 16.5 03 11.2 02 
Level of Service B B B A B A 
Approach Delay (s) 13.0 1,5 6.5 
Approach LOS B A A 

[ntersection Summaĵ ^ 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

6.7 
030 
42.4 

31.3% 
15 

HCM Level Of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/29/2013 

> > < K. t A V V 
Movement • FBI FBT FBR WBI WBl WBR NBL' WBT NBR SBL SBI SBR 
Lane Configuralions fff f *i fff f 4^ Vi 
Volume {\̂ h) 120 737 5 ' 20 1165 5 10 5 10 136 10 " 90 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) " 1900 1000 1900 1900 1000 1000 1000 1900 1000 1900 1000 1000 
Total Losttime (s) 4 4 5.7 5.7 44 5.8 5.8 4.g 4.9 4.9 4.g 
Lane Util. Factor TOO O.gi 1.00 1.00 O.gi TOO 0,05 0.95 0.97 TOO 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0 95 100 100 O.g? TOO 0.98 100 0.08 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1 00 100 i.OO 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1 00 1 00 1.00 
Frt 10(1 1.00 0 85 100 1 00 0.85 1.00 0.90 100 0.87 
Fit Protected 0.95 i.6o 1.00 0 05 i.oo 1.00 0.05 "i.oo' 005 1.00 
Satd. Flow (proti 1770 5i385 1506 1770 5085 1528 1681 1568 3433 1579 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.66" 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.05 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1506 1770 5085 1528 1681 1568 3433 11)79 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.02 
Growth Factor (vph) 100% 140% 100% 100% 100̂  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% ioo% 
Adj. Flow (vph) 130 1122 5 22 1266 5 11 5 11 148 11 08 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 3 0 (1 0 8 0 fl 83 - 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 130 1122 2 22 J266 2 10 9 0 148 2fi 0 
Confl. Pods. (#/hr) 10 10 • 10 10 10 10 10 ' 10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Perm Spilt Split 
ProteetedPliases J 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases "f "8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.5 47.5 47.5 30 38.g 38.0 20.0 29.0 18.6 18.6 
Effective Green, g (sj 11.5 47.5 47,5 . 3.0 38.g 38.g 20.0 29.0 18:6 18.6 
Actuated g/C Rjilm 010 0.40 0.40' 003 0 33 0.33" 0.25 0.25 0.16 016 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 5.7 4.4 58 5.8 4.9 4.9 4.g 49 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 4.9 4.9 20 4 8 4.8 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 173 2047 606 45 1676 504 413 385 541 249 
v/s Ratio Prot 77c6,Q7 . 707227. 0.01 "cO.25 cOOl 0.01 C0.'P4̂  0.02 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.00 
v/c Ratio 0.75 0.55 0.00 0 49 076 0,00 002 0.02 027 O i l 
Uniform Delay, dl 51 9 27 0 21.1 56.7 35.3 26 5 33 8 33,8 43.8 42.6 
Progression Factor 1.00 TOO, 1.00 0.62 1.45- I.g? 100 TOO 1.00 100 
Incremental Delay, d2 "'i5.6 05 0.6 2.3 1 7 00 6.1 01 01" 01 
Delay (s) 66.8 27.5 21.1 37.3 52.8 52.2 33.9 33.0 43.g 42 6 
Level of Service E C C f) D D C C [1 D 
ApproachiDelay (s) 31.6 52.5 33.9 43.3 
Approach LOS C D C D " 

Inlcrsertion Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Vqlumetg Capaciti/ ratT67 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Periodjmin) 
c Critical Lane Group 

42.2 
0.45 

118,0 
57.3% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

20.0 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

> > * - t A V i V 
Mrivement EBL FBT FBR WBl wtil NBl •" NBI NBR SBL' SBf SBR 
Lane Configurations fff f Vi W\h f f \ 
Volumejvph) 35 660 123 366 1550 10 112 72 244' 50 ,53 ' '^"90 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) igoo 1900 1900 igoo 1900 1000 1000 1900" igbo 1900 1900 1900 
Tolal Lost time (s) 7.4 8.7 7.9 7.4 84 7.9 7.9 7.0 7.9 7.9 
Lane Util. Factor i.OO O.gi 1.00 O.g? 6.86 0.9? 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00" 100 1.00 100 , 1,00 .0:99 1.00 0.94 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 I'OO 1.00 1 00 1 00 1.00 ' 1.06 1.06 1.00 
Frt 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 TOO 1.00 lOU 0.85 TOO 091 
FItProtected 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.95 1.00 "1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6400 3433 1863 1560 "1610 .2891 
Fit Permitted 0.05 1 00 1 00 0.05 1.00 0.95 1.00 i.'oo 0.95 " TOO 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6400 3433 1863 i';60 1610 2891 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0,92 
Adj. Flow (vphj ' " " 38 71? 134 308 1685 11 122 78 265 54 58 98 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 04 0 1 o" 0 0 0 0 ,05 0 
Lane Group Flow; (vph) 38 717 40 398 1605 0 122 78 265 .49. 66 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)'' 10 10 10 io l6 16 16 10 
Turn Type Prot P^?^' ' ;v:I;^ Over Prot Split Free Split 
Prolected Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) ""'" 47 ' 3'4.6 38.5" i8.0 "482 38.5 38.5 ii8.0 7.0 70 
Effective Green, g (s) 17 31.6 35.5 15.0 45.2 35.5 "35.5 118.0 4.0" 40 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 01 0.27 0 30 013 6.38 0.30" 0.30 1 00 0.03 0.03' 
clearance Time (s) 4.4 57 4.9 44 5.4 4.0 4.9 4.9 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.g 2.0 2.0 '3'.6' 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 26 1362 476 436 2452 1033 560 1560 55 98 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 014 0.03 c012 cO 26 0 04 0.04 CO 03 0 02 
v/s Ratio Perm C0.i7 
v/c Ratio "'1.46 053 " 0.08 0.91 ' o76g 012 014 OT? 0.89 ' 0.68 
Uniform Delay, dl 58.1 36 3 29.6 50.9 30.5 20.9 , • 30 1 o;o 56.8 56.4 
Progression Factor 1.15 0 96 4 36 0 9? 0.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1 00 
jncremehtal Delay, d2 329.4 6:6" 0.3 7.3 .03 6.2- 05 02 92.6" •31.6 
beiay(s) 396.5 36.1 129 4 56.4 14.5 30.i 30.6 02 149.4 88.0 
Level of Service D F B C C A F F 
Approach Delay (s) 65 5 22 5 13.2 102 3 
Approach LOS - _ j — ' E _ C B — - -

Intprsection Summarfrt* 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume tq̂ Capacity ratio 
^ettiaied Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Penod (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

36.3 
0.47 

118.0 
94.1% 

15 

HCM Level of Srrvicp 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

15.3 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/29/2013 

> - t A V i V 
Movement ~ FBL FBI EBR Vi/Bl mi "WBR NBI. NBI NBR SBI SBI SBR 
Lane Configurations tm f V\ fft* 4 f T* 
Volurne (vph)' 60 '2004 80 170 2786 10 60 15 140 5 5 5 
Ideal: Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1000 1900 1000 1900 1000 1000 igoo 1900 1900 1900 
Tolal Lost time (s) 4.4 5.3 5.3 4.4 53 4.g 40 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. Factor T06 0.86 i.OO O.g? 0.01 TOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1')0 0.97 TOO 100 100 098 1.00 096 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1 00 1.00 100 TOO 1 00 100 1.00 TOO 

TOO 1 00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 "6.85 I.OO 0.93 
Fit Protected 0.95 i.o6 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.06 1.00 0 95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1701 1547 1770 1654 
Fit Permitted , ""0".95 1.00 1 00 005 i.o6 0.96 T6O 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (perm) 1770 6408 1538 3433 5082 1791 1547 1770 1654 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 2178 87 "" "185 3028 11 65 I f j " 152 5 5 " ' '5 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 135 0 " 5 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) ' 7 65 .2T78 55 185 _3039 0 0 81 1? 5 5 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 l6 10 10 10 10 10 i6 
Tum Type- Prat Perm Prot Split Perm Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phasi" 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.2" " 65 5 65 5 145 60.8 134 13.4 5.1 5.1 
Effective Green, g '(s) - 10.2 65.5 65.5 14.5 6g.8 134 13.4 5:1 5.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 6.09' 0.56 0 56 012 0.50 Oi l "o.ri 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) 44 5.3 5.3 44 5.3 4.9 4.g 49 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (sj 2.0' 5.6 5.6 2.0 5.6 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 153 3557 854 422 300u 201 17b 77 71 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.04 0.34 CO 05 cO.60 cO.05 0 00 cO.OO 
v/s Ratio Perm *̂iSR777-' 0.04 001 
v/c Ratio 0 42 0 61 0 06 0.44 1.01 O40 010 0.06 0.07 
Uriiform^Delay, dl 51.1 17.7 12 1 48.0 24.1 ITSIiil! 48.6 46.g 54.2 54.2 
Progression Factor "6.'82' 1.50 " 2.07 0.71 ' 1.86 1.00 TOO 1.00 " i."6o 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 05 01 02 183 5.8 1.1 01 02 
Deiay (s) 42.5 27.0 251 34.1 63.1 54.3 48.0 54 3 54.3 
yyeldfjServi(.p D C C C E D D D D 
Approach Delay (s) 27.4 61.4 50 2 54.3 
Approach LOS C E D L) 

inUTsectiuh Summary 

• • •— • •"• • 
HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Lengtfi (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min)_ 
c Critical Lane Group 

47 3 
0.83 

118.0 
96,2% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

105 
F 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/29/2013 

-Jf -

Movement WW .-•EBl" ••»6* WBT WBR SWL SWR', . . ••• .. •: •••• i 
Lane Configurations Vi f f f f f f f W f 
yplume7(vph) 905 1489 1749 35 50 10 " - .', 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1000 1900 1900 ' 
Total Lost time (s) 2.4 2 i ,1.1 3.0 52 | | |p:2i::s|| l^ 
Lane Util, Factor 0.9? 0.91 0.91 i,oo 0.97 0.01 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00 099 1 00 0.99 ' 
Flpb, ped/bikes TOO 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 TOO 

Frt 100 "TOO".'" 1.00 " 08'5 " "TOO"" "0.85". ' " " • • 
Fit Protected 0.95 1 00 1.00 1 00 0.95 ""i.OO 
Satd, Flow (prot) 3433 5085 5085 \1560 3434 1419 
Fit Permitted 0.95 i."o6'" 1.00 TOO 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 5085 1560 3434 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 002 092 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 984 1618 1901 38 54 7 ^ S i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i i 7 l i K 1 7 i i ^ ^ S l l 5 p 5 S 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 6"""""̂ " ""•''"" *' 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 984 1618 1901 38 54 
Confl Peds (#/hr) io 10 10 io 
Turn Type Plot Free Free 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free Free ' "' " ' , 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26 3 82.6 521 1180 24.g 118.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 28.3 " 85.6 56.1 il8.0 - 24.9 1J8.0 - " " ^ " ~ 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 24 0.73 0.48 1,00 ' 0.21 " too 
Clearance Time is) 4.4 5.3 5.1 5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.5 7.6 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap {v[)h) 823 3089 2418 1560 725 1419 
v/s Ratio Prol CO 29 0.32 cO.37 cO.02 
y/sRatioPerm 002 , 0.01 " . '7 • ' - ' ' 
v/c Ratio 1 20 0.44 0.79 0.02 001 0.01 
Uniform Delay, dl 44.9 6.5 25.g 00 37.3 
Progression Factor 0.8? 1.98 TOO ' i.o6 " TOO ' 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 98 3" 0.2 2.3 0.0 0 2 
Delay (s) 137.2 13.2 28.3 00 37 5 0.0 
Level of Service B C A" 77'0 A7 7J~ i 7 7 _ " , . ~ -̂7'""̂  77'' J 
Approach Delay (s) 601 27 7 31.7 
Approach LOS E C C • i ' ' , . J . . . • . ^ 1 . ' " . ^ ^ L l ' L ^ .... . - U l — . 

Interaction SunirridTv .. . m 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Voiume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
î yialysis "Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

460 
072 

118.0 
95.6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

8? 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

1 A V % 
iVIovcment WBl WBR NBI. VEL SER 
LaneConfiguratioris . . .*i i'i' Vi'i 
Volume (vph) "' " 90 1333 346 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1000 1000 
Total Lost time (s) 7.0 7.9 7.9 
LaneUtil. Factor 1.00 0 88 0 94 
Frpb, ped/bikes TOO 0.98 1.00 
Flpb,'p"ed/bikes 1.00 1.00 ' 1.00 
Frt 1,00 085 1.00 
FItProtected _ I.60 0.95 
Satd? fp f i (prol) 1770 2723 49g0 
Fit Pei milled 0 05 1 00 0 05 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 2723 4ggo 

0 
1000 

0 
1000 

rrrr 
1519 
1906 

7.9 
0.64 
0.9? 
1.00 
(IBS 
1.06 
393? 
1.00 
3937 Peak-hour factor, PHF 0̂ 92 092 Og2 0.02 0.02 Og2 

AdjrFiow,(yph) " g s 1449 376 0 0 1651 
RTOR Reduction (vph) "" O" "537 0 0 0 734 
Lane Group Flowjvph) 98 912 376 0 0 917 
Confl. Peds. (#/'hr) 10 10 10 10 lo' 10 
TurrvType; Perm 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green^G (s)_ 36.1 36.f 64,1̂  
Effective Green, g (s) ''33.1 33.1 , 6TT7 

Actuated g/C Ratio' 0 30 0 30 0 56 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.9 4.9 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 2 0 4 1 

custom 

6 
64.1 
61T 

" 0.56 
4.0 
3.7 

L^neGrplCap(vph)_^ 533 819 2772 
v/s Ratio Prot "o.oe " 0.08 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.33 
v/c Ratio 018 1.11 014 
Uniform Delay j i 28 5 38 5 11 8 
Progression Factor 0 73 0 61 0.89 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 58.4 01 
Delay (s) 20 0 81 8 10 6 
LsyelpfĴ Spryice (. F B 
Approach Delay (s) 78.0 10 6 
Approach LOS E B 

2187 

rO 23 
0.42 
14.2. 
TOO* 
01, 

14.8 
B" 

14.8 
B 

Intprsoctifin Summary 57 _ ^ I 
HCM Average Control Delay. 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization_ 
Analysis Period (m - 7 
c Critical Lane Group 

•_ .41.7 
0.66 

110.0 
62.1%^ 

15 

HCM'Level of Service 

Sum of lost lime (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

15.8 
B 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: Grape St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

jVlDvement Vi/BL WBR NBi NBR SBL SBT 
Lane Configurations f f f f f f 
Volurne (vph) 0 0 346 . 90 050 , 649 ' ~ •• 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 "i'goo " igoo 
Total Lost time (s) 7.9 7.4 
Lane Util. Factor 0 91 1.00 0 07 0.05 
Frpb, p"ed/bikes" 7' 1.00 0 97 I.'oo , TOO 
Fipb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 ' 1.00 ' 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 100 
Fit Protected 1.00 i.o6 0.05 1.00 
Sat(j7î low"(prot) ' 5085 153? 3433" '3530 " ." " • . . • 
Fit Permitted TOO 1.00 o.'g'5 1.66 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 153/ 3433 3530 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0,02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Adj. Flow (vph): 0 0 376 g8 1033 -705, • " " . " ' . - ' ' . - • • " " • • ' " ' ' . 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 38 0 0 ' ' '""""•' " ' " ' " "" ' • " 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 376 bO 1033 
Confl. Peds. (#/hrj 10 l6 10 10 
Turn Type Perm Prot 
Prolected Phases 2 1 6 \ \ '~\ J'f ' ' •""""_ ' ^ Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 57 2 ' 57.2 43.5 110.0 
Effectiye Green.g (s)" 77_ 54.2 54 2 46.5"̂  110.0" " " - " •. 
Actuated f?atio 0 49 o.4g 0.3?" 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.g 4.4 i i ^ S l l i i i i i i S W ^ 
Veiiicle Exiension (s) 5:4 5.4 3.0 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (yph)' 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Deiay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

2506 
0.07 

757 

0.04 

1264 
c0.3b 

3530 
cO.26 

0.0 
A 

015 0.08 0.82 0,20 
15.3 14 7 31.4 00 
1.00 1.00 i,o"5 1,66 
01 02 3.6 01 

15.4 140 36,6 01 
B B D A 

15.3 21,8 
B C 

Inteisection Sumnury 3^ - . ^ ^ ^ ' S 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis" Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

20.4 
044 

110.0 
67.7% 

15 

HCM Level of Service, 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

7.4 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

> — > < * - t A V i 
Movement •••• 'EBL FBT FBR WBI WBT WBR NBL NBI NBR SBL " SBT SBI^ 

Lane Configurations ffl^ f \ f f l i ff l^ 
ydlume (vph) 288 657 15 40 631 50 50 200 80 110 190 616 
Ideal F low (vphpl) 1000 1000 1000 1000 igoo 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
^JtalT^ime (s) 44 5.2 " 4.4 5.8 4.4 4.0 " ' 4.4 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor T06 O.gi 1.00 O.g'5 TOO" 0.01 1.60 0.91 

mi^Hlkes . 1.00 TOO " 1.00 1.00 1.00 - 099 100 0 98 
Flpb, ped/bikes i."o6 1.00 i.6o 1.00 ""i.o6 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 1.00 TOO 0.99 1.00" 0.96 1.00 0.80 
Fit Protected 6.05 1.00 0.95 1.00 ' '0.9"5' 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prat) 1770 5066 1770 3495 1770 4832 1770 4429 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 i.OO 0 05 1.00 0.95 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5066 i770 3495 1770 4832 l'77'6 4429 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0,02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 
.̂jFlGWH(vph) " "313 714 16. • 43 686 54 ". 54 217 87 126 20? 670 

RTOR Reduction (vph) '6 2 0 0 5 0 0 69 0 0 31? 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 313" 728 0 43 735 0 54 235 0 120 560 0 
Confl', Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Prat Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 107 44.2 2.4 26.3 " is" ' 17.1 05 23.0 
|ffective Green, g (s) 107 44.2 2.4 26.3 3.5" i"?:i 9 5' 23L0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.2i 0.48 0̂ 03' ' 6.20 0,04 019 010 0.25 
Clearance Time (s)' • "•"4.4 5.2 5.8 • '"474 "'• 49 4,4 5.0 
Vehicle Exiension (s) " 2.0 iO 20 2.7 "'2.0' '3.3 ' • 2.'6 4.i 
Larie Grp Cap (vph) "" 3?g 2431 46 g98 6? 897 183 1106 
v/s Ratio Prot CO 18 014 0.02 cO.21 0 03 0.05 CO 07 CO 13 
v/s Ratto Perm 
v/c Ratio 0 83 0.30 0.93 074 0.81 0 26 0 66 Og4dr 
Uniform Delay, dl 34.6 14.5 44 8 29.8 44.0 32.1 39 7 29.7 
Progression Factor " i.'oo 1 00 "foo" TOO i.66 1.00 1.06 i.66 
Incremental Delay, d2 ""13.1" 01 106.2 2.8 46.6 02 63 05 
belay (s) 47,6 14.6 i50.9 32.5 "90'5' 32.3 46.0 30.2 
Level of Service D B " F C F C D C 
Approach Delay (s) 24.5 39.0 41.1 32.1 
Approach LOS C iiiiisifcll! D D C 

Inteisection Surnmsry • . .1 
HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 32.3. 
HCM Vojume lo Capacity ratio _ 0.67 _ 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) - ' ' 7 '92.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dr Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right jane 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
icu Levei of Service 

14.6 
D 
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H C M Signa l ized Intersection Capac i ty Ana lys is 

8: Hawthorn St & Paci f ic Hwy 10/20/2013 

Movement tBI FBT EBR WBl WBl WBR NBl NBI NBR • SBL ' SBT 
Lane Configurations 
Voiume.(vph) 0 U 0 460 

4t\* 
1532 80 

*j 
101 

fff 
0 u 

fffr 
18u J 5 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1900 1900 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 
Totalj-qst time (s) 4.g 44 40 
Lane Utii. Factor 0,01 i.o6 O.gi 0.91 
iFrpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 7 

— TOO 
TOO 

" O.gg 

"1,00. 
T6O " 
100 

100 
"i.OO 

TOO 

"76.99 
1.06 
0.98 

'• 
Fit Protected O.gg 005' 1 00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 4gg6 1770 5085 4936 
Fit Permitted O.gg 0 05 TOO 100 
Satd. Flow (perm) 4g96 1770 5085 4936 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 
Adĵ FJow(yph) - 0 0 0 500 1665 8? 1"10" 217 0 ' "0" 196 38 
RTOR Red"uction (vpfij 0 0 ...... 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0" 2240 0 " 110 " 217 0 0 205 " 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 " "lO 16 10 10 
Tum Type 
Protected Phases 

Prat 
3 8 

Prat 
5 6 

Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 74.2 01 26 0 120 
Effective Green, g (s) 712 Of 26.0 12.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.6? 0.08 6.24 o.ii 
Elea/anceTime (s) 4.9 " "474T 40 54 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.4 2.0" '3.3 2.4 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Rstiij Perm 
v/c Ralio 
LIniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delayĵ s) 
Level of Sen/ice 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.0 
A 

3370 
cO.45 

2.18dl 
10.6 

" i.'6o 
0.4 

11.0 
B 

11.0 
B 

146' 
CO 06 

0 75 
40.4 
ij)6' 

• 17.6' 
66.g 

1202 
0.04 

018 
33.5 
TOO 
03 

33.8 
C 

45.0 
D 

538 
cO.04 

0.38 
45.5 

"j.OO 
_ 2.0 

47.6 
D 

47.6 
D 

ry 
HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 18.0 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64 
^tuajed Cycle Length (s) ' '7 7 7 .J1Q;P7.7 
intersection Capacity ijii[ization 72,8% 
Analysis^Period (min) • .157. .. 
dl Defacto Left Lane, Recode with 1 tfiough lane as a left lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

14.7 
C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

Movfmnit LBL EBl FBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBl "SBI ' "SBK 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) • 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Totai Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor. 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt" 
Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (p"ro.i 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow "(perm) 

30 
1900 

4ff 
844 
1900 
39 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
5076 
i.OO 
5676 

/ 
46 

1900 
4.g 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
0.85 
1.00 
1555 
i.o6 
1555 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

0 
1900 

ffT» 
301 
1900" 
4.9 
0,91 
0.99 
TOO 
0:93 
1.00 
46701 
1.00 
4670 

280 
igoo 

45 
1900 

4.4 
100 
TOO 
TOO 
1.06 
0.95 
1770 
0.95 
1770 

f f f 
660 

1900 
5.4 

0.91 
100 
1.00 
1 00? 
1.00" 

5085 
1.60 
5085 

0 
1900 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.02 Og2 Og2 0.02 Og2 Og2 0.92 0̂ 92 0.02 002 0.92 
Adj. Flow (yph) _ 33 917 50 0 0 - 0 0 327 .'304' 49 ^ J I?" - 0 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 6 0 2? _ 6 0 0 0 125 6 0 o ' 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) "" 6 - 950 23 " " 0 0 0 " 0 506 ~"0 49 717 0 
Confi. Peds. (#7hr) ^10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
TumType J , : 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
"Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 

Prot 
7' 

27.6 
28.6 
0.48 
49 
4.2 

Perm 

4 
27.6 
"27,6 
0,4? 
4.9 
4.2 

13.8 
13.8 
0.23 
4.9 
3.3 

Prot 
1 

3.6 
'3.6 
0.06 
4.4 
2.6 

21.3 
213 
036 
5.4 
2.4 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perrn 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor 
Incrernental Delay, d2 
D'elay(s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

IniHrsnlinri SurTimary" 

2452 
coig 

' 0.30 
g.7 

1.00 
02 
g.g 

A 
08 

A 

725 

001 
0.03 
8.6 

1.00 
0.0 
8.6 

A 
0.0 

A 

1080 
con 

0.46 
19.5 
1.00 
03 

ig.g 
B 

ig.g 
B 

108 
0.03 

1830 
cO.14 

0.45 
26.9 
1.00 
IT 

28.0 
C 

0.39 
14.1 
1.00 
01 

142 
B 

151 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume lo Capacity ralio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Periqc[(min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

14.2 
0 44 
59.2 

72 8% 
15 

HCM Level of Sen/ice 

Sum of lost time (s) 
icu Level of Service 

3, 
14.2" 

C 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

> < t A V 1 V 
Movement i; . " FBL EBT " E B K WBl WBi' WBR NBL NBI NBR SBL SBI SBR 
Lane Configurations 4* 4* f tv \ fT^ 
Volume (vph) 50 5 20 5 5 30 10 348 10 25 3g2 100 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 igoo 1000 1900 1000 1000 1000 1000 1900 igoo 1000 
Tptallosttimejs) 7,_ ' • 5.0 5.0 5.0 ' 4 0 5.0 5.0 4.0 
LaneUtil Factor 1.00 0.95 0.05" 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.05 
Frpb, ped/bikes 0.99 ogg 0.98 100 1.00 1.00 o.gg 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1 00 100 1 00 1.00 " 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.96 o:g2" 0.85 100 TOO 1.00. 0.07 
Fit Protected 097 0.99 1.00 095 1.00 0 95 1 00 
Satd Flow (prot) 1720 igmn 1589 1477 1762 3521 1770 3411 
FItPermitted 0.83 0.96 1.00 0.05 TOO 0.05' TOO 
iSatd, Flow (perm) "1476 1544 1477 1762 '3521 1770 3411 ^7iSB 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0 92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0i92 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Adj. Flow (vph) 54 5 22 5 5 33 11 378 11 2? 426 " 109 
_RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 8 14 0 2 0 6 21 6 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 70 0 0 14 11 387 0 2? 514 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Prot- Perm Prot Prot 7i-^F^^y-7' • 

Prolected Phases 7 4 3 8 ' 5 " 1 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 19 6 19.6 19.6 08 24.3 2.1 25.6 
Effective Green," g (s) 7 " ' 18.6 18.6 186 08 " "23.3 "i.i" 25.6 
Actuated g/C Ralio 0 32 0 32 0.32 0.01 0.40 0 02 0.44 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.5 •2.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 473 495 474 24 1414 34 1506 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 O i l cO.02 CO 15 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.05 0.01 OOO" 
v/c F̂ atio 0T5 0,03 0.01 0.46' '•0.2? o77g" 0 34 
Uniform Delay, dl 14.1 13,5 13.4 28 4 11 7 28 3 10.7 
Progression Factor 1 00 1.00 1 00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 
hcremental Delay, d2 01 0.0 OO 5.0 01 7f5 (11 
Delay (s) 14.2" 13.'5 13.4 33.4 11.7 gg.8 10.8 
Level of Service B B 6 C B F B 
Approach Delay (s) 142 135 123 150 
Approach LOS B B B B 

NnrsedlonSummarv 
HCM Average Control Delay 
Ficiyi Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (rriin) 
c Critical Lane Group 

139 
0.26 
58.0 

42.5% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost lime (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

10.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

> V V 
EBL 'WBf" "WBR SBI SBR 

Lane Configurations 4 f f Vi f 
Volume (vph) 130 15 10 238 237 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 l ^ i i i * j'fi7«ilili!lPî fe^^^^^^^ 
LaneUtil Factor o:95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes TOO 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1,00 100 1.00 0.85 1.00 
Fit Protected 0,95 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prolj 1681 1/02 iab3 1560 3433 
FItPermitted 095 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1681 171)2 18bj 1560 3433 1544 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0 92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj Flow (vph) 141 16 11 259 258 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 78 79 11 259 258 
Confl, Peds, (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
luriiTypi' Split 1 roc Free 
Prolected Phases 4 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7,3 7.3 6.8 44.6 18.5 44.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.3 7,3 6.8 44.6 18 5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 016 . 015 1.00 0.41 1.00 
Clearance Time (s) 4 0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
LanofiipCiplvphi 275 279 284 1560 1424 1544 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05 cO.05 0.01 0.08 
vis Ratto Perm COI/ 
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.04 01? 018 013 
Uniiorm Dulay, di 16.4 164 16.1 0.0 8.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 06 Ob 01 0.2 0.1 
Delay (s) 16.9 16.9 16.2 02 8.3 0.2 
Level of Service B B B A A 
Approach Delay (s) 16.9 O.g 48 
Approach LOS B A A 

HCM Average Control Df loy 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

5.8 
019 
44.6 

25.2% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of losttime (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

4.0 
A 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
1: N. Harbor Dr & Terminal 2 Entrance 10/29/2013 

> > ^ t I V 
Movnnipni EBL EHf EBR WBI WBT WBR NBl NBI NBR SRI SBf SBÎ  
Lane Configurations f f f f f f f i' 4̂  1̂  
Volume (vph) 90 1088 10 30 1279 5 15 10 20 129 5 90 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1900 1000 1900 1900 1000 . 1900 igoo 1900 1900 1000 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 5.4 6.7 6./ 5.4 6.8 6 8 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.g 
Lane Util. Factor 1 00 O.gi 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.05 0.97 1 00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 TOO 0.96 1.00 0 98 1.00 098 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1,00 1.00 l.OC 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 TOO 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1,00 TOO 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.86 
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (prot) 1770 5085 1505 1770 5085 1528 1681 1573 3433 1563 
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd, Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1505 1770 5085 Ih28 1681 1573 3433 1563 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0 02 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.g2 0.02 0.02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 98 1183 11 33 1390 5 16 11 22 140 5 98 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 7 C 0 3 0 1? 0 0 80 ' 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 1183 4 33 1390 2 14 18 0 140 23 0 
Confl, Peds, (#/hr) 10 10 IC 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prat Perm Prot Perm Split Split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitled Phases 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 02 45.2 45.2 3.9 3g.8 39.8 27.6 27.6 23.4 23.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.2 44,2 44.2 2.9 38 8 38 8 26.6 26.6 22.4 22.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio , 0.07 0,37 037 0.02 032 032 0.22 0.22 OIO OIO 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.7 5.7 4.4 5.8 5.8 4.9 4.9 4.g 4.g 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 4,g 4,9 2.0 4.8 4,8 2.0 2.0 . 2.0 dO 

Lane Gip Cnp (vph) 121 1873 554 43 1644 494 373 349 641 202 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.06 c0,23 0.02 cO.27 OOI cO.Ol cO.04 0 01 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.00 
v/c Ratio 081 0,63 0.01 0.77 0.85 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.22 0.08 
Uniform Delay, dl 55.1 31.2 24.0 58.2 37.8 27.5 30 / 36 8 41.4 40.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.13 071 045 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 30.0 1.0 OO 48.9 4.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 01 0.0 
Delay (sj 85.2 32.2 24.0 114.6 31.2 12.3 36,8 37.0 41.4 40.3 
Level of Service F C C F C B D D D D 
Approach Delay (s) 36.1 33.1 37.0 41.0 
Approach LOS D C D D 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ feil^'il^ 
HCM AviT.ig.- Coniiol Dflay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycli; I eiigth is) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

35.1 
0 51 

120,0 
60,2% 

15 

HCM I cvel of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

30.7 
B 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
2: N. Harbor Dr & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

> > < '*- t A V 1 V 
Movement EBl" "EBl ' FBR "WBL WB) WBR NBL" NBT NBR "SBL SBT S B S 

Lane Configurations f f f f mî  Vi f f 4V 
Volume (vph) 55 980 201 424 1180 50 162 66 433 50 83 120 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 5.4 " 6,7 5.9 44 5.4 4.9 4.9 4.0 4.9 4.9 
Lane Util. F̂ actor 1 00 6.91 1.00 ' 0.9? 0.86 0.̂ 1 ' 1.00 TOO 0.91 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 TOO TOO 1.00 TOO 1.00 o.9g TOO 0.9? 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 1.00 100 
Frt """7 7 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 091 
Fit Protected 0 95 "i.ob 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 '6.05 i.o6 
Satd Flow (prol) 1770 508"5 1583 3433 6359 3433 1863 1560 1610 3001 
Fit Permitted "o".g5 100 1.00 0 95 1.00 0 95 1.00 TOO "005 1 00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5085 1583 3433 6350 3433 1863 1560 1610 3001 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0 02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0,02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 60 '1065- 225 46"1 7 1283 54 176 72 471 54 'go 130 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 ' o' " ' 180 6 0 0 6 0 0 12(1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 1065 ' 45 461 1333' 0 176 72 471 49 105 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot Over Prot Split Free Split 
Protected Pliases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.2 "401 24.8 26,3 5g,5" 24.8 '• "24.8 12O0 8.9 80 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 39.1 23K 26.3 59.5 24 8 24.8 120.0 89 8.9 
Actuated g/C Ralio 0 05 0 33 0.20 0.22 O50 0 21 021 1 00 0 0? 0.07 
Clearance TLrne.(s) • 4.4' 4.9 4.4 5,4 4.9. 49 4.9 . 4:9 
Vehicle Exiension (s) 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0" 5,9 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0" 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 91 1657 314 752 3153 709 385 1560 114 223. 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 CO 21 0.03 c013^ 0.21 0.05 0 04 0.03 cO.03 
v/s Ratio Pi Tm CO 30 
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.64 014 0.61 0.42 0.'2'5" " OIO 0.30" 0 41 "oTi? 
Uniform DBtayj ill 55.9 34.5" 39.7 ' 42.3 - 19 3 ;|772^ 39.8 39.3 00 53.1 53^3" 
Progression Factor 6.62 1.5?" 3.18 1.3? 1 13 1.00 1.00 1 00 1 00 1 00 
Incremental Delay, d2 10.4 1.0 08 03 01 0.8 1.1 05 2.3 1.6 
Delay (s) 44.8 55.1 126.8 58.0 21 8 40.6 40.4 05 55.4 54.8 
Li'vel of Service D E S B E C D D A E D 
Approach Delay (s) 66.6 31 .i 14.3 54.9 
Approach LOS E c illiil;7l B $ -̂ii|̂ 7 f̂'77;̂  D 

on I 

HCM Average Contt'ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

41.3 
0.52 

120.0 
88.5% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

SumjoflosTilmels) 
ICU Level of Service 

D 

i6.0 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3- N. Harbor Dr & Rental Car Access Rd 10/20/2013 

> — > < * - t A V 4 V 
Klovemeiit FBI EBT EBK WBI WBi WBR NBL N B I i NBR /SBT,.-
Lane Configurations mt f V\. f f> 4 f \ 
Volijme (vphj 25 2573 70 180 2204 10 70 5 190 5 5 15 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1900 1000 igoo igoo 1900 1900 1000 190'6 1000 1900 1000 
Total Lost time" (s). 3.4 3:3" 4.3 " "2;4.. 3 3 3:g 3.9 3.g 3.9 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.86 1.06 6.g? OOI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 
Frpb, ped/bikes UlO TOO 0.9? 100 1.06 TOO 6.98" TOO 095 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00 TOO 1.66 1.00 1.60 

1.00 1 00 0.85 i:o6 1.00 1.00 0 85 1.00 089 
Fit Protected 0.05 1.00 1.06 o.g'5 1.00 0.96 1.00 6.95 100 
,Satd.Flqŵ ^̂ ^ 1770 6408 1538 3433' 5081 "1779 15l7 1770 "" 1565 '• 
Fit Permitted 0.05 1.00 1.06 0.05 TOO 0.96 "TOO 0 95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (penn) 1770 6408 1538 .3433 5081 1779 1547 1770 1565 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0 02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 
Adj. 'Flow (vph) 21 2707 76 106 2493 11 76' 5 207 5 5 16 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 28 0 i 6 0 0 "148'" ' 0 15" 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 21 2707 48 106 2503 0 0 81 50 5 6 " 0 
Confi. Peds. (#/hr) : ' 10 10 10 10 10 10 io >10 
Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Split Perm split 
Protected Phases 7 4 3̂  6 2 2 6 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) "" 4.4" • "48."? 48? ""'i3.i 57.4 33.3 333" 54 5.4"" 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.4 50.7 49/ 151 59.4 34 3 34.3 6.4 6.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 05 0.42 0.41 013 0.49 0.29 0 20 0.05 0 05 
Clearance Time (s) 44 5.3 53 44 5.3 4.g 4.g 49 4.g 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 " 5.6' 5.6 ' "2.0 56 2.0 . 2.0 2.0 2.6 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 270? 6J7 ' 432 2515 508 442 94 83 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0 44 CO 06 00.49 cO.05 0.00 CO 00 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.04 
v/c Ratio 0.34 1.03 0.08 "0.45 1.00 016 0.13 005 0 0? 
Uniform Delay, (11 55 6 "34.'6"" 21.3 48.6" 30.2 " 32 1 :31.8" 53.9 -54.6" 
Progression Factor '" 1.10 "0.66' 0.33" '1 10' 1.'3'0 TOO i.6o TOO 1.06 
Incremental Delay, d2 09 26,4 0.1 02 14.3 0.7 06 01 01 
Delay (s) 66 8 40.3 7.2 53? 53.5 32.7 32.4 54 0 541 
Level of Service E D A D U HIES c C D D 
Approach Delay (s) 48.3 53.5 32.5 5 4 . 1 ' 
Approach LOS D D C D .1 

Intersection SumiTiarv^i:*^^ 5, • *Scki' ^ » 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Vokjmejq Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

4g.g 
0.64 

1200 
84 6% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

SumoflosttlmH!' (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

13,5 
E 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: N. Harbor Dr & Laurel St 10/20/2013 

- t 
Muvi ment FBI f B i " WBI " "WBR • SWI SWR 
Lane Configurations Vi fff fff f Vf f 
Volume (vph) 1039 1814 1376 130 10 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1000 1000 I'OOO 1000 
Tg^ Lost time (s) 2.4 3.3 4,6 20 3.2 2:6" "" ' ". " " 
Lane Util. Factor 6'.g7 6,91 0.91 . TOO O.g? O.gi 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1,00 1.00 0 99 TOO 0.99 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.o6 i.o6 1.00 1.00 î ob 1.00 
F r t . - 1 00 1 00 1.00 1)85 1 00 '0".85 " 
Fit Protected 0.05 i.oo 1 00 1.00 0 05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085" ' 7 5085 '1'5"60 ' " 3436 . 1419 " ' "~ - . -
Fit Permitted O.g'5 1.00 i.6o 1.00 0.05 i.'oo 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 5085 '71560 3436 1419 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 112"9- '1972 1496 141 76 ,7; 11 '.•'"•"7 '•".. " t.':, • "' 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 1 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1129 1972 1496 141 76 PEii l l ip i iSSHls 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Prot' Free Free 
Protected P'hases ? 4 8 6 
Permittedf'hases Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 60!8 93.g 28.9 ~ 120.0 "i'576 i26'.6̂  
Effective Green, g (s) 62.8 g5g 2g.4 1200 17.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 52 0.80 0.24 1.00 015 TOO _ 
piearance Time (s) 4.4 5.3 '5".i" - "'5.2 
Vehicle Extension (s) 20 65 7.0 2.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1797 4064 1246 1560 504 1419. 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.33 0.30 co.2g CO 02 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 I p l I i l l T r l i i P K P 
v/c Ratio 0.63 0.40 1 20 0.09 015 001 
Uniform Delay, dl 20.3 ' 4.0 45 3 0,0 44.7 ^ g i p i | | i i | P i f 3 l i | | i ^ ^ l l ^ 
Progression Factor 0.56" 014 TOO 100 ' i.6"o TOO 
Incremental Delay, d2 04 01 08.2 01 06 
belay (s) 11.8 07 143 5 01 45.3 00 
Level of Service "jB77 A F A D " ""'A'-.. 7.7_7 ' 1 ;7 ' "" * - .V_7 " 
Approach Delay (s) 4? 131 2 401 
Approach LOS A D 

Intersection Summary . . . , 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actual ed Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

48 3 
0.70 

1200 
91.7% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levei of Service 

D 

102 
F 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Hawthorn St & N. Harbor Dr 10/29/2013 

^ A ^ \ 
Movement *^ WBL WBR" NBl NBR sri SER tm. 
Lane Configurations \ ff rrrr Volurne (yph) 130 067 560 0 0 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 igoo 1900 1000 igoo 1900 
Total Lost time (s) • 7.9 7.0 7.9 ' T S ' . . ' i , , 7 7 , ' ^-,7 M '-., > : 
LaneUtil Factor 1 00 0.88 0.94 0,64 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1,00 0 08 1.00 0.97 
Flpb, ped/bikes TO'O 1.00 i.o6 TOO 
Frt 100 0.85 1.00 0.85 """ ' " "^" " 
Fit Protected 0,95 1 00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 2723 4990 3917. '•-." \ , •'"'̂ ? s.-' .7__.' 
Fit Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 2723 4ggo 391"? 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (yph) , 141 1051" 618 0 . 0 2080 ^ ! 
RTOR Reduction (vphj" 0 10 0 " 0 0 1325 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 141 1041 618 0 0 
Confl. Peds! "(#/hr) l6 10 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Perm custom ; • • ' 
Protected Phases 8 2 
Permitted Phases 8 '""6 , 7 ' ^ ' • ' " " ' i j ^ : 
Actuated Green, G (s) 58'6 ' 58.0 42 2 42.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 55.0 55.0 30.2 i i p ^ i i l i l l K l i S i i ^ ^ ^ i i i ^ ^ i i i 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 50 0.50 0.36 0.36 
Clearance Time (s) "4,0" 4.0 ""4.0" '"4.9' \ : "•"':'" - " ^'7" • i ^ " * ^ - - ^ ^ 
Vehicle Extension (s) 20 2.0 41 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 885 1362 1778 T396 
v/s Ratio F'rot 0 08 012 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.38 cOTO "" " " " , - • - ;-
v/c Ratio 016 0.76 035 6.54 
Uniform Delay, dl i4.g 22 3 26.0 '202'.'." 7- •"•"•'." :,>'77" ''\\ 
Progression Factor 6.48 0.66 0.41 "'i.6'6 
Incremental Delay, d2 OO 1.6 05 i l i i i ^ l i i i i ^ ^ ^ ^ P i i i l P W s l l l ^ M 
Delay (s) 7.2 103 11.1 20.7 
LeyelofiSew^̂ ^ A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 152 11 1 '" 29.7 
Approach LOS B B C 

HCM Average Conttol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Lengtti (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

22.3 
0.6? 

110.0 
62.1% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum pjlost time is) 
icu Level of Service 

15.8 
B 

- I 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/20/2013 

< <• 
t A V \ 

t/iovi'mcnt WBl WBR NBI NBR " SBL SBF 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . „ . . -

.. , • , i 

Lane Conflgurations f f f f Vi ff 
Volurne (vph) 0 fl 609 2go 1038 956 
Ideal Flow (vpiipl) 1900 1900 1900 1000 1000 1900 
Total Losttime (s) 7.0 7.0 7.4" 
Lane Util, Factor ogi 1 00 0,97 0 95 
Frpb, ped/bikies TOO 0 07 TOO 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 TOO 1,00 1.00 

"1.00 085 1,00 1.00 
Fit Protected 1,00 1.06 6,95 1.00 
Satd.'Fipw (prot) 5085 1537 3433 3530 
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0,95 100 
Satd. Flow (perni) " 5085" 1537 3433 ' 3530 ' y ' • ' . 7- • ''•'"j 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 
Adj. Flow (vph) , 0 0 ' "'662 315 1128 1030 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 " 4? " 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) f) 0 ' ,662 268 1128 .1030 
Confl." Pe'ds.' ('#/hr) 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type Perm Prot'. 
Protected Phases 2 1' 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 51.5 51 5 49 2 1100 
Effective Green, g (s) 48.5 '48.5 46.2 110.0"" 1 - ' , 1 
Actuated g/C Ratio • 0.44 " 0.44 " 0.42 ' "1.00 " ' 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.4 " • „ . . ; J 
Vehicle Extension (s) 5.4 54 30 3.7 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2242 678 1442 3530 
v/s Ratio Prot 6.13 cO.33 0.20 
v/s Ratio Perm CO 17 •'•'^'i i '" , '• 

v/c Ratio 0.30 0.40 0.78 0.20 
Unifornibelay, dl 19.8 20.8 27 6 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 - o:< 1.7 1.9 ' ™ -=j 
belay (s) 20.1 22,5 29.3 01 
Level of Service c C C fSSiSil i l i i 
Approach Delay (s) "ô o' 26.9 15.3 
Approach LOS A c i M i i i i l i l i ^ M i l i S ^ fciSiiSEill^MIIili 

InteispLliori Summjrv 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Lengtfr(s)" 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
galysisJPeriod(rnin) 
C Critical Lane Group 

17.0 
0.58 

110.0 
67.7%. 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum bf lost time (s) 
ICLI Level of Service 

B 

15.3 
C 

'7' i 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario B PM Synchro? - Report 
Page 6 

^ A G E ' 3 5 3 



H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: Laurel St & Pacific Hwy 10/20/2013 

> > t A V i V 
jWiivemnnt EBL 'FBI ("BR WBl WBI WBR NBl NBI NBR SBl • SBT SB^ 
Lar̂ e Configurations ttV ft* ffT» *s fft» 
Volume (vph) 306 873 40 60 639 m 80 430 160 IIU 320 419 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 igoo 1900 1900 1900 igoo 1900 , 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Totai Lostiime (s) 3.4 4.2 4.4 "'5.8 4.4 4.g '4.4 " 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0,91 1.00 0 95 1.00 o,gi i.o6 0.91 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 "i,6o 1.00 1 00 1.00 0.99' 100 0.09 i 
Flpb, ped/bikes i.OO TOO TOO "' i.OO 1.00 1.00 TOO" ' 1.00. 
Frt 100 o.gg 1.00 0 98 TOO 0.96 100 0.92 
Fit Protected 0.05 1.00 0.95 1 00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5048 1'770 3472 1770 4845 1770 4596 "'»i} 

Fit Permitted 6.05 TOO 0.05 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd". Flow ( p e r n i ) " 1770 5648 l'7?0 3472 "1776 "4845 -1776". 45"96 ' 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0,02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.02 0:92 0.92 0.92 
Adj.iFlow]vp'h) 333 g4g 43 . 65 695 " " 87 ' 87", "467 1'74""; "1'20 348 455 
RTOR Reduction (vph)" 0 4 0 6 9 0 0 63" 0 0 226 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 333 g88 0 65 773 0 87 578 0 120 577 6 
Confl. Peds; (#/fir) 10 10 io 10 l6 10 10 io 
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot 
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases ' ~'i j 
Actuated Green, G (s) 21 1 42 8 4.?" ' 25.8 4,7 17.6"" 96 22.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 221 "43.8 4.7' 25.8.. " " 4.7' 17.6, ^KK7 06 .•22.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 24 ' "0"4'? 0.05 0.28 0,05 " Oig 010 0 24 
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 5.2 4.4 58 4.4 4.g 4.4 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.9 "2.0 2.7 2.0 3.3 2.0 4 1 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 418 2362 80 957 89 911 182 1100 .717 
v/s Ratio Prot coig 0.20 0.04 cO.22 cO.05 c012 cO.O? 013 
v/s Ratio Perm 
v/c Ratio 0.80 042 0.73 0 81 0.98 0 63 0.66 0.52 
Uniform Delay, dl <3 6 ' 16 5 43.8 31 6 44.4 '35.0 40.4 310 .'•*71 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 i.OO " " ' T O O 1 00 1.00 i.6o 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2, g.5 0.2 23.0 5.0 86.8 1.5 6.4 06 .• '7"! 
Delay (s) 43.1 16.6 66.8 36 6 i31,2 36 5 46 9 31 6 
Level of Service D B E D F D D C 
Approacti Delay (s) 23.3 38.9 47.8 33.6 
Approach LOS C D D C 

fntfiPiecnonSummarY f - • 3 
HCM Average Control Delay 
iiCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated'Cyclelenglh (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
iftnaiysls Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

33.9 
0 75 

"'93.6 
77.7% 

15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

C 

18.5 
D 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10/29/2013 

> — < t A V \ V 
EBl FBI FBR WBI WBI WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL . S B f SBR 

Lane Configurations 4f1^ f f f ttv 
Volume (vph) 0 0 140 1038 90 139 520 0 0 300 30 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 igoo 1900 1900 1900 1900 1000 1900 1900 1000 
Total Lost time is) 3.0 3.4 3.g 54 
Lane Util. Factor O.gi 1.00 o7gi 091 
Frpb ped/bikes j_77- 1.00 100 i.oo 100 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.66' 1.00 i,o6 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 100 O.gg 
Fit Protected ogg 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Sdtd MovViprotl 4989 1770 5085 5025 
Fit Permitted O.gg 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 4g8g 1770 50857 5025 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Growth Factor (vph): 100% 100% .100% ' 100% 100% 100%. " 100% "100% 100% 100% 116% 166% 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 " i52 1128 08 151 565 0 0 466 33 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 - 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1370 0 151 565 0 0 402 0 
Confl. Peds (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 10 10 " io 10 
Turn Type Prol Prol 
f?rotectedPhases 3 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 62.g 12.1 37.3 20.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 63 g 13.1 38.3 20 3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 58 012 0:35 018 
Clearance Time (s) 4.g 4.4 4.g 5.4 
iHiaiSinslori (i) • - 2.4 " 2.0 " 3:3' 24 
Lane Grp Cap (yph) 28g8 211 1771 027 
v/s Ratio Prot cO.09 0.11 CO.IO 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.27 
v/c Ratio 8.44dl 0 72 0 32 0.53 
Uniform Delay, dl 13.3 46.7 26.3 '46.5 
ProgressionjEarlor TOO 1.00 1.06 ' i7oo 
incremental belay, cl2 01 02 05 2.2 
Delay (s) 13.4 55.9 26.8 42.7 
Level of Service B 1 C D 
Approach Delay (s) 03 13.4 32.g 42.7 
Approach LOS A *B C D 

Intprsprtion Summary 1 ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 

• 
^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 

HCM Average Control Delay 24.4 
FICM Volume to Capacity "ratio 0.52 
Actuated Cycie Length (s) " 110.0 
[ntersection Capacjty Utilization 77,7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dl " i3efacto Left Lan̂  jane as a left lane, 
dr Defacto Rigtit Lane. Recode with i though lane as a right lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

12.7 
D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario B PM Synchro? - Report 
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H C M Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Grape St & Pacific Hwy 10/29/2013 

• FBI FBI EBR WRL WBT Vi/BR NBI NBI NBR SBL SBT SBH 
Lane Configuralions 
Volume (vph) 70 

4ff 
1595 

1* 
63 0 (1 0 0 

ttv 
639 510 140 

f f f 
,460, 6 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1900 1900 1000 1000 igoo 1000 1900 IOOO 1000 1000 igo6 
Total Losttime IM 59 5.9 5.9 4.4 5.4 
Lane Ulil, Factor O.gi 1.00 0 91 1.00 0.01. 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 

1 00 
1.00 
100 

0 98 
1.66 
0 85 

0.99 
1.06 

- "0.93 

1 00 
"i.66" 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
100 

Fit Protected 1.00 1 00 1.00 0.05 TOO 
Satd Flow (prol) 5072 1547 4686 1770 508h 
^Permitted 100 1.00 TOO 095 1.00 
Said Flow (perm) , 5072 154? 4686 1770 5085 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02. 0.02 0.02 0.02 
§owth Factor (vpti) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%' 100% 100% 100% " 100% 100% 130% 100% 
Adj, Flow (vpli) 76 1734 68 0 0 0 0 ' 605"' 554 152 650 6 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Confl. Peds (#/hr) 

0 
10 

1810 31 
10 

0 
. 10 

0 0 
10 

0 
10 

1210 0 
10 

152 
10 

650 0 
10 

Turn Type 
Protected-P'hases 

Prot 
4 

Perm 
2 

Prot 
T- 6 

Permied Phases "4' 
Actuated Green, G (s) 51.1 511 31.1 12.1 47.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 50.1 501 30.1 12.1 471 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 0.28 OTl 04J 
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.0 4.9 " 4.4" 5.4 
SihicleErteri'sroh (sj 4.2 4.2 • "3.'3 " 2.6 24 ^Sju7'- '' 

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
i s Ratio Prot 

2342 714 1300 
c0 26 

107 
co.og 

2207 
013 

v/s Ratio Perm 0.36 0.02 
v/c Ratio 0 /7 0.04 1 18dr 07/ 0 29 
Uniform Delay, dl 
Progression Factor' 

'*" 24̂ 4 
ion 

16.0 
"TOO . 

38.3 
•^1.00 

46.0 
TOO 

lo.g 
: 100 

Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 

1.8 
26.2 

C 

0.0 
101 

B 

12.9 
51.1 

D 

15.5 
62 4 

F 

6.0 
20.0 

B 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

' 25.9 
C 

00 
A 

51.1 
D 

28.0 

c 
IntersertKxi Summary 1 7 1 
HCM Average Control Delay 34.3 
FICM "Volume to "Capacity ratio - 0.83 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 108.5 
liitersection Capacity Utilization 77.7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
dr Defacto Rjght Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane, 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

16.2 
D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario B PM Synchro? - Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Sheraton Dwy & Harbor Island Drive 10/29/2013 

Movt'meni EBL "FBI KBR WBl WBf WBR NBl NBT NBR SBL SBF 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (vph) 100 

4̂  
5 30 10 

4^ 
5 

f 
40 15 

tv 
516 ' 20 25 " 

ft* 
" 5'99' . 80 

Ideal Fiow (vphpl) 1900 1900' 1900 1000 lOOO" 1000 1900 igoo 1900 1060 igoo 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4(1 4.6" 4.0 4.0 "7.0 50 50 
LaneUtil Facto i.od 0 05 0.95 i;6o" 0.05 100 0 95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 

1.00 
1.00 
0.9? 

ogg 
100 

" 0.03 

0.98 
1.00 
0.85 

TOO 
i.oo 
100 

TOO 
1.00 
O.gg 

100 
100 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
0.08 

Fit Protected 6.96 0.08 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1726 1505 1476 1770 3515,. 17'?"0" " 3464 
FitPermitted 6.7"g'" 6.g3 TOO 0.05 1.66 0̂ 05 'i.o6 
Satd. Flow (perin) 1412 1503 " 1476 1776 3515 i770 34b4 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.02 0,02 0.92 0,92 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.02 0.02 0,02 
Adj. Flow (vph) 109 5 33 11 5 43 11) 561 22 27 651 87 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 ' 9 1? 0 3 0 0 11 0 
Lane Group Flowlvph) 0 140 0 0 22 11 16 580 0 27 727 0 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)" 10 10 10 10' 10 10 10 10 
Turn Type . Prol Prot Perm Prof Prot 
Protected Phases 7 " 4" 3" 8 5 2 i 6 
Permitted Ph.ises 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.7 26.7 26 7 1 0 24 3 22 25.5 
Effectivi' Gu'pii, g(s) 26.7 26.7 26.7 1.0 21.3 1.2 24.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 41 0 4i 0 41 0.02 033 6.02 0.38 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0" 4,0 4.0 4.0 " "Io " 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.6 2,0 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.5 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
v/s Ratio Prol 

578- 76.15 604 27 
0.01 

1148 
017 

33 
co.02 

1302 
cO.21 

v/s Ratio Perm co.io" 0 01 00! 
v/c Ratio 0,24 0.04 0.02 0.50 0 51 0 82 056 
Uniform Delay, dl 126 11.5 115 3i.g 17? 31.9 16.1 
Progression Factor 
rncremental Delay! d2 

i,oo 
' "0.2 

1.00 
0.6 

1 00 
"6.6 

TOO 
"2i.6 

i.60 
" 6.3 

1.60" 
81.1 

i.OO 
0.4 

belay (s) 
Level of Service 

i2"8' 
B 

il.5 
B 

11.5. 
B 

52.g' 
D 

18.0 
B 

i'13'jo 
F 

16,5 
B 

Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

12.8 
B 

11 5 
B 

18.9 
B 

199 
B 

Intersection nummary 
HCfil Average Contt'ol Delay 18.5' HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity lalio "0,38 
m|Mlipineng"Ui'(s) 65.2" Sum of lost time (s) 90 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

48'',5% 
15 

ICU Level of Service A 
l l i p i i l l i i l 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario B PM Synchro 7- Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
11: Harbor Island Dr (west) & Harbor Island Drive 10/20/2013 

V V V 
IVIovcfiTent EBL Fttf \ m WBR SBL SBR 
Lane Configurations 1 4 f f Vi f 
yolumelvph) " 260 35 """25 276 " 379 250 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1000 1000 1900 1000 fgoo 1000 
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 " 376 ' 30 
LaneUtil Factor 0.05 0,95 1.00 100 o.g? 1.00 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 TOO ogg 1.00 0.98 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1 00 100 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 100 1.00 0.85 TOO 0.85 
FItProtected 0.05 6.g'6 1.00 TOO 0,05 1.00 
Sa"td7Flow(prot) ' """" 1681 T764"" 18h3 1560 3433 1544 
Fit Permitted 0.05 0.06 1.00 1.00 ' 0.05 1 00 
Satd Flow (perm) 1681 i70'4 1863 1560 3433 1544 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.92 0.02 . 0.02 0,02 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 283 38 27 300 412 ^ p i i l i i i ^ S ! 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 158 163 27 300 412 272 
Confl. î eds. (#/hr) 10 10 10 10 ' 
Turr) Jype Spin Free , .Free _ _J 77J:_,7"~"-77-
Prolected Phases 4 .4 8 6 
Permitted Phases Free ( t I' " 1 Free 
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.5 11.5 5.5 43 2 142 43,2 
Effective Green, g (s) 12.5 12.5 6.5 43 2 15.2 43.2 p^^^^v^:^i#w%i|yti:i i^ 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.29 015 TOO " 6.35 1.00 
'Ciearance-Tirrie (s) 4.0 4.0""" 4.0 •" 4":o"' 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.6 3.'6 "' 3.0 3",6 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 486 493 280 1560 1208 1544 ' 
v/s Ratio Prot oog coiq 0 01 c6,i2 
v/s Ratio Perm cO.19 018 
v/c Ratio 0 33 0 33 OIO 019 ,034 018 
Uniform Delay, dl 12.0 121 158 0.0 103 0.0 
Progression Facioi TOO 1.00 TOO 1.00 TOO 100 
ln"CTementarDeray7d2 0.4 ^ OA . 0.2' 0 i 70.2 0.2 
belay (s)" 12.4 12.5 lOO 0.3 "i6.5 0.2 
Level of Service B B B A 6 i i l ^ ^ B i i i i i i S 
Approach Delay (s) 124 1 6 64 
Approach LOS B A A 

j M . * i . ^ « ; i t i 

I-M •I ' ^ 
HCM Average CqntrolJDelay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) .̂  7: 
Intersection Capacity Utiiization 
Analysis Period (mm) 
c Critical Lane Group 

6? 
0.30 
43.2 

32.3% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (M 
ICU Levei of Service 

6.0 
A 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulativê - Scenario B PM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

I 7^ m Aijenal \ . 
Cross Stireet " Class 

- • Flow. 
; "SpeeH' 

Running 
- rimi • 

Signril 
belay 

- ^'- travir." 
'"'fime(s) • .'̂ ••(ini)̂ . 

.. AMnal); 
.' .Speed • 

"•'••̂ •̂  Artfioal 
LOS 

Pacific Hwv IV 25 19.0 11.3 31.2 0.09 10 4 D 
Total / IV 19.9 11.3 31.2 0.09 10.4 D 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Artierial, ^ 
fcrosfstreet* & •S" 

Fiowr 
'*"Spee"d-

Running ̂ jj. 
1Vrime*% 

Signal 
Delay 

.. 1 ravel 
TiTime (s) 

Ul^t.. 
(mi)-

Artenal 
^e'Bd 

Arterial 

Paciflc Hwy IV 
N.HarborDr " " IV" 

25 
25 

14.4 
17.8 

20.9 
3.3 

35.3 
21.1 

005 
0,08 

5.5 
13.8 

F 
C 

Total.., IV 732.2 24.2 56.4 0.14 8.6 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

"Sigfial" 
Dtlriy 

] " •T'"'AfliL-"^T" 
fross Strey (IdM. 

1 low 
• V Speed 

Running'̂ "-- •' 
l i i i ip 

"Sigfial" 
Dtlriy 

-B" Travel 
rune is' 

' V , Dist'"-' 
(nil) 

Arterial 
Speed 

fs^Arteiiaj 
• LOS 

Pacific Hwy II 
Kettner .11 

40 
40 

36 2 
12.1 

133 
11 6 

49 5 
23.7 

0.38 
0.11 

27.4 
. 16.0 

C 
. , E 

JotaJ . _ II 48.3 24.9 73.2 0.48 23.7 C 

Arterial Level of Service: SVV Laurel St 

V 1. Artniai" 
rruss.Stippt \ . . Ciiiss 

rinJIi' 
' Speed:_ 

Riinniriij 
. '.̂ Time - s^-i 

signal 
Delay 

Trdvel 
Imir ['•>) 

^""TiisTr" Aiteriar 
Speed 

~ Arterial 
- ,.t0Si 

Pacific Hwy II 
N. Harbor Dr ll 

40 
40 

12.1 
36.2 

31.4 
31 6 

43 5 
67 8 

0.11 
0 38 

8.7 
200 

\̂ 
D 

Total. 7~ • . • ll__' 48.3 63.0 111 3 0 48 15.6 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

j ' - 7>-, Arterial 7" 
pross'̂ Street '". ' 'GlasS " 

Flow 
Speed 

Running 
icl imp^?' 

Sign.nl 
"belay 

~ ~ Travel" 
• limf(s) • --.(mi):.*: 

Arterial 
Speed LOS 

Mecain KO IV 
IV _ 

Harbor Island Drive IV"̂  
• ' I v 

Laurel St IV 
N. Harbor Dr IV 
iSrapeSt " IV 

2b 
25 
25 
25 
25 

"25 
25 

35 5 
351 
26.5 
77 3 
58.0 
69.0 
18.0 

115 
22 4 
41.6 
28 2 
12.7 
0.7 
0.1 

47 0 
57 5 
681 

105.5 
70.7 
69? 
181 

0 2.1 
0 23 
015 
0.54 
0.38 
0 45 
0.0? 

1/8 
143 
7.8 

183 
" 19.3 

23,3 
13.5 

C 
c 
E 
c 
B 
B 

c 
Total IV 319.4 117.2 436.6 2.04 16.8 c 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing A M 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Arterial Flow t̂ unning Signal travel DM Arti'iial Artenal 
Cross Stireet Class Speed Time Delay Time Isj tmi) Speed LOS 
Grape St IV 25 25 6 1J.9 39.5 0.14 130 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 18.5 36.5 0.0? 6.7 F 
Laurel St IV 25 690 28.6 97.6 045 16.6 C 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58 0 41.4 99 4 0.38 13.7 C 
Harbor Island Dnve IV 25 77.3 13.1 90.4 0 54 21.4 B 
Terminal 2 Entrance' IV 25 26.5 4B.4 72 9 015 73 E 
McCain Rd ' IV 25 •" '35.1' 13.8 48.9 . " 0.23 ' 16.9 C 
Total IV 309.5 175.7 485.2 1.95 14;5 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacif icHwy 

Cross street 
Artcric)! 
Class 

Flow Running 
Time 

Signal Travel Disl ArteriaT 

Cedar Street III 35 20 4.4 64 001 7.9 . r F 
Grape St III 35 221 123 34.4 ai'?' 18,0 C 
Hawthorn St III 35 9.7 33.2 42.9 0 0? 5.6 • F 
Laurel St III 35 33? 23.1 56.8 0.28 17,8 ~D 
Total III 67.5 liO 140.5 OD3 13,7 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

: ) ' Arterial'' • Flow . Running "Signal TraveT" Disi Arterial ' Arterul 
Cross Siroet Class Speed ' •.-'.Time Delay Time (5) (m.) 3peed lOS 
LauretSt 111 35 26.6 14.2 40.8 0.22 19.6 C 
Hawthorn St 111 35 33 7 38.5 72 2 0 28 14.0 ' E 
Grape St 35 9.7 14.1 23.8 o:)7 10.2 E 
Cedar Streel III 35 22.1 4.7 26,8 01? 23 2 C 
Total III 92.1 71.5 163 6 0.74 16.3 D 

1437-3HarborIsland-500Rooms 5:00pm ExistingAM Synchro? - Report 
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Existing PM 
10/28/2013 

Cross strppt 

Total 

Arterial • ^VPI of Service: WB Hawthom St, 

F 
IV 

:ross Streel 
Pacific Hwy 
N.'iiarborDr IV 
Total IV 

FfoiN Running 
Spefed ̂  •• *T]me_ 

25 28 3 

25 Lli-
46.1 

Signal 
Delay 
23.6 
6.1 

29.7 

"Travel Disl Arterial 

hmV is) (mi) Speed 

519 0.1b 109 

23.9 008 12.2 

75.8 0.24 11.3 

ArterMi 
I OS 

D 
_D 
D 

Total 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

tross-strpot < 
Artiirial ^ 
Class. 

.Flow. Runtiiiiq 
" Timo 

Signal Travel 
Time (s) 

Diot 
(mil 

Artenjl Artpna 
LO 

Kettner 11 40 56 10.1 15/ 005 112 F 
Pacific Hwy " H ' " " 40" " 12.3 35 9 48 2 o n 80 F 
N. Harbor Dr Il  40 36.2 37.8 74.0 0 38 18.4 D 
Total ll 54.1 83.8 137.9 0.53 13.9 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

~ Artoridl Running Signal travel Dfit Artenal Artenjl 
pross Street ' ' Class' Speed Time ,, Deiay Time lb) (mi) Speed LOS 
McCain Rd IV ib 35 5 128 48,3 0.23 17.3 C 

" IV 25 35.1 30 3 65 4 0.23" 12.6 •" 0 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26 5 4H4 74.9 0.15 71 E 

IV 25 79 7 51.6 131,3 0.52 14.3 C 
Laurel St IV 25 60.5 0.7 61.2 0.40 23 3 B 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 69 0 1.3 70.3 0.45 231 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 01 18.1 0.(1? 13.5 C 
Total IV 324.3 145.2 469.5 2.04 15.7 C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms Existing PM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Existing PM 
10/28/2013 

Total IV 314.4 169.5 483.9 1,95 14.5 C 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : N B Paci f ic Hwy 

Artonal Flô v Running Signal liavel DM Artenjl ArtKidl 
Cross Strp»t Class Speed Time Delay Time ts) (mi) Speed LO'-I 
Cedar Street III 35 24 51 75 002 7.9 y 
Grape St 111 35. 22.1 40.3 62 4 017 9.9 ' F 
Hawthorn St 35 9.7 24.3 34.0 Oil/ 71 " " F 
Laurel St 111 35 "'33'7~ 7 " 32.4 " " 66.1 0,28 153 b 
Tolal III 67.9 1021 1700 0 54 11.4 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S B Paci f ic Hwy 

Artenal How Running Siqn.ir .Travel ' DIM Artenal Arterial 
Zross Street .-.Class Spepd Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed I OS 
Laurel St III 35 26 6 194 46 0 0 22 17.4 D 

Hawthorn St III 35 33 7 36 5 70 2 0 28 1-14 D 

Grape St III 35 97 I'̂ o 29.3 0.07 8.3 . F 
Cedar StreeT III 35 22.1 4.7 "" 26.8 0.1? 23 2 ' C 
Total til 92 1 80 2 172,3 0.74 15.5 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms Existing PM Synchro? - Report 
Page 2 

6 1 T T S P A G E 3 T @ 



Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

f ross Street 
ArtPHdl 
Class 

" How 
Speed 

Running 
Timo 

Signal" 
Delay 

Tiavel 
limc(s) 

Dist 
(rni) 

Artc-rial 
' Spee'd 

Artrjia 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 iy.9 12 H 32 / U.OM 9.9 U 

Total IV 19.9 12.8 32,7 0.09 9.9 D 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Cros"- "itrt-Pt 
"Artenal 
CI.1SS 

Flow 
Speed 

Running 
i mo 

Sign'il 
Delay 

Travel 
fmip(5) 

Oist 
(nil) 

Artcndl 
Speed 

Arlencil 
LOS 

PacificHwy 
N. Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 
25 

14 4 
17.8 

25.0 
3,3 

39 4 
21.1 

0.05 
0.08 

4.9 
13.8 

F 
C 

Total IV i.itJM:ifii iSft:k:2ffi 32 2 28:3 60 5 0.14 8.0 " ' ; E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

Cross Street 
Artuicl" 

'- Class 
'Flow'"" 
Speed 

Running 
Time 

Signal 
Delay 

"Travel 
Time (•.) 

" Dist 
(nil) 

Artenal 
Spued 

Arteiul 
LO^ 

Pacific Hwy 
Kettner 

II 
11 

40 
40 

36.2 
12.4 

14 2 
^2,A' 

5U4 
24.8 

Oib 
0.11 

26 9 
15.6 

C 
E 

Total II - ^ 48.6 26,6 75.2 0.48 23.2 C 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

russ Streel Class 
Fliiw Running' Signal" TrdveT Dist Arterial • Artcnai 

Speed Tjme Delay Timn IS) (mi) Spned LOS 
40 12.1 10 5 22.6 0.11 16.8 •77"̂ "E 
40 12.4 36.5 48 9 d.ii" 79 F 
40 3h2 31.7 67.9 0.38 20.0 D 

60.7 78.7 139.4 0.59 15.2 E 

Kettner " 
Pacific Hwy 
N. Harbor Dr 
Total 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Artenal Arterial 
Cross Sired Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) ' Speed L(JS 
McCain Rd IV 25 25 5 11.6 37,1 0.14 13.8 C 

IV 25 351 24.4" 59.5 0.23 13.9 C 
Harbor Island Dnve IV 25 26.5 45 9 72,4 0.15 7.3 " E 

IV 25 77.3 29.6 106 9 0.54" 18.1 C 
Laurel St IV 25 58.0 15.7 73.7 0.38 13.5 C 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 6{iO 1 0 70 0 0.45 23.2 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 0.1 18.1 0.07 13.5 C 
Tolal IV 309.4 128.3 437.7 1.95 16.1 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Arterial Flow Punning Signal Travel Dist Artenal Artfirial 
Cross Stieet t.lass Speed • time "Delay limets) " (mi) ' Speed . lOS 
Grdpe St IV 25 25.6 16.2 41.8 0.14 122 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 180 187 36.7 007 1)7 F 
Laurel St IV 25 69.0 30.5 99.5 0.45 16.3 C 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 54.8 112.8 0 38 12.1 D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 77.3 1/5 94.8 0 54 20.4 B 
Terrninal 2 Enti'ance IV 25 26 5 50 2 76.7 0.15 69 F 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 13 8 48.9 0.23 16.9 C 
Total IV 309.5 201.7 511.2 1.95 13.8 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Artenal Flow Running Signal liavel DisT Artunal Artenal 
k-i6ss SB¥et Glass ' Spe<>d Time Delay f ime (s) • ' (rtii) Speed I Oii 
Cedar Sireet III J5 29 ,5.2 81 00/ d.9 
Grape St 111" J5 22.1 16 5 38,6 0.1? 16.1 D 
Hawthorn St HI 9.7 33.5 43.2 007 5.6 , • " F, 
LaurelSt" llf 35 33 7 25.2~ 58 9 0.28 " ' " 17.2 """D 

Tolal III bL..4 80.4 148 8 0.54 13 1 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 
—'. _ ,— 

Artenal . ;.„.f;IOW . Running Signnl Travel " Dist Artt<nal ""Arterial 
Cross Street ' Clais Speed lime • Delay" Time (si (mi) Speed" ' ' •-, LOS 
Laurel St III 35 26.6 1/5 441 0 22 18.1 C 
Hawthorn St III 35 33.7 4079 74,6 0.28 13.5 E 
Grape St 111 35 9.7 15,5 25.2 0.07 9.6 F 
Cedar Streel 111 : 35 22.1 "5,4'" 27 5 O.f? ' 2276 C 
Total III 92.1 79 3 1714 0 74 15 6 D 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative PM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

rjOjsSirea Class Spied 
Running 

Time 
Signal 

""- • Delay'• 
l^aifPl 

Time (s) 
. Dist 
• (mi)" 

Artenal 
Speed 

Artcnai 
• 'LO^ 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19'1 104./ 124.6 0 09 26 F 
Total IV 19.9 104.7 124.6 0.09 2.6 F 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

[':;, • Arterial: • ; . Flow 
Cross Slrtiei Class Speed 

Running 
Time 

SignaT" 
-- - Delay-

Travel. T 
Time(s) '.-

- Diss.' 
•••.(mDi!''-

Arterial-
Speed-

Artenal 
. LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 
N.HarborDr IV 25 

28 3 
17.8 

20.3 
6,4 

48.6 
24.2 

U.16 
0,08 

11.6 
12.1 

D 
D 

Total IV 46.1 26.7 72.8 024 118 D 

Arterial LeVel of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

• I r iveKlE' 
-Time (s) .''x;" fross Street (lass Speed 

Running 
Time 

' -"-Signal '-" 
Delay ••=' 

• I r iveKlE' 
-Time (s) .''x;" 

;5..„Dist;^-:: Artenal 
•^p.(ffii)--- Speeds 

::Arteriaj 
—«.^L0S| 

Pacific Hwy II 40 
Kettner II ' " ~40'' 

36.2 
12.3 

18.0 
16.9 

54.2 
29.2 

0.38 
0.11 

25.1 
13.2 , 

: ,C 

Total 48.5 34.9 83.4 0.48 20.9 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

trass Street 
Arterial 
Class 

Flowv -^Runnirigy..\-SignaliiV . J'faveir 
Sppî d (•"-'-'•Tim'eV''*'' BoTayy Time (s) 

'ArtpnaL-.;. Artena 
.peed"'---7ii:o's 

K'>tlii(-i 40 or, " 10,4 " 20.0 0,08 . 15.0 - E 
Pacific Hwy II 40 12.3 39,6 5l79 0,11 7.4 
N. Harbor Dr II "•-40 36.2 ' ' 42.5" 78,7 0,38"' • 17.3 • D 
Total II 58.1 92,5 150,6 0.57 13.6 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

Ariendl "7 Flow R u n n i n g - . ^ * ^ ^ i ^ ^ j a i i ; 7 - . '~: Dist S ? ^ ^ a j ] ^ /Vrtelial 
Cross Stieet Class - Speed. 1 Time *>Deldvam-rdrim»':(s) (rni)-' ••i^ASpe^JA?.-.- LOS 
Met ciin Rd IV 25 22 6 12.8 35,4 0.13. 12.8 D 

IV 25 35.1 31,3' 66,4 0̂23 12.4 b 
Harbor l̂ and Drivi' . IV " ' ' 2 5 - 26.5 " 50,4 76.9" 07l5" 6.9 ~ p 

IV 25 79.7 6a3 148,0 0.52 12.7 " D 
- Laurel M IV 25 60.5 0.7 " ~" "7 61.2" 0.40 23J" B 

N Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 2,7 7"l,7 0.45 22.7 B 
Grape St IV 25 180 0.2 • 1'8,'2 6.0? 1374" " " ' C 
Total IV 311.4 166,4 477,8 1.94 14.6 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative PM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dl-

Artonal Ruritiifig Signiil Travel Dist ArtiYial Arteria 
Cross Streel Class SpiM-d Time Delay linip(s) imi) Speed . LO^ 
Grape St IV 2s 25 6 18.2 43 8 0.14 11 ? D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 93 27 3 0.0? ' 90 E 
Laurel St IV 25 69.0 123.4 192.4 0 45 84 .,„.:7;,E 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60.5 47 4 107 9 0.40 132 "c 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 79.7 251 104 8 0.52 179 ' " " c 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5 35.0 61 5 0.15 8.6 E 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 144 49,5 0.23 16? C 
Total IV 314.4 272.8 587.2 1,95 12.0 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Arterial Flow Running Signal ' "Travel TToTsr:" Arterial Arterial 
tJO'oS Stn'el Lla^s Speed. • Time Delay Time(s)* _:{mi) . Speed •' "-.LOS 
Cedar Streel III 35 3.5 5.1 86 002 100 F 
Grape St III 35 221 46.8 68.9 0,1? 9.0 F 
Hawthorn St 3-) 97 281 37 8 0.07 " 64 ' 7 1 „ J j 
Laurel St III 35 33 7 35.1 68.8 • "0.28 l"4.7 . D 
Total 111 69 0 115.1 1841 0.54 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 
r- — — . r - ; - Art(>nal FiOW Riinning "''Signal Travel rj".'""̂ ' 

-.Time'TsivSi"? 
Arterial'' 7. .-Artenal 

Cross Street Class SpL-ed limi'"*'- Delay 
Travel rj".'""̂ ' 

-.Time'TsivSi"? "^V) • Speed l''JS*'"LOS| 
Laurel SI 111 35 26 6 22.0 48.6 - 0.22 ib.4 
Hawthorn St III 35 33.7 41,4 75.1 0.28 T3.5 E 
Grape Si III 3 5 " ,9".? . 19.6 - 29.3 0.07., 8,3 
Cedar Street III 35 22^r 4,7 26.8 0.17 " 23.2 C 
Total III 9J.1 87? 179.8 0.74 - • 14.9 D 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative + Scenario A AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

n Arterial - . Flow 
Cross Strout Class Spued 

Running 
Time 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel 
Time i'i) 

Dist 
(mij 

Arteri:ii 
Speed 

Artenal 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 12.8 32.7 0.09 9.9 D 

Total IV 19.9 12.8 32,7 0.09 9.9 D 

A r te r i a l L e v e l o f S e r v i c e : W B H a w t h o r n S t 

Uro'-s street (Jaas Speed 
Running 

limo 
Signal 
Delay 

Triwel 
Timi' fs) 

' UlSl 
(mij 

Arteiiril 
Speed 

" Artenaj 
10«^ 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 

144 
17.8 

20 i 
3.3 

40 7 
21,1 

0.05 
0.08 

4 8 
13.8 

F 
C 

t6tal= _ IV 32.2 29.6 61,8 014 7.9 E 

A r te r i a l L e v e l o f S e r v i c e : E B L a u r e l S t 

Tioss street "Class Speed 
Running 

Time 
Signal 
Deldv 

1 ravel 
Time fs) 

Disl 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed 

yVrtt'iia 
LOS 

Pdtilic il.vy II 40 
Kettner 11 40" 

36 2 
20.1 

14.1 
21.8 

aO.6 
41.9 

0.38 
0.17 

26 8 
15.0 

c 
E 

Tolal II 56.3 36.2 92.5 0.55 21.5 D 

A r te r i a l L e v e l o f S e r v i c e : S W L a u r e l S t 

[.loss street " ~ Class ~ Speofl 
Running 

'rime 
Signal 
Delay" 

TMVPI 

Time(s) 
Dist 
(mi)' 

A(ten(>' 
Speed 

Arten'dl 
lOS 

Pcicitit H.-.-y II 40 
N.HarborDr II 40 

20 1 
36.2 

610 
31.7 

831 
67.9 

0.17 
0.38 

76 
20.0 

F 
D 

Total "" ~ li 56.3 94.7 151.0 0.55 1.3.2 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

Artenal Flow Running Sign.ll Irnvpl Dist Arterial Arterial 
Cross Stn'Pt Class • Speed Time Delay Iimo(s) (mi) Siieed LOsI 
McCain Rd IV 25 24.8 l i b ibA O i l 111 D 
Terminal 2 Enti'ance IV 25 35.1 26.8 61.9 0 23 133 C 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26.5 47.5 74.0 0.15 7.1 E 

IV 25 77.3 29.7 ' 107.0 0 54 181 C 
\ LaurelSt IV 25 58.0 17.9 75 9 0.38 18.0 C 

N. Harbor Dr IV 25 69 0 l i " 70.5 0 45 23,0 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 0.1 18.1 O.li? 13.5 C 
Total IV 308.7 135.1 443.8 1.92 15,6 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative + Scenario A AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

- Artpriql ' Ffoiiii" Running Signal "Traver " Arterial - - Afteria" 
[.ross Street CIdsS Speed lirnp Delay Time (s) (mlj"- Speed LOS 
GrapeSt IV 25 25.6 VI 7 45 3 014 11 i D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 21,7 39.7 0.07 62 F 
Laurel St IV 25 69.0 31.3 100.3 0.45 16.2 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 " 77.6" 135 6 0.38 101 D 
Harbor Island Dnve IV 25 77.3 20.6 97.9 0.54 19.8 B 
Terminal 2.Entrance IV 25 '"26.5 53.4 79.9 015' 6.6 F 
McCain Rd IV 25 351 .13.9 " 49.0 0 23 '16.8' C 
Tolal IV 309.5 238.2 547.7 1.95 12.8 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

, , Arterial "' Flow Running Signal Travel ^ . w D i s l ^ Arte'naii' .^|j;^erii 
trobs StiP"t Class Speed Time - Delay Time (s) (mi)- ' Spe'Ejd , ' " • ,105 
Cedar Street III 35 34 48 8.2 0.02 101 - E 
GrapeSt III 35 221 173 39 4 017 158 D 
Hawthorn St III 35 9.7 33.5 43.2 0.07 51. 
LaurelSt III 35 33.7 23 2 56 9 0 28 178 D 
Jotal 111 68.9; 78 8 14?? 0.54 13.2 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

Aitenal Flow Running Signal Tiavcl Dist ' Arteniil •.Arterial 
Cross Street "Class -• Speed limo Delay lime(s) [m)7 Speed •pfifr-- .L09 
1 jurt'l St III 35 26 6 83 .iA9 Oil 22 9 C 
Hawthorn St III 35 33? 41.2 74 9 0,28 135 E 
Grape St 35 9.7 161 25,8 0.07 9l4"'. .""'F 
Cedar Street III 35 22.1 5,6 27? 0,17 22.4 C 
jTptal III 92.1 71.2 163.3 0,74 164 D 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario A PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Cross Sti-ect • rS'Class; - Speed 
R'inning 

Tirnc*:* 
SKjnnl 
Delay 

Travel 
"̂ tTime {s)t. • 

Disl 
•*(mi) 

Artciiat. 
SpeetiS'.. 

Artenal 

PacificHwy - IV 25 19.9 127? 147.6 0.09 2.2 F 
Total IV 19.9 127.7 147.6 0.09 2.2 F 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Artena 
si OS 

' .';:*-Arteriai: • Flow 
Lro.sStrfi't -Oldss., Speed 

Running 
..i- Time 

Sianal 
Delay 

" Tidvel' 
Tim['{s) . 

"Ulst 
(rni) 

Artenal' 
Speed. 

Artena 
si OS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 a > 
N̂  Harbor Dr IV ' J5 

28.3 
17.8 

231.6 
14.3 

^ 259.9 
32.1 

. 0.16 
0.08 

2.2 
9.1 

F 
D 

Total . IV . . 46.1 ..2.45.1 - 292 0 0 24 2.9 F 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

r ' " Arterial;;* ' T Flow 
tross Sticol CldSL Speed 

Running"-"̂  
Time 

Sigiijl 
Delay 

Travel'" 
Tim(M )̂ .(mi) 

. Artendl-
Speed 

" ^ n a l 

Pacific Hwy II 40 
kettner ll 40 

36 2 
" "15̂ 0"̂  " 

18.1 
. 21.4 

54 3 
36.4 

0.38 
0.13 

25.0 
12.9 

C 
I-

Total 11 51 2 305 90.7 0.51 20.2 D 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

tross Street 
-rs Arterul' 

CIa'.s" 
Flow 

SpoLd 
•Running"* 

Time 
Sign ll 
Delay 

Travel'"" 
.Time{s) 

iDist 
(mt) 

iJSArtendT 
Sper'd 

Arterial 
LCiS 

Kettner - II 40 15.8 11 6 27.4 0.14 181 D 
Pacific Hwy II 40 150 51.5 66 5 013 7,1 F 
N. Harbor Dr II 40 36.2 42.5 ?l'.7 0.38 17.3 D 
Total. II 67.0 105.6 172.6 0.65 13,5 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

pross Stierii 
Arterial.̂  

-̂ -̂ Classyk 
Flow 

js i . Speed 
Running 
•- Time-.' 

Signji 
Delay 

1 ravel 
.Time (s i i 

Dist 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Sppodsu 

Artondl 
-•LOS 

McCain Rd IV 25 24.8 13.3 38.1 0.11 106 D 
IV 25 351 33.6 68 7 0 23 12.0 D 

Harborlsland Drive, IV 25 26 5 "56.6 83.1 015 6.4 F 

\ .• 
IV . 25 79.7 80.4 160.1 0.52 11 7 D 

Laurel St IV 25 60 5 0.9 61.4 0.40 23.2 B 
k Harbor br IV 25 69 0 7.1 761 0 45 21.3 B 
GrapeSt IV 25 180 0.2 182 0.07 13 4 C 

^ Total IV 313.6 192.1 505.7 1.92 13.7 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario A PM 
-10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

:ross Stieet C f# 
dl Fluv. 

•'. , ' ' Speed 
Signal 
Delay 

iravpl 
Time (s) 

Dist 
(mi) 

Artenal 
Speed 

Artcndl 
LOS 

Grape St IV 25 25.6 24.8 50 4 0.14 102 D 
Hawthorn Si IV 25 18.0 9.4 27.4 0.0? 8.9 E 
Laurel;St IV 25 69.0 140.3 209 3 " ' 0745 7.8 E 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60.5 50 9 111 4 0.40 128 ,D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 79.7 26 3 106.0 0.52 17.7 C 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5 35.0 61.5 0.15 8"6 E 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 14.3 49 4 0.23 M, 1 C 
Total IV 314.4 301.0 615.4 1.95 11.4 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

I • • : 
Cross Sireet 

' Artprial Flow Running Signal Ttdvcl Dist " 'Arterial " ArtPhdl I • • : 
Cross Sireet Class ': Speed Time Delay Time(5) • (mi) ..-Speed LOS 
Cedar;Sn-eei III . 35 3.4 •\0 11.4 002 73 F 
GrapeSt Ill 35 22.1 49 9 720" 01? 86 F 
Hawthorn St III 35 97 311 •) 40.2 00? 6.0 F 
Laurel St III 35 33.7 34 5 68.2 0.28 14.8 D 
Total III 68.9 122 9 191.8 0 54 10.2 _E 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : S B Paci f ic Hwy 

"• Arterial -E low^ Running signal liavel "J")ist~ Arttnaf Aitendi 
!L:r05S Street - Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS 
Laurel St III 35 26 6 21 5 481 0 22 16 b , :D 
Hawthorn St III 35 33? 19.5 ~ 53 2 0.28 ig'.b C 
Grape St 111 35 9.7 20.6 30 3 0.07 8.0 "F 
Cedar Street III 35 221 4? 26.8 O.i? 23.2 C 
Total III 92.1 66.3 158 4 0 74 169 D 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative + Scenario B AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Arterial Flow"" Running Signal Travfjl Disl Artonal Artondj 
Cross Street Class Speed Time DPIOV ' Iime(s) (mi) Speed • LOS 
Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 12.9 32.8 0.09 99 D 
Total IV 19.9 12.9 32.8 0.09 9.9 D 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Artenal Flow Running Sigiiiil , Travel Artenal Artcndl 
Cross Street" Class '• . Speed lirnt" • Delsy Time (s) (mi) Speed LOy 
Pacific Hwy IV 25 14,4 26.2 40 b 0.05 48 1-
N Harbor Dr IV 25 17,8 12,0 29.8 0.08 98 b 
Total IV 32 2 38.2 70 4 0.14 6.9 F 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

/\rtcnal Flovj Running Signdl Iravr̂ l -"""OisT" ' Artenal Aiftnal 
Cross Stiitjt ridss Spt'cd T.ini Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOg 
•duficHv.'y II 10 36 2 15.3 51 5 0 38 2b 1 C 

Kettner II 40 20.1 . 21.8 41.9"" 017 15.0 
Total II 56 3 37.1 93,4 0.55 21.3 ' P 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

"Arterial" flow Running Signal Tra\t>l Dl;>t Arteridl" Arterial 
Pross Sti'eet v.. Class Speed Timf Delay.. lime (s) trill) ^ Speed lOS 
Kettner II 40 11 2 15.6 26.8 0.10 13.1 
Pacific Hwy II 40 20.1 61 7 81 8 0.1? 11 F 
N. Harbor Dr II ^ 40 36.2 33.2 69.4 0.38 ' " 19.6 " D 
Total II 67.5 110.5 178.0 0.65 13.1 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

r ~̂ Arterial Flow Running • Signal I ravel Arteridl Artend1 
f:ross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) mil) Speed LO^ 
McCain Rd IV 25 24.8 11.6 30.4 o i l 111 D 

IV 25 " 351 29.5 " " 64.6 0 23 128 D 
Harbor Island Dnve 25 26 5 45.5 72.0 0.15 73 

V 25 77.3 30.0 107.3 0.54 180 c 
Laurel St 25 58.0 16.8 /4 8 0.38 18.2 c 
N. Harbor Dr V 25 69 0 0.9 69 9 0 45 23.2 B 
(3ra'oeSt IV 25 18.0 0.1 18.1 0.07 13.5 C 
Total IV 308.7 134.4 . 443.1 1.92 15.6 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative ••• Scenario B AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Crosb'-Strt'Ol 
Artenal 
Class 

Flow 
.'•̂ "Speil''" 

Running _ 
".?:Time ^ 

SigTidl 
Delay Time (s) 

si Artenal 
Speed 

ArtfTial 
10^ 

Grape St IV 25 25.6 It. I, 42.2 014 12.1 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 19.7 37.7 0.0? 6,5 F 
Laurel St IV 25 69.0 31.2 100.2 0.45 16.2 C 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 58.3 116.3 0.38 11.7 D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 77 3 20 b 97.9 0 54 1'18 B 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 "26.5 " 51.9 78.4 . 0.15 6.7 F 
McCain Rd " " '" ' IV 25 35.1 13.9 49.0 ""0.23 " 16.8 C 
Total IV 309.5 . 212.2 521.7 1.95 13.5 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

. Arterial 1 , •' • • • "Pinw. Running Signdl ' Tiavf'l Dist' Artunal " Artena 
Cross btriHjt Class I bpi'Pd limc Dela9 (irtlU(S) (mi) Sppud LO? 
Cedar Sireet 111 35 3.4 4 8 8.2 u02 101 E 
GrapeSt III 35 22.1 182 •10.3 0.1? 154 D 
Hawthorn St_ III 97 33.5 43.2 0.0? 5.6 F 
Laurel St III 35 33.7 Y2,9 56.6 0.28 179 D 
Total III _ 68.9 79 4 148.3 0.54 13.2 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

''~ * , ' Arterial ^ Flow Running" • Signal Irnvi 1 TSist™ Artonar" " ^ A S S S I 

Cross Street Llds-s Speed " Time Delay Iimc{s) (mi) Speed I OS 
Laurel St 111 35 26.6 81 34? 0 22 23.0 c 
HavirthornSt III 35 33? 41,2 ?"4.9 0.28 135 F 
Grape St III 35 9? 16.9 26 6 00/ 91 
Cedar Streel 111 " ' 35 22.1 5.4 27 5 O.f? 22 6 c 
Total III 92 1 71.6 163 7 0.74 16.3 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulative + Scenario B AM Synchro 7 -, Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative !̂- Scenario B PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Cross Su-ppti™ 
ArtJ'ndl" 
Class 

- Flow -
Spee'd 

Running 
1 imr 

Signal ~-
' Delay 

. Travel, , 
Time'Ts) '~ 

• ' Disl 
(mi) 

ArtennI 
Speed 

Art'endi 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 199 124 8 144 7 0.09 2.2 F 
Total IV 19.9 124.8 144.7 0.09 2.2 F 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

ilross Sln-et' 
AnPTial 
f.lass 

Flow 
Speed 

Running 
time 

Signal 
Deldv 

Travel 
Time-(s).:.,. 

Uist 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed 

Arterial 
LOS 

Pacific Hvi/y 
N. Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 
25 

28 j 
17.8 

19.1 
6.6 

47.4 
24.4 

O.lh 
0.08 

11.9 
12.0 

u 
D 

Total IV 461 25.7^ •71.8 0.24 119 • D 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

Cross Sirpf-'t " 
Artenal 
Clds 

,;."''»Flbw-
Speed„-

Running 
Time 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel >':,•„ 
Time '{s)~.. '• 

Dist 
(m.) 

' /Vfterial 
Speed 

Artenal 
LOS 

PdCiliL H.-.-y 
Kettner 

II 
II 

-0 
40 

36.2 
15.0 

18 b 
i!] A 

54.8 
36.4 

0,38 
0,13 

24 8 
12.9 

C 
F 

Total II L V . it 51 2 400 91.2 051 20.0 D 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S W Laurel St • Art»nfil 
Class - ^^5Sf«eaS»iS!^Tirtie 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel — 
iTime-(s) '-'^ 

;.^.Distv ' Arteridl 
Speed 

Aiteriaj 
'I OS 

Kettner 
PacificHwy 
NrHarbor Dr 

II 
ll 
II 

40 
40"" ^ 

" 46 

158 
15.0 

"362 

11.6 
52.2 
43.4 

27.4 
67.2 

• "79,6"" 

014 
6,13 

' ~ 0.38 

181 
7(1 

17.1 

D 
p 

" b 
Total II 67.0 107.2 174,2 0.65 13.3 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

lch)ss Street 
Arterial 

. Class 
Fiow • 

Speed 
Running 

Time 
Signal 
Delay 

'1 ravel 
Time (s) 

~~DiSt 
(mi) 

Arterial 
^ e d 

Arterial 
LOS 

McCain Rd 

Harbor Island Drive 

Laurel Stj^ " " 
N. Harbor Dr 
GrapeSt 

IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 

25 
25 
25 
25 

- 2 5 . , 

25 
' " • ''25": 

24.8 
35.1 
26.5 
79.7 
60.5 
69.0 

. 18.0 

12.9 
33.7 
56.1 
76.9 
0.7 
4.1 
0.2 

37 7 
68 8 
82.6 ' 

156,6 . 
61.2 ^ ' 
73,1 
18.2 " 

0.11 
0 23 
0.15 
0.52 

" 0.40 
0.45 
0.07 

10.8 
120 
6.4 

12.0 
23.3 
22.2 
13.4 

D 
D 
F 
D 
6 
B 
C 

Total IV 313.6 184.6 498,2 1.92 13.9 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario B PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Icioss Sirppt 
Anertril 
Class 

Flow 
Speed 

Riinning 
Time 

Signal 
Deiay 

Travel̂ ," 
Time (s) 

Dist"" 
. • (m!) 

Artenal"' 
Speed 

-" Arterial 
. LOS 

Grape St < IV . ,25., 21.5 471 014 If) 9 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 180 120 30.0 0 0? 82 E 
Laurel St" IV 25 COO 133(1 207 0 0.45 78 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60.5 56.3 1168 0 40 12.2 D 
Harbor Island Drive 25 79 7 25.3 105 0 0 52 17 M C 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5 36.1 62 6 0.15 8.5 , E 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 14.2 49,3 0.23 16.7 i: 
Total IV 314.4 303.4 617.8 1.95 11:4 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

^ , 
Cross-Slrppt ^ --•5™ 

Spepd limtsr 

' Signal ' ' 
' ' Delav 

Travel 
lim'c(s) 

' Dist 
(mi) 

Arterial" 
Speed 

Arteria 
. LOS 

Cedar Street 
Grape St 
Hawthorn St 
Laurel St 

III 
III 
III 
III 

35 
35 
35 
35 

3 4 
22,1 
9.7 

33? 

40 
49? 
27.9 
34 4 

7.4 
71 8 
37 6 
681 

002 
017 
007 
0.28 

11,2 
87 
64 

148 

E 
F 
F 
D 

Total 111 68.9 1160 184 9 0.54 10 h E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

Jross Street i 
Arterial 
Class Speed 

Running 
Time ' 

Signal" 
Delay 

Tidvel 
lime (s) 

Dist' 
(mi) 

^AiteiTal' 
Speed 

y\rtpnd 
I OS 

durnl SI 
Hawthorn Si 
GgipeSt 
Cedar Streel 

III 
III 
111 
III 

35 
35 
35 
35 

26 6 
33.7 
9.7 

22.1 

21.4 
43.4 
20.3 
4? 

- 48.0 
77.1 

" "30.6 ' 
26.8" 

0.22 
0.28 
O.OT 
0.17 

166 
13.1 
81 

23.2 

D 
^ E 

: .::L1F; 
c 

Total 111 92 1 89.8 1819 0 74 14 7 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 8/14/2013 Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario B PM Synchro? - Report 
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APPENDIX F 

CMP ANALYSIS CALCULATION SHEETS 

V :,. i I' ,, 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-04-1437-3 
Harbor Island Subarea 23 Port Master Plan Amendment 

N:\1437\2012_2013Work\Report\AppCvr.l437.doc 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Lross StiPf'l 
Artuiial 
'Class' . i 

Flow 
Speed 

Running 
Time 

Signal " 
Delay • 

Iravtl 
lime(s) 

pist.1,' 
(mi)-

' '^effal'' 
^ e e d 

Artenal 
' l og 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 11 i 31 2 000 104 D 
Total IV 19.9 11.3 31.2 0.09 10.4 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

Cross Str̂ 'Pl 
ArtKial 

. iJCIass- ' 
Flow 

Speed 
Running 

:̂  Time 
Signal 
Delay 

Travel 
lime.(si 

"Uist" 
<rfli)-— 

"Arterial "77 
-Speed ' -B 

"Arteridl 
LOS 

PacificHwy 
N. Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 
25 

14.4 
17.8 

20.9 
33 

35.3 
21 1 

005 
0.08 

5.5 
138 

F 
C 

Total IV 32 2 24.2 56.4 - ' 014 8.6 ' ' E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

cross Str"ft 
Arttniii 

• CldSS 
Flow 

Spcud 
Running 

Timt • 
SiqnjI 
Delay 

1 r.ivol 
Time {',] 

Dist; Arterial 
[Speed 

Arteria 
LO^ 

Pacific Hwy 
Kettner 

11 
II 

40 
40 

36.2 
121 

133 
11.6 

4qs 
23.7 

0 38 
0.11 

27.4 
16.0 

C 
E 

Total II 48.3 24.9 IW 0.48 23 7 C 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

^ ""Artenal "Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Artenul •„ Artenal 
"CHS., Ltig ICross Sireet Ciasst \t- Speed 1" Time Delay - Iime'lO (mi).- Speed 

•„ Artenal 
"CHS., Ltig 

Pacific Hwy II 40 12.1 314 43 5 011 8 7 1 
N. Harbor Dr II 40 36 2 .<1.6 67.8 0 38 20.0 D 
Total II 48 3 63 0 111.3 0.48 15.6 .E 

' Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

jcfoss'Streel 
Arterial' ' 

/: ' Classr 
Flow 

.•• Spi'Pd 
Running 

Time ". 
Signal 
belay -

IraW'l 
fime (s) -

Distf . 
(mi)--

"Arterial 
.Siieed 

TMerial 
LOS 

Mcuain Kd IV /b 35.5 11 5 4/0 0.23 17.8 C 
IV 25 35.1 22 4 57 5 0 23 143 C 

Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26.5 41 6 681 015 78 E 
IV 25 77 3 28.2 105 5 0 54 183 C 

Laurel St IV 25 58.0 12.7 70.7 0 38 19.3 B 
N Harbor Dr IV 25 69.6 0? 69? 0 45 2J.3 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 IJI 18.1 0.0? 13.5 C 
Total IV 319.4 117.2 436.6 2.04 16.8 C 

1437-3 Harbor Island-500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 
r" " ™ — Artenal Flow Running Sigridi Travel Artenal Arterial 
Cross Street " ™." Class ^ ' Sper>d ' Jimo •'Delfiy •Time'(s) - (mi) Speed : Log 
Gia[ii' St IV 25 25.6 13 <i 39 5 014 130 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 18.5 36 5 007 6? F 
LaurejSt 25 69.0 28.6 97.6 0.45 16.6 C 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58 0 41 4 99.4 0.38 H 7 C 
Harbor Island Drive 25 77.3 13.1 90.4 051 21 4 B 
Terminal 2 Entrance " Iv 25 26.5 '"'̂ " 46.4 72 9 0.15 73 • E 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 138 48 f) 0 23 16.9 C 
Total IV 309.5 175.7 485.2 1.95 14.5 C 

Arteriar Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Artenal FllAV Running "signal 1 ravel ' Uist Artenal Artfiiia 
Cross StiuPt Class- " Speed limp •Delay Time.(s) •Speed ' LOS 
Cedcir Strpfjt III 35 20 44 64 001 /9 F 
Grape Si III 35 22.1 12.3 34 4 017 18.0 C 
HaiUjorn St III 35 9 / 33.2 42 9 0.07 5.6 F 
Laurel St III 35 337 23.1 56 8 0.28"""" 17.8 D 

III 67,5 73.0 140 5 0.53 137 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

Artenal Flow Running Signal Travel "Dist Artena! Arterial 
Cross.Streel .."i. Llass ,., Speed Time. •jtDelgy Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS 
Liuri'l St Ill 35 26 6 142 40 8 0 22 19b C 
Hawthorn Si III 35 33 7 38 5 72.2 0.28 14.0 E 
grape St "~ 111 35 9.7 14.1 23.8 "^ 0.07 10.2 ^ • E 
Cedar Street III 35 22,1 4.7 26 8 01? 23.2 C 
Total III 92 1 71.5 163 6 0 74 15.3 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 5:00 pm ExistingAM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing P M 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Cross S t r e e i - " • 
Artenal-
Class~^T 

Flow-
SpoPdS 

wjsRunnihg 
W^^' TimB ' 

' ^q i id l 
Delay 

lravoll;>-'a' 
Time (s) 

Disl 
(mi) 

Artuiidl 
'''.S'p'eed 

Artendi 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 57,9 77.8 00') 4 2 F 
Total IV 19.9 57,9 77.8 0.09 4.2 F 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

^S^nal 
•-Delay 

~V;firteriai 
"^^-e"d ' 

*• s m ^ ' 111 • T ' " 

"'Tftfc' 
Cross StrePt'.™" 

Arteri^l^:;.' ~ 
Class • ' " 

Flow' 
Speed-

"Running 
Ss Time 

^S^nal 
•-Delay 

Tiavel 
Time (s)', ' 

DISI 

(mi) 
~V;firteriai 

"^^-e"d ' 
Artcnai 

LOS 
Pacific Hwy 
N Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 
25 

28 3 
178 

23.6 
6.1 

51.9 
23.9 

0.16 
0.08 

10.9 
122 

D 
D 

[Total IV 46.1 29? 75.8 0 24 11 3 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

j - T B M n r r — - ' — 

t;ross StrcL't 
Artenarv!*"' 
Class 

Flow 
Speed 

Running" 
Timo 

Signal 
Delay 

Irdvui 
limp (s) 

Dist 
<mi) 

" Primal 
Spfcd 

Artena 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy 
Kettner 

II 
II 

40 
40 

36,2 
12.3 

16.3 
14.9 

52.5 
111 

0 38 
0.11 

2'̂ 9 
142 

C 
E 

Total • • II 48.5 31.2 79.7 1)48 21.9 D 

Arterial Level of Service: S W Laurel St 

I ross Strei't 
ArtfiffaL"-' 
Class r̂ " 

Flow •.'••wRunning 
Speodij^'"' Time 

Signal 
Dcldy 

Trdvi'l Dist 
(mi) 

Arteriar 
Speed 

Arterial 
LOS 

Kettner II 40 56 101 157 0.05 112 F 
Pacific Hwy II 40 123 ' "35.9 48.2 0.11 8.0 ""F 

N. Harbor Dr II 40 36.2 37 8 74.0 " 0.38 • '18.4 ; D 

Total ll 54.1 83.8 137.9 0.53 13.9 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

CrossStreet n 
• Arteriaggli , hlow-

Spee'd-
Running 

Time 
-..Sianal • 

• 'Delay 
1 ravel' -

Time (s) •• 
Dist 
(mi) 

Arterial. 
Speed• 

ArteiiJi 
LOS 

McCain Rd IV 25 35 5 128 48 3 0 :̂3 1? 1 C 
IV 25 351 30.3 65 4 0.23 126 D 

Harbor Island Drive IV 25 26.5 48 4 74,0 0.15 7,1 E 
IV 25 79.7 51.6 131,3 ' 0.52 ~"'l4 3 C 

LaurelSt 25 , " ' 6 0 . 5 0.7 61.2 0 40 "23.3 B 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 1.3 /0.3 0,45 2"3.1 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 01 18.1 0.0? 13.5 C 
Total IV 324.3 145.2 469.5 2,04 15.7 C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms Existing PM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing PM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

1 ' •• Artondl Fluw Running Signal liavel Dist Artnndl Arterial 
t-ross Strret Class Speed ' Time Delay lime (si - • (mi) Speed lOS 
Grape St IV 25 25 b 1U4 42 0 0.14 122 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 89 26.9 0.07 91 D 
Laurel St IV 25 69.0 41.5 110.5 0 45 14.7 C 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60.5 47 4 107.9 0.40 132 ( 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 79.7 173 97.0 0.52 193 B 
terminal 2 Entrance IV 25" " 26.5 23.6 50.1 " 0.15 10.6 D 
McCain "Rd" IV 25 35.1 49 5 0.23 ' 'ie":?" C 
Total IV 314.4 169.5 483.9 1.95 14.5 C 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : N B Paci f ic Hwy 

Artenal" Flow Running Signal Iravfjl Dist Arterial'" Artenal 
Cross bireot (;ijss SpcPd Time • •Deldy limp(s) (m/) Speed LOS 
Cedar Sireei III 35 5 1 75 0 02 ?.y F 
GrapeSt III 35 22.1 40 3 62 4 017 99 "F 

Hawthorn St liWIilllMP 35 9.7 24.3 34.0 0.07 7.1 
Laurel St III 35 33? 32 4 661 0.28 153 D 
Total < 111 67 9 102.1 170.0 0.54 114 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S B Pac i f ic Hwy 

Artena Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Artena 
Cross Streel' Class spued Time Delay Iimc (s) (mi) Speed LOS 
saurel St III 35 26.6 194 46 0 0.22 17.4 D 
Hawthorn St 111 35 33.7 i6."5 70,2 0.28 14.4 D 
Grape St III 35 9 / 19.6 29 3 00? 83 
Cedar Street III 35 ' 22.1 4.?""' 26.8 0.17 23 2 c 
Tolal 111 92.1 8)2 172.3 0.74 15.5 D 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms Existing PM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Cr6s5Strct?l-
' i t ' : 'ArterW 

Class' 
i g " FlovyT;"' 

' Speed 
Running 

Time 
Signal" 
Delay 

Z."TraviiS* 
Time (si 

Disl 
(rrii) 

" Arterial 
Speeo 

' ••Arierial 
LO«J 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 12 8 32.7 0.09 . 9.9 D 
Total IV 19.9 12.8 32.7 0.09 9.9 D 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

';-" Artenal Flov. Running •Signal I ravel Ml Arterial Artenal 
CrossStrcPt- Class Spei'd Timr ^Deiav •-Time (s) (m.) Spued LOS 
Pacihc Hwy IV 25 , 14 4 25.0 39.4 0 05 49 h 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 17,8 3,3 21.1 0.08 13.8 C 
Total IV 32 2 28 3 60.5 0.14 8.0 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

Cross Str«ei 
Arterial 
Class*? 

; Jidw 
Speed'V-

Running 
. ' Time 

Signal 
ilgla^ 

' A . Iravi-I. 

" *imgjs): 
Dist, 
(mi) 

Pacific Hwy 
kettner 

40 
40 

36.2 
12.4 

14.2 
12.4 

50.4 
24.8 

0.38 
O.ii 

26.9 
15.6 

C 
_E 
C Total 48.6 26.6 75.2 0.48 23.2 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

Artenil riu'J"-""' Runimici 'Siqpisl ' Tidvel' "Dist" "ArtKiial "Arteria 
Crnbs btrepl Class -- Speed" Time Delay Time (s) (mi) . Speed lOS 
Kettner II 40 121 105 22.6 O i l 16.8 F 
Pacific Hwy ^ ll" ' ' 40 124 36.5 48.9 0.11 7.9 F 
N Harbor Dr II 40 36 2 31.7 67.9 0.33 20.0 D 
Totai . .11 60.7 78.7 139.4 0.59 15.2 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

—Ar te r i ah Flo'v?f* Running Dist Arteriril ,:TArthnal 
Cross Street" ' - Class,' " »• Speed" T'lne Delay "'«nme{s)- (nil) Speed • LOS 
McCain Rd IV 25 251 11.6 37.1 0.14 13.8 L 

IV 25 35.1 24.4 59 5 0 23 13.9 C 
Harbor Island Dnve IV •25 26.5 45.9 72.4 0.15 7.3 E 

IV 25 11 Z 29.6 106.9 0.54 18.1 C 
Laurel St " ' IV 75 58.0 15.7 73.7 0 38 18.5 ' " C 
N.HarborDr IV 25 69.0 i.o 70.0 0 45 23 2 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 01 18.1 0.07 13.5 C 
Total IV 309.4 128.3 437.7 1.95 16.1 C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing + Cumulative AM Synchro / - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative AM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Street'' 
Arterial • ' 
Ctess" 

Flow 
Speed 

Running 
liriie 

Sign îl 
Delay 

Travel' 
iimelsj 

"- Dist' 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed 

. 'Arteria 
, ^ ,LOS 

Grape St IV 25 25.6 162 41.8 014 122 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 18.7 36? 0.07 6.7 F 
Laurel St IV 25 "69.0 30.5 '99.'5 0.45 16.3 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58.0 54.8 112.8 0,38 121 D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 77.3 175 94.8 0,54 20 4 B 
terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 26.5" ' 50.2 " "' 76.7 0.15 " 6.9 F 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 13.8 48 9 0 23 169 C 
Total IV 309.5 201.7 511.2 1.95 13.8 C 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

CrossStreet Class " Spt-eri 
Running Signal Travel Dist Artenal . Artenal 

CrossStreet Class " Spt-eri Time- n 'Ifjy Timp(s) (mi) Spfcd • LOS 
Cedar Streel III 35 2.9 D.2 b l 002 8.9 F 
Grape St III 35 221 16.5 38.6 0.17 16.1 D 
Hawthom St III 25 9.7 33 5 43 2 007. 56 
LaurelSt III 35 33? 25,2 58 9 o:28 17.2 D 
Total III 68 4 80,4 148.8 0.54 131 E: 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : S B Paci f ic Hwy 

•. Arteridf Flov-r Ruiinirig Signal fravel Dist Artena' ~J Artenal 
Crosi stippt . Class Sprt'd " time'' OPIUV Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS 
Laurel St III 35 26 b 44.1 0 22 18.1 C 
Hawthorn St III 35 33,7 40,9 " 74.6 0.28 13.5 E 
GrapeSt • III 35 97 15 5 25.2 0.0? 9.6 F 
Cedar Sti-eet III " 35 22,1 5.4 27 5 0.17 22 6 C 
Total III 921 , 79.3 171 4 0.74 15.6 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing + Cumulative AM Synchro 7 - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative PM 
10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

CrossStreet 
Artenal 
Class . 

••7' Flow, 
-Speed 

Running 
.'"Time 

Signal 
Delay 

fravd 
timp(s) 

Dist 
(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed 

Artenal 
-,L0$ 

iacinc;Hv\ft«:":;:..: 19.9 104? 124 6 009 2 6 F 
Total IV 19.9 104.7 124.6 0.09 2.6 F 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

• v ; . • -..fx.. •.Arter|^!«7\.'; ^J;^iFlow: 
Cross Street Class i;- - - :;«Speed 

Running 
•---Time 

^ g n a f 
Delay 

7l ravel 
Iirnc(3) 

Dist 
--(mi) 

Arterial 
Speed 

Artcrid 
LOS 

PacificHwy IV 25 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 

28.3 
17.8 

2(H 
6.4 

48.6 
24.2 

016 
0.08 

116 
12,1 

D 
D 

Total IV 46.1 26? 72 8 0 24 118 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Laurel S t 

'.Delay 
ravel 

Tiiw' (s) 
1 - ' - ^ " • Arterjai;7r-' 
Cross StrpKi Class" ^Speed 

Running 
--^..Time '.Delay 

ravel 
Tiiw' (s) •• (mij 

/Arteridl 
Speed 

' •"Arteria 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy II 40 
Kettner II 40 

36.2 
12.3 

180 
16.9 

54.2 
29.2 

0<8 
O i l 

251 
13.2 

C 
E 

gtal- II -4«5 34 0 83 4 0 48 20.9 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : S W Laurel St 

•"^^Dist 
••'•••••(mi) 

Ari'prial 
AiTOS 

1 jMpT-:. , . ArteriaF .'"".S^Fliow " " 
u r o s ^ e t ClassV ' '^pccd 

^Running 
Time 

".̂ •SignaFT 
-"Delay 

"'-Hpel 
"Iime:(bi) 

•"^^Dist 
••'•••••(mi) 

"'"-Artfihal 
"' Spppri 

Ari'prial 
AiTOS 

Kcltnci II 40 
Pacific Hwy II 40 
iy|..HarborDr II " 40 ' 

96 
12.3 
36 2 

10.4 
39 6 
42.5 

20.0 
51 9 
78.7 

0 08 
Oi l 
0 38 

150 
74 

173 

E 
F 
D 

Tolal II 58.1 92.5 150.6 0,57 13.6 E 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

V Artgrialnj) 
Class.". 

.Running 
"^Timp 

•"Signal /Jtavel Dist Artenal 

McCain Rd IV 25 22 6 128 35 4 0.13 128 D 
IV 25 35.1 31.3 66 4 0.23 12.4 D 

Harbor island Drive, - IV . ' 25 26.5 ' 50 4 76:9 .,. 015 "'.""•6.9 ; - p 
IV 25 79.7 68.3 148.0 0 52 12? D 

Laurel St IV 25 60,5 0.7 61.2 0.40 23 3 B 
N Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 2.7 71.7 0.45 22.7 B 
^ P i s i . IV 25 18 0 '6.2 182 .̂ "'."ao? H4 
Total IV 311.4 166.4 477.8 1.94 14.6 C 

1437-3 Harbor Island - 500 Rooms 10/24/2013 Existing + Cumulative PM Synchro? - Report 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative PM 
,10/28/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Strpfit 
Artprfdl 
Class 

"Flow Running 1 

Time Delay r i m e M ^ ^ 
Grape St IV 25 25 b 18 2 43.8 014 117 '12? 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 9.3 27.3 0.0? 9.0 E 
Laurel St IV 25 69 0 123.4 192.4 0.45 8.4 ' E 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60 5 47.4 107 9 0 40 13,2 C 
Harbor Island Drive 25 79.7 ' ,'25 1 104.8 0 52 179 
Terminal 2 Entrance I V " ' " ' '26.5 35.0 61.5 " 0.15 : 8,6 E 
McCain Rd IV 25 """•""35.1 14.4 49.5 "" "0.23 '""16 7 C 
Total IV 314.4 272.8 587.2 1.95 12,0 D 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : N B Paci f ic Hwy 

- Arterial Flow • Running Signal Travel Otst'- Arterial Arteria 
Cross Stireet Class . Speed ..iX'me Delay ' Time (s) ,.(mi)- , Spped -LOS 
Cedar Sireet Ill 35 3.5 51 86 0.02 100 F 
GrapeSt 111 35 22.1 46 8 68 9 o i? 90 F 
Hawthorn St III 35 9.7 28.1 37 8 00? 6.4 l i l i i p 
Laurel St III 35 33.7 351 68.8 0 28 14 7 D 
Tolal III 69.0 115.1 184.1 0.54 10 6 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S B Paci f ic Hwy 

iCross Sirepi 
ArtendL 
Class'i^' 

. Flow.' 
•Speed 

Running 
-'lime 

Signal 
•Delay 

7 ravel 
linip(s) 

Ai^jnal 
J.Speigd. 

Laurel St 
Hawthorn St 
Grape St 
Cedar Street 

ill 35 
35 
35 
35 

26.6 
33? 
9.7 

22.1 

22 0 
41.4 
19.6 
4.7 

48 6 
75.1 
29 3 
26.8 

0 2? 
0.28 
007 
O.i? 

164 
13,5 
'8.3 

23.2 

D 
E 
F 
C 

Total 111 92.1 87.7 179.8 0.74 14.9 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Curtiulative + Scenario A AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

r:ross Stri-ei . V 
Arterial 
Cla^ - Speed-

Running. 
Timcl* 

Signal 
Delay-• 

Travel 
Timp<(s) 

-jDist 
¥ i i ) 

. .Arterial 
'Sp'fe'̂ ^.' 

iacific Hwy IV 25 IQ'J 128 j2? 009 9.9 . • D 
Total IV 19.9 12.8 32.7 0.09 9.9 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

DM,' 
ii(mi) 

Sftenal' 
"Speori Cros's Stri'Pt 

Arterial 
-Class r'4r SpeediL'. 

Running 
Time_--

Signal 
Delay 

lr3vf'l 
Tinie'(s) 

DM,' 
ii(mi) 

Sftenal' 
"Speori 

.Arterial 
j g t o s 

PacificHwy 
Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 
25 

14 4 
178 

26 3 
3.3 

407 
211 

005 
0.08 

4.8 
13.8 

F 
C 

Total IV 32.2 29.6 61 8 014 7.9 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

Cross StrcHt ." 
Arterial 
Class 

' Flow 
r?»' Speed'; 

Running 
Tirrfo < 

Signdl 
Delay. 

Irdvel 
Tinie"(s) 

'iDist""" 
- (nil) 

"ArteiTgl" 
. < ^p'eed 

Aitiiial 
-.LOS 

Pacific Hwy 
Kettner 

II 
II 

40 
40 

36 2 
201 

14 1 
21.8 

50.6 
41.9 

0 38 
0.17 

26 8 
150 

C 
' E 

Total II S6.3 36.2 92.5 0.55 21.5 D 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

iciTj'sVStreet i . ^ ' 
Arteridl 
Class -""n.Spe^Slf.'-

Running 
Time 

Signal 
Delay 

ifdVi'l" 

limp'"is) 
'••D'Kt 
'((mi) 

Artenal 
Speed 

Arterial 

PacificHwy il 40 201 630 831 017 76 \ 
N, Harbor Dr 11 40 36,2 31,7 67,9 0.38 20.0 D 
Tolal II 563 94.7 151,0 0 55 132 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

1 
Cross»Stri:pt 

Arterial 
Class" 

ffow~'\ 
Spee^"? '̂ 

Running 
lime ' 

" ..spsr-. 
Delay. Timei(s). 

• Dist 
i(mi-) 

/Trterial 
''Spisfed 

Artenal 

wmm 
McCain Rd IV 25 24 8 116 36 4 O i l 111 D 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 351 26 8 61 9 0 23 133 C 
Harbor Island Dnve IV 25 26.5 47 5 74.0 015 71 E 

IV 25 77.3 29.7 107.0 0.54 181 C 
Laurel St IV 25 58.0 17.9 75.9 0 38 18.0 
l\l. Harbor Dr IV 25 69 0 1.5 70.5 0 45 23 0 B 
Grape St IV 25 18.0 0.1 18.1 007 135 C 
Tolal IV 308.7 135.1 443.8 1.92 15.6 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative + Scenario A AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Strfict 
Artendi 
Class 

Flow Running Signal "Travel Dist" " "Aitefial"' " Arteridl 
Speed limo Delay lime (s) (mi) Speed LOS 

25 25 6 19? 45 3 014 11 i D 
25 180 21 7 39 7 0 0? 6,2 F 
25 69.0 313 100.3 0 45 16.2 C 
25 58 0 77 6 135,6 0.38 10.1 D 
25 77.3 20 6 97 9 0 54 19 8 B 
25 26.5 ' 53.4 79,9 015 66 F 
25 35.1 13 9 49.0 0 23 16,8 C 

309.5 238.2 54?,? 1.95 12,8 D 

Grape Si IV 
Hawthorn St IV 
Laurel St IV 
Rental Car Access Rd iv" 
Harbor Island Drive IV 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 
McCain Rd !y_ 
Total IV 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Cross StrePt 
ArteriJ|irr^ 
CIdss 

' Flow'. 
• Speed . 

Running 
Time 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel • -
lime'(5) ' " r M 

' Arterial.'. 
•Spfeeij' 

Arteria 

CPdfir Street 
Grape St 
Hawthorn St 
Laurel St 

III 
III 
III 
III 

35 
35 
35 
35 

34 
221 
9 / 

33.7 

48 
173 
33.5 
23.2 

82 
39.4 
43.2 
56.9 

0.02 
0.17 
0.0? 
0 28 

101 
158 
50 

17.8 

E 
D 

D 
Total 111 68.9 78 8 147,7 0.54 13.2 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S B Pac i f ic Hwy 

" '̂"Arterial " 
Speed 

Arteriai 
- . WS Icross Street"..^^ 

Artpnal Flow 
Speed 

Running 
Timev 

Signaf 
Delay 

Travel ~ 
Time (s) 

Dist 
•(mi) 

" '̂"Arterial " 
Speed 

Arteriai 
- . WS 

Laurel St 
Hawthorn St 

111 
III 

35 
35 

26.6 
33? ' 

8.3 
41.2 

34.9 
7479" . 

0.22 
~'0.28 

22 9 
13.5 E 

Grape st 
Cedar Street 

111 35 
35 

9.7 
22.1 

j_6.r 
5.6 

25.8 
27.7 

0.07 
0.1? 

9.4 
22.4 

F 
C 

Total 92.1 71.2 163.3 0.74 16.4 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario A PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Grape St 

: iSiqndl 
Delay 

Artenal 
losi 

\it* " 

Lioss 5tr"cl 
„„;,;"-fa^erial 

Class 
: Flow- '?*f?unnin'g 

Speed T^'Time . 
: iSiqndl 

Delay 
Travel 

Time (s) 
Dist". • 
(mi) 

Artenal»-J; 
Speed 

Artenal 
losi 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 127? 147 6 0 09 22 1 
Total IV 19.9 127,7 147.6 0.09 2.2 F 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

Cross 3&eet', 
Arteridl 

. S-Class 
Fluw -Running 

- .Speed •̂ •ats.Time 
Signal 

-Delay 
Travel 

Time"(s)-
""Disr:""' 

(mi)̂ !.... 
Artunal 
Speed s,£. 

Arterial 
I OS 

PacificHwy 
N, Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

25 28 3 
25 17,8 

2310 
14,3" 

259 9 
32.1 

016 
0.08 

2.2 
9.1 

F 
D 

Inldl IV 46.1 245.9 292 0 0.24 2.9 F 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : E B Laurel St 

[" • 
Cinss SUeet' 
[" • 
Cinss SUeet' 

r^^rteriai""" 
' ^ l a s s 

1 ..Flow ĵ ^wĵ riMfig 
Spi-ed • v«,:r-Time " Delay 

Trrtvel 
Time (a) 

-DiSt^' 
(mil ' 

Arterial''.^' 
Speed 

Arterial 
LOS 

PciCific Hv.'y 
Kettner 

II 
11 

10 .̂ b 2 
40 15 0 

181 
21.4 

54 i 
36.4 

0 38 
0.13 

25 0 
129 

C 
F 

Total IL 51.2 39.5 90? 0 51 20.2 D 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

ttossStri?f't'" . 
j-^rtpiial " 

. isSlass M 
Flow •^Sunriing 

'iJiM^Time 
'.^^•^nal ' 
itfdelay ' 

Tfavei_ 
Time (s) . 

Disi 
(mi)''̂ > 

Arterial 7 
Speed2f*«' 

Artenal 
' LOS 

Kettner II 40 15.8 11 6 27.4 0.14 18.1 D 
Pacific Hwy II 40 150 51 5 66 5 013 71 F 
N Harbor Dr II 40 36.2 42 5 78.7 0 38 17.3 D 
Total II 67.0 105.6 172,6 0.65 13.5 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

CrossStreet-
Artarial 

'Class 
Flow 

Speed 
. Running 

Time m 
Signal 
Delay i 

Travel 
Timvi (bl 

Dist 
(nii)".-.. 

/Vrterral .,7.-
S p e e i M i 

Arterial 
r .LOS 

McCdin Rd IV 25 24 8 13.3 38.1 0.11 10.6 - ' D 
IV 25 "351 33.6 68.7 ' 0.23 120 D 

Harbor Island Diivr IV 2u 5 56.6 83.1 0.15 6.4 ' " F 
IV 25 79? 80.4 160.1 0.52 11 7 D 

Laurel St IV 25 60 5 0.9 61.4 0.40 23.2 8 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 7.1 76.1 0.45 21.3 B 
ifeipe St IV 25 " "' 18.0 0.2 18.2 0.07 13.4 C 
Total IV 313.6 192.1 505.7 1.92 13.7 C 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative+ Scenario A PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

Artenal flow Running 
Tross Street Class Spp*jd Time 

Signal 
Delay 

' Travel 
Time{s) (rtii) 

W a l . 
Speed 

Arterial 
LOS 

Grape St IV 25 25 b 24.8 50.4 014 102 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 160 94 27 4 00? 89 E 
LaurelSt IV 25 69.0 140.3 209 3 0 45 78 E 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 60.5 50.9 111.4 0.40 12.8 D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 25 - " 7 9 7 26.3 106.0 0 52 17 7 C 
Terminal 2 Entrance IV 25 '26.5 35.0 61 5 0.15 8.6 E 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 14.3 49.4 0?3 16.7 "I. c 
Total IV 314.4 301.0 615.4 1.95 11.4 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

Arterial • Fluw Running Signal Travel" Dist Aftertal Arterial 
:̂ fuss street Class - Speed . Time Dclfly hmp (s) (nil) Spcc'ri LOS 
GedarsStreet III 35 3 4 80 114 002 7 3 „ 
Grape St III 35 22.1 49.9 " 72.0 0 17 8.6 . F 
Hawthorn St III 35 9.7 30.5 40.2 007 6.0 F 
Laurel si III •5 33 / 34.5 68.2 0.28 148 D 
Total III 68 9 122 9 1918 0 54 10.2 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

;•••-• ••...•••-'â  
Crois Street 

Arterial 
'Class ,, 

•Flow 
- - -Spee^. 

Running 
' . Time 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel" 
Timp (si 

Dist 
(mi).. 

Arterial 
Speed 

Artraa 
I OS 

Laurel St III 35 266 ^z^.b 48 1 0.22 •••.',.,AfW|S 

Hawthorn St III 35 33? 19.5 53 2 0.28 19.0 c 
Giapp St 35 9.7 20 6 30.3 0.0? 8.0 F 
Cedar Streel III ib 221 4? 26.8 0 1? 22 2 C 
lotal III 921 6)3 158 4 0.74 16.9 D 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative + Scenario B AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

Cross Street . 
... ..Arterial-S î". • 

Class ' 
flow 

Speed 
Running 

Time 
"Sighai-."" 

Delay 
Travel 7 ' 

Ilme(s) 
Disl 
(mi) 

Arterial •- "./ Artenal 
Speed LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 19.9 12.9 32.8 0.09 9.9 , D 
Total IV 19.9 12.9 32.8 0.09 9.9 D 

Arterial Level of Serv ice : W B Hawthorn St 

Artenal Arterial 
Cross StOiCl 

" i.̂ :--f Arterial.;^" 
C l a s s * 3 ^ 

"Flow 
Spci'd " 

'Running ~ 
I irnc 

Sigiy 7 
Delay/; 

Travejfc;-
Time,'(l)%-"'̂ -

Dist~;-
'• (mi).".:"' 

Artenal Arterial 

Pacific Hwy 
N. Harbor Dr 

IV 
IV 

2b 
25 

14 4 
17.8 

26.2 
12.0 

40 6 
29 8 

0.05 
0.08 

4.8 F 
9,8 D 

Total IV 32.2 38.2 70.4 014 6.9 F 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

Cioss Stieet 
U : . Arterial v - Fjow. 

Spe^ 
Running 

Time 
Sigrul 
Deljy™ 

Itdvel ' 
Time (s)'i" 

Disl • 
(mi) 

" Artcnalj^' 
Speeds* 

Artunal 
LO?J 

Pacific Hwy 
Kettner 

11 
II 

40 
40 

36 2 
201" 

15.3 
21.8 

51 5 
41.9 

0.38 
0.1? 

26.4 
15.0 

C 
E 

Total il 56 3 37.1 93.4 0.55 21.3 D 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

• ArtErial:*.. • . •• Flbvy. Running Sigriaf ~ Travel" Dist ! Artenal' ' Artenal 
Crrjss street ~ . Class • ' • Speed .Tiifie Delay- 1 ime (sjT- • (mi)." • - Speed "aK .mi II 40 11.2 is b 2b 8 n 10 13 1 b 
Pacific Hwy ll 40 20.1 61.7 81.8 017 1.1 F 
•Hiarbor Dr il 40 36 2 33 2 69.4 0.38 19.6 D 
Total . II 67.5 110.5 178.0 0.65 13.1 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : E B N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Street . - -
Arteiicil Flow Rum ling Signal Travel r Disl Arterial . • "Arteriai 

Cross Street . - - Class " .Speed Fimc Delay Time ( s ) " (mi) Speed .. LOSi 
McCain Rd IV 25 24 8 11.6 3b.4 0.11 111 D 

IV 25 35.1 29.5 64 6 0.23 12T8 D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 21 26.5 45.5 72.0 0.15 7.3 E 

IV 25 77 3 30.0 107.3 0 54 180 C 
LaurelSt " ^ IV 25 58.0 16 8 74.8 0.38 18.2 
N. Harbor Dr IV 25 69.0 0.9 69.9 0 45 23 2 B 
Grape St " IV 25 180 0.1 181 0.07 135 C 
Total IV 308.7 134.4 443.1 1.92 15.6 C 
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ArteriaL Level of Service Existing + Cumulative + Scenario B AM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

nal •"' "Fk)W f 
i Speed 

{unning 
fime 

Signal" 
Delay" 

Tiavei.-,"" 
Time(s)" 

Dist " 
(mi) 

A"rtf<nal 
Speed 

• Artenal 
LPS 

Grape St IV • • 25 25 6 16 6 42 2 014 121 D 
Hawthorn St IV 25 18.0 19.7 37.7 0.07 6.5 F 
Laurel St IV 69.0 31.2 100.2 6.45 " 16.2'" y^^-7"c 
Rental Car Access Rd IV 25 58 0 58 3 116.3 0 38 11 7 D 
Harbor Island Drive IV 77.3 20 b 97.9 0 54 19.8 B 
Terminal 2 Enti'ance IV 25 ' 26.5' 51.9 78.4 0.15 6.7 F 
McCain Rd IV 25 35.1 ' 13.9" 49.0 " d.'2~3 16.8 7 . c 
Total IV 309.5 212.2 521.7 1.95 13.5 c 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

>•. 'Arterial FJow-., Running Signal fravel _ , •"Dist Artenal . Artenal 
F̂ ross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time{$J (mi) Speed • lOS 
Ci'riar Stieet III 35 34 4 8 82 0.02 10.1 - E 
GrapeSt III 35 22.1 18 2 40 3 0.17 154 D 
HawthomSt III 35 9.7 iib 43.2 0.0? 5.6 
Laurel St III 35 33,7 22 9 56 6 0 28 179 D 
Total 111 68.9 79 4 148.3 0.54 132 E 

Arterial Leve l of Serv ice : S B Paci f ic Hwy 

Artenal Flow Running Signal TidVPl Dist Atteriaf. Arteriai 
Lross StrPBt Qass Speed Time Dpidy lime(s) • (mi)-- ' Speed LO^ 
1 auiel Si III 35 26 6 31 34.7 0 22 230 Ci 
Hawthorn St 111 35 33.7 41,2 74.9 6.28"" 115 E 
Giape St i l is^^Bli i i i 35 9.7 16 9 26.6 0.0? 9.1 F 
Cedar Street III •5 221 5.4 27.5 0.17 22.6 c 
Total 111 92 1 71.6 163.7 0 74 16.3 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cumulative-*- Scenario B PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Grape St 

n — 
I .iHBtn 
Cross Stî eclff-' 

Artenal 
Class 

T ĵ̂ luw 
'Spred 

KDnninq 
lime 

SigriaU----
Delay" ' 

Travel 
Time (s) 

Dist 
fmi) 

•wĵ rtenal 
rSpeed 

Arteri 
10 

Pii' 'fir Hwy IV 25 19.9 124.8 114? 009 2.2 
Totai IV 19.9 124.8 144.7 0.09 2.2 

Arterial Level of Service: WB Hawthorn St 

Cross SL'pet'J 
Aitenai 
CIdss 

Flow 
_ Spf-ed 

Running 
.Time 

Signal 
Delay 

Travel • 
Time (s) 

Dist 
(mi) 

Artenal 
Speed 

Artena 
LOS 

Pacific Hwy IV 25 28 3 19.1 47 4 016 11.9 D 
N, Harbor Dr IV "25 17,8 66 24 4 008 120 D 
Total IV 46.1 25.7 71 8 0 24 11 9 D 

Arterial Level of Service: EB Laurel St 

Cross Streel 
*Artenal rjl- flow 

,'jSpeoil „'Jime 
Signal^", Travel 
Dcl'dv^ limcMs) •••vL'- (mi) 

Artericil' 
;TSpeSl 

PdLlIll Hwv 
Kettner 

40 
40 

36.2 
15.0 

186 
21.4 

54.8 
36.4 

0.38 
0.13 

24 8 
12.9 

C 
F 

loldl 51.2 40.0 91.2 0.51 20.0 

Arterial Level of Service: SW Laurel St 

1 — ^ - - ^ i " 
Cross Streel 

Arterial 
Class ''Speed 

Runninq 
Time 

Signal' 
Delay' • 

Travel ~ 
Time (s) " 

" Dist' " 

.Ml 
Arteiidi 
Spued, 

Art( rial 

i6s 
Kettner II 40 15.8 116 27.4 0.14 18.1 : D 
Pacific Hwy II 40 150 52.2 67.2" 0.13 7.0 F 
N.Harbbr[)r \ ' II 40 36.2 '43.4 79.6' 0.38 1? 1 D 
Total II 67.0 107.2 174.2 0.65 13.3 E 

Arterial Level of Service: EB N. Harbor Dr 

Cross Stieel 
'Afiuridl 
.Cla'ss. 

-2;Flow 
"Spd6d 

Runninq<̂  
.Time" Speed 

Artena 
Ld$ 

r/irC.iin Rd 

Harbor-Island Drive 

Laurel St " 
N. Harbor Dl 
Grape St 

IV 
jV 
IV 
IV 

"IV" 

iv 
IV 

25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 

24 8 
351 
26.5 
79.7 
6675" 
69 0 
18.0 

12 9 
33.7 
56.1 
76.9 
".'0.7 

4.1 
02 

37.7 
68.8 
82.6 

156 6 
61.2 
73.1 
18.2 

0.11 
0.23 

"0.15 
0.52 

'6.40 
0,45 
0,07 

10.3 
120 
6.4 

12.6 
"23.3 
I2.2 
13.4 

D 

b 
F 
D 

""B 
B 
C 

Total IV 313.6 184.6 498.2 1.92 13.9 
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Arterial Level of Service Existing + Cunnulative-<- Scenario B PM 
10/29/2013 

Arterial Level of Service: WB N. Harbor Dr 

:ross Streel 
Artendi 
Class 

FJnw 
. Speed ' 

Runniiiig 
time • 

Signal 
Delay 

Ttavel 
lime{s) 

"Dist" " 
• (mil 

' /\rtenal 
Speed -

Artonal 
LOSI 

Grape St IV 25 25 6 215 47.1 014 10'I D 
Hawthorn St I.- 25 180 12.0 300 0 0? 82 E 
Laurel St 25 69.0 13E0 207.0 045 7.8 E 
Rental Car Access Rd iv" 25 60.5 56.3 116.8 0'.40 12,2 D 
hiarbor Isjandjirivi' "Iv 25 79.7 25.3 "" 105.0 " 0 52 17,9 C 
Terminal 2 Enti'ance IV 25 26 5 3G'.'i 62 6 015 8,5 E 
McCain Rd IV 25 • -35.1 14.2 49 3 0.23 167 C 
Totai IV 314.4 303.4 617.8 1.95 11,4 D 

Arterial Level of Service: NB Pacific Hwy 

— — — 
Cross Street 

Artenal 
Cidss 

Flow 
Speed 

R"unriing"'S 
Iimc 

Signal 
Delay 

. Travel 
lime PS) 

• OiSt 
(mi) 

Arteridl 
Speed 

' Arterial 
LOS 

Cedar Street III 35 3.4 4,0 7.4 002 112 * E 
Grape St ' i l l 35 22.1 49? 718 017 8? F 
Hawtiiorn: St 35 9.7 27.9 37.6 00? 64 F 
Laurel St III 35 33? 34 4 681 0 28 14 8 D 
Total III 68.9 116 0 184 9 0.54 10 6 E 

Arterial Level of Service: SB Pacific Hwy 

"^7'" Ailerial "̂̂  Ffdw"""' Running Signal TraWl Dist ,„ Artonal Arterial 
Cross Street Class Speed Tine Delay .: Time (s)' • (mi) Speed LOsj 
Laurel St III 35 26 6 21.4 480 0 22 16b D 
Hawthorn Si III 35 33.7 43 4 771 0 28 131 E 
ferapeSt; Iif ' " 35 9.7 20.3 300 0 0? 81 F 
Cedar Stî eet in " 35 22.1 4.7 26.8 01? 23 2 C 
Total III 92.1 89.8 181.9 0.74 14.7 D 
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Chapter 6 
Mitigation [Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Purpose 
The purpose of this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure that the Sunroad 
Harbor Island Hotel Project and other future hotel development associated with the East Harbor Island 
Subarea Port Master Plan Amendment implement environmental mitigation, as required by the Revised 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Port Master Plan Arnendment. Those mitigation measures have been integrated into this MMRP. 
The MMRP provides a mechanism for monitoring the mitigation measures in compliance with the EIR, 
and general guidelines for the use and implementation of the monitoring program are described below. 

This MMRP is written in accordance with Califomia Public Resources Code 21081.6 and Section 15097 
of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Pubhc Resources Code Section 
21081.6 requires the Lead Agency, for each project that is subject to CEQA, to adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program for changes made to the project, or conditions of apprbval, adopted in order to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment and to monitor performance of the mitigation 
measures included in any enviroimiental document to ensure that implementation takes place. The San 
Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD) is the designated Lead Agency for the MMRP. The Lead Agency 
is responsible for review of all monitoring reports, enforcement actions, and document disposition. The 
Lead Agency will rely on information provided by a monitor as accurate and up to date and will field 
check mitigation measure status as required. 

The Port District may modify how it will implement a mitigation measure, as long as the altemative 
means of implementing the mitigation still achieve the same br greater attenuation of the impact. Copies 
of the measures shall be distributed to the participants ofthe monitoring effort to ensure that all parties 
involved have a clear understanding of the mitigation monitoring measures adopted. 

This MMRP reflects all changes shown in Chapter 3 (Errata and Revisions) of this Revised Final EIR. 

Format 
Mitigation measures applicable to the project include avoiding certain impacts altogether, minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, and/or requiring 
supplemental stmctural controls. Within this document, mitigation measures are organized and 
referenced by subject category. The subject categories include: (1) biological resources; (2) hazards and 
hazardous materials; (3) noise; (4) geology and soils; (5) public services and utilities; (6) transportation, 
traffic, and parking; and (7) sea level rise. Each of the mitigation measures has a numerical reference. 
The following items are identified for each mitigation measure: 
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• Responsible party 

• Mitigation Timing 

• Monitoring and Reporting Procedure 

Responsible Party 
For each mitigation measure, the party responsible for monitoring iinplementation and verifying 
completion of the mitigation measure is identified. The responsible party shall implement the mitigation 
measures. 

Mitigation Timing 
The mitigation measures required for the project(s) will be implemented at various times before 
construction, during constmction, prior to project completion, or during prbjeiit operation. 

Monitpring and Reporting Procedure 
Includes the procedures for documenting'and reporting mitigation implementation efforts. The respective 
Project Applicant is responsible for implementation of all mitigation measures. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

Mitigation Measures for 175-room Hotel Project 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

m 

m m 

MM BIO-l: Avoid Nesting Season for Birds or Conduct 
Preconstruction Nesting Surveys 

To ensure compliance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and similar 
provisions under the Fish and Game Code, the Project Applicant or its 
contractor shall implement one of the following restrictions: 

1. Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season 
(between September 1 and January 31). 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Throughout 
Construction 

OR 

2. If construction activities are scheduled between February 1 and August 
31, a qualified omithologist (with knowledge of the species to be 
surveyed) shall conduct a focused nesting survey prior to the start of 
vegetation removal and within any potential nesting habitat (mature 
trees, eaves on buildings, etc). 

The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire limits of disturbance 
plus a 300-foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for ground-
nesting raptors. The nesting surveys shall be conducted within 1 week 
prior to initiation of constmction activities and shall consist of a 
thorough inspection of the Project site by a qualified omithologist(s). 
The work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are 
most active. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no 
additional mitigation is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet of the disturbance 
footprint for non-raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance 
buffer shall be estabhshed around each nest site to avoid disturbance or 
destruction of the nest until after the nesting season or after a qualified 

Contractor to confirm with Port 
District that vegetation removal 
was completed outside of breeding 
season 

OR 

Contractor will report the results of 
the focused nesting survey to the 
Port District. If survey confirms 
nesting withm 300 feet of the 
disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or 500 feet for raptors, 
report to Port that buffers are in 
place to protect nesting birds during 
vegetation removal and 
constmction activities. 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

omithologist determines that the young have fledged. The size ofthe 
no-disturbance buffer shall be detennined by the qualified biologist at 
the time of discovery. If there is a delay of more than 7 days between 
when the nesting bird survey is performed and vegetation removal 
begins, it shall be confirmed that no new nests have been established. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

01 

m 

"0 

m 

M M HZ-la : Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the Project Sunroad Marina 
Applicant shall prepare and submit to the Port District's Environmental Partners, LP 
Services Department for approval, a contingency plan outlining the 
procedures to be followed by the Project Applicant and/or contractor in the 
event that undocumented areas of contamination are encountered during 
constmction activities. The contingency plan shall provide, at a mininium, 
that in the event undocumented areas of contamination are discovered during 
constraction activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall 
discontinue constraction activities in the area of suspected contamination 
and shall notify the Port District forthwith, and, in consultation with the 
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health's Hazardous 
Materials Division and subject to the review and approval ofthe Port 
District and any other public agency with jurisdiction over the contamination 
encountered, the Project Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and 
remediation of the contamination. Constraction activities shall be 
discontinued until the Project Applicant and/or contractor has implemented 
all appropriate health and safety procedures required by the Port District and 
any other agency with jurisdiction over the contamination encoimtered. 

M M HZ-lb: Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the Project Sunroad Marina 
Applicant shall prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible hazardous Partners, LP 
materials present within the Project Site associated with the UST that was 
removed, the marina and past use of the surroimding areas for industrial 
purposes including aerospace and other industries. The Site Safety Plan 
shall be subject to Port of San Diego approval, and, if deemed appropriate, 
the Project Applicant shall, in consultation with the County of San Diego 
Department of Enviromnental Health, be prepared to address hazardous 
constraction-related activities within the boundaries of the Project site to 
reduce potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public. 

Prior to Constraction 

Prior to Constraction 

Contractor to prepare and submit to 
the Port District's Environmental 
and Land Use Management 
Department for approval, a 
contingency plan outlining the 
procedures to be followed by the 
Project AppHcant and/or contractor 
in the event that undocumented 
areas of contamination are 
encountered during constraction 
activities. 

Contractor to notify Port 
District/County Department of 
Environmental Health if 
contaminated soils encountered. 

Prior to the initiation of 
constraction activities, the 
Contractor shall prepare a Site 
Safety Plan to address possible 
hazardous materials present within 
the Project Site to the Port District. 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

NOISE 

.m 
p. 

"4 

MM NOI-1: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) 
interior noise requirement. 

The proposed hotel shall include noise insulation features such that an 
interior noise level of 45 dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An acoustical consultant 
shall be retained by the Project Applicant prior to commencement of 
constraction to review Proposed Project constraction-level plans to ensure 
that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will achieve the 45 dBA 
(CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that could be installed include, 
but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Acoustically rated dual pane windows and shding glass door assemblies 

2. Heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound absorption 

The following minimal performance requirements as specified by the 
project's franchiser (Hyatt Place Franchising, LLC) shall be adhered to as 
they pertain to interior/exterior sound transmission loss: 

• Exterior wall assemblies and walls between guestrooms shall have a 
ininimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of 52 

• Walls between guestrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC 
rating of 60 

• A l l floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

• Guest room entry doors shall receive full-frame soimd insulation 
stripping 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to Constraction An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of 
constraction to review Proposed 
Project constraction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans 
incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) 
standard. Constraction level plans 
showing adherence to standards 
will be provided to the Port District 
and the City of San Diego. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

M M G E O - l : To reduce the soil liquefaction and lateral spreading potential Sunroad Marina 
beneath the surface of the site, the Project Applicant shall implement all of Partners, LP 
the measures recommended ih the Geocon Study (Appendix H1 of the Draft 
EIR) including the following site design criteria: 

Prior to Constraction The Project Applicant shall 
iinplement all of the measures 
recommended in the Geocon Study 
(Appendix HI ofthe Draft EIR) 
including the following site design 

i 
m 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 
I. Except for stone colunms and HEAT Anchor methods, dewatering 

shall be undertaken for excavations below, an elevation of 5 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL). 

II. Ground improvements or deep foundations shall be implemented in 
conformance with the California Building Code (CBC) site design 
criteria for Type B faults, which include the Rose Canyon Fault zone, 
as summarized in the following table: 

Site Design Criteria 

criteria. The site plans showing the 
design criteria will be submitted to 
the Port District and the City of San 
Diego. 

m 
p i 

-4 
"4 

m 

m 

Parameter 
Ground 

. Improvements 
Deep 

Foundations 
CBC 

Reference 

Seismic Zone 
Factor 

0.40 0.40 Table 16-1 

Soil Profile SD ^ SF Table 16-J 

Seisrhic 
Coefficient, Ca 

0.57 0.57 Table 16-Q 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Cv 

1.02 L87 Table 16-R 

Near-Source 
Factor, Na 

1.3 1.3 . Table 16-S 

Near-Source 
Factor, Ny 

1.6 1.6 Table 16-T 

Seismic Source B B Table 16-U 

Notes: 
SD is the soil profile type that contains types of soils that are vulnerable to 
potential failure or collapse under seismic loading. This soil is often 
liquefiable. 

Sp is the soil profile type that contains dense granular soil or stiff cohesive 
soil. 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

Ca is the seismic response coefficient for proximity and is defined by site 
conditions such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Ca is determined 
usiiigTable 16-Q of the CBC; 

Cv is the seismic response coefficient and is defined by site conditions 
such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Cv is determined using Table 
16-R ofthe CBC. 

Na is the near-source factor for Ca and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Na is determined 
using Table 16-S of theCBC. , 

Nv is the near-source factor for Cv and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a knovra seismic source. Nv is determined 
usmg Table 16-T of the CBC. 

B is the seismic source type between A— f̂auhs that produce the largest 
magnitude events with high rates of seismic activity, and C—faults that 
are not capable of producing large magnitude events and have low rates 
of seismic activity. B is determined using Table 16-U of the CBC. 

'4 

•0 

m m 
.c 

A. As recommended in the Geotech Study, ground improvements to 
mitigate the effects of liquefiable soils and lateral spreading shall be 
implemented for settlement-sensitive stractures (such as the use of 
stone columns or the HEAT method). In addition, ground 
improvements for lateral spreading will be extended at least 5 feet 
below the mud Une of the adjacent San Diego Bay along the existing 
shoreline, and for all stractures the minimum depth of ground 
improvements will be as specified by the Geotech Study conducted 
by Geocon in March 2006; 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed in the 
Geotech Study conducted by Geocon in March 2006 for ground 
densification methods, minimum cone penetration test (CPT) tip 
resistance, minimum Standard Penetration Test (SPT), the 
installation of stone columns, and deep soil mixing. 

C . Following densification of the existing soils, the Project Applicant 
shall place additional fill material on the site to re-establish existing 
grades of between approximately 13 to 16 feet above MSL. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

0} 

01 

Q: 

m 

in. The Project Applicant shall consult with a geotechnical engineer 
regarding placement of settlement monunients and recommended 
Grading Specifications. 

IV. Site preparation shall begin with the removal of all deleterious material 
and vegetation. The depth of removal should be such that material 
exposed in cut areas or soil to be used as fill is relatively free of organic 
matter. Material generated during stripping and/or site demolition shall 
be exported from the site. 

A. The upper 3 feet of soil within areas subjected to densification by 
stone columns shall be removed, moisture conditioned and 
recoihpacted. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommended procedures 
listed in the Geotech Study with respect tp removal of existing fill 
soil and insertion of new fill. In addition, any imported soils shall 
have an expansion index of less than 50 and a maximum particle 
dimension of 3 inches. 

V. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set by in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project regarding foundations for the 
stractures. 

A. A geotechnical engineer shall observe foundation excavations to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated and that they have been extended to the appropriate 
bearing strata. 

VI. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project with regard to utiUzation of 
ground foundations such as deep foundations, when they shall be 

- required. • 

VII. Where proposed, buildings can be supported by shallow or mat 
foundations in improved ground, or by deep foundations capable of 
transmitting foundation loads through the hydraulic fill and bay 
deposits into the Bay Point Formation. Such foundation systems 
include the following: 

A. Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

engineer prior to the placement of reinforcing steel and concrete to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions are encountered, 
foundation modifications may be required. 

Vin . The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed on the 
Geotech; Study regarding the use of concrete slab-on-grade, including 
guidelines for crack-confrol spacing. 

IX. In addition to the extensive mitigation measures listed above, the 
Geotech Study provides detailed recommendations for the appropriate 
engineering of other Project components including retaining walls, 
pavement, and drainage. These measures shall also be implemented. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

m 
••a 
"4 
iM 

M M PUB-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
Proposed Project, the Project Apphcant shall pay its fair share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the 
amount determined by the City of San Diego. This fire station is within the 
Peninsula Public Facihties Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 community 
boundary. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
and will be deposited into the Developer Contribution Fund No. 200636. In 
the event the City of San Diego has not determined the amount of the 
Proposed Project's fair share ofthe cost of constracting a new fire station in 
the vicinity of Liberty Station at the time the Proposed Project requests 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant shall enter into 
a reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with the City of San Diego 
to provide for payment of its fair share amount when determined by the City 
of San Diego.* 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Pay fair share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station at 
Liberty Station in the amount 
determined by the City of San 
Diego. 

m 

® 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM PUB-1 could mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel on fire services to a less-than-significant level; however, the stated 
mitigation measure is contingent on the action of the City of San Diego and is outside ofthe jurisdiction of the Port District. The City has identified the construction ofthe fire 
station in the vicinity of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. Because the Port District cannot assure that this mitigation measure 
would be implemented when needed, the impacts are considered significant and unmitigated. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November 2013 
6-9 



San Diego Unified Port District Chapters. MMRP 

Proposed Mitigation 
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Ul 

no 

•m 

M M PUB-Cl: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or 
constraction permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a waste 
management plan and subniit it for approval to the City's Environmental 
Services Department. The plan shall include the following, as applicable: 

• Tons of waste anticipated to be generated 
B Material type of waste to be generated 
• Source separation techniques for waste generated 

• How materials will be reused on site 
• Name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where 

recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on site 

• A "buy-recycled" program for green construction products, including 
mulch and compost 

• How the project will aim to reduce the generation of constraction/ 
demolition debris 

• How waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to 
subconfractors 

• A timeline for each of the three main phases of the Project (demolition, 
constraction, and occupancy) 

• How the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations will be 
incorporated into construction design of building's waste area 

• How compliance with the Recycling Ordinance will be incorporated 
into the operational phase 

• Intemational Standards of Operations, or other certification, if any 
In addition, the Project Applicant has committed to implement the following 
recycling measures. These measures shall be included in the Waste 
Management Plan: 

• Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green 
waste and provide adequate recycling containers on site. 

Provide education and publicity about recychng and reducing waste, using 
signage and a case study. 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Sunroad Harborlsland Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

Prior to demolition, 
grading or 
constraction permits 

Prepare a waste management plan 
and submit it for approval to the 
City's Environmental Services 
Department and a copy of the City-
approved plan to the Port District. 
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TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

MM TR-Cl: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / Terminal 1 
intersection (East Airport Entrance). 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 9.0% 
towards restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-tum lane, a 
shared left-tum/thra lane, a thra lane, and a right-tum lane. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. The improvements at this intersection shall include the following: 
remove the northbound right-tum lane's "free" movement and infroduce 
right-tum "overlap" phasing; retain the north/south "spht" signal phasing; 
and restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-tum lane to a 
shared/thra right-tum lane. Modifications to the triangular median in the 
southeast portion of the intersection are expected. * 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building pennits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 9.0% 
towards restriping the northbound 
approach to provide a left-tum lane, 
a shared left-tum/thra lane, a thra 
lane, and a right-tum lane. The fair 
share contribution shall be paid to 
the Gity of San Diego traffic impact 
fee program. 

m 
"4 

MM TR-C2: 
intersection. 

North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.8% 
towards the reconfiguration of the westbound approach to provide an 
additional thra lane. To accommodate the additional lane, widening and 
modifications to the median / roadway shall be requfred. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program. * 

MM TR-C3: North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.2% 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
buildmg permits 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay fair share percentage of 1.8% 
towards the reconfiguration of the 
westbound approach to provide an 
additional thra lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the 
median / roadway shall be requfred. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.2% 
towards the reconfiguration of the 
eastbound approach to provide a 

Q 

m 

* Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-Cl through MM TR-C6 would mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel project to less-than-significant levels. 
However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the 
action of the City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or 
street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would remain significant and unmitigated 
until the mitigation is implemented. 
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towards the reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to provide a thfrd 
left-tum lane and restriping the south-bound approach to provide a single 
shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the median/roadway shall be required. Al l 
three eastbound lanes on Laurel Sfreet shall continue to Pacific Highway, 
where the number 1 lane would trap into the left-tum lane(s). An overhead 
sign bridge(s) shall be implemented to instract drivers of the frap lane. The 
fafr share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact 
fee program. * . 

third left-tum lane and restriping 
the south-bound approach to 
provide a single shared left-
tum/right-tum lane. The fafr share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

-4 

MM TR-C4: Pacific Highway/Hawthorn Street intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.7% 
towards restriping the westbound approach of Hawthom Sfreet to provide a 
dedicated left-tum lane in addition to the three through lanes. To 
accommodate the additional lane, all curbside jparking on Hawthorn Street 
will have to be prohibited between Pacific Highway and the railroad tracks. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic 
impact fee program. * 

MM TR-C5: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and 
Rental Car Access Road street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.3% 
towards the addition of one lane. The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. * 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 1.7%o 
towards restriping the westbound 
approach of Hawthom Street to 
provide a dedicated left-tum lane in 
addition to the three through lanes. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.3% 
towards the addition of one lane. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

m 
JZ 

W 

* Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C1 through MM TR-C6 would mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel to less-than-significant levels. However, the 
intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction ofthe City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the action of the City 
of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or street segment 
improvements. Therefore, the Port District caimot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would remain significant and unmitigated until the 
mitigation is implemented. -
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MM TR-C6; North Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road and 
Laurel Street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 0.9% 
towards the addition of one lane. The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. * 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 0.9% 
towards the addition of one lane. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

Mitigation Measures for other future hotel development associated with the PMP Amendment 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

m 
"4 

MM BIO-2: Avoid Nesting Season for Birds or Conduct 
Preconstruction Nesting Surveys 

To ensure compliance with MBTA and similar provisions under the Fish and 
Game Code, the Projeî t Applicant or its confractor shall implement one of 
the following restrictions: 

3. Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season 
(between September 1 and January 31). 

OR 

If constraction activities are scheduled between Febraary 1 and August 31, a 
quahfied omithologist (with knowledge of the species to be surveyed) shall 
conduct a focused nesting survey prior to the start of vegetation removal and 
within any potential nesting habitat (mature trees, eaves on buildings, etc). 

The nesting bfrd survey area shall include the entire limits of disturbance 
plus a 300-foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for ground-

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Throughout Contractor to confirm with Port 
Constraction District that vegetation removal 

was completed outside of breeding 
season 

OR 

Contractor will report the results of 
the focused nesting survey to the 
Port District. If survey confirms 
nesting within 300 feet of the 
disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or 500 feet for raptors, 
report to Port that buffers are in 
place to protect nesting birds during 
vegetation removal and 
constraction activities. 

V 

m 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-Cl through MM TR-C6 would mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel to less-than-significant levels. However, the 
intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the action of the City 
of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the P'ort District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or street segment 
improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and'the impacts would remain significant arid unmitigated until the 
mitigation is implemented. 
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nesting raptors. The nesting surveys shall be conducted \yithin 1 week prior 
to initiation of constraction activities and shall consist of a thorough 
inspection of the Project site by a qualified omithologist(s). The survey 
work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are most active. 
If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no additional mitigation 
is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet ofthe disturbance footprint 
for non-raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance buffer shall 
be established aroimd each nest site to avoid disturbance or destraction of 
the nest until after the nesting season or after a qualified ornithologist 
detennines that the young have fledged. The size of the no-disturbance 
buffer shall be determined by the qualified biologist at the time of discovery. 
If there is a delay of more than 7 days between when the nesting bird survey 
is performed and vegetation removal begins, it shall be confirmed that no 
new nests have been established. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

"4 

m 

m m 

JC 

M M HZ-2a: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project 
Applicant for each hotel shall prepare and submit to the Port District's 
Environmental and Land Use Management Department for approval, a 
contingency plan outlining the procedures to be followed by the Project 
Applicant and/or confractor in the event that undocumented areas of 
contamination are encountered during constraction activities. The 
contingency plan shall provide, at a minimiun, that in the event 
undocumented areas Of contammation are discovered during constraction 
activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall discontinue 
constraction activities in the area of suspected contamination and shall 
notify the Port District forthwith, and, in coiisultation with the County of 
San Diego Department of Envfronmental Health's Hazardous Materials 
Division and subject to the review and approval pf the Port District and any 
other public agency with jurisdiction over the contamination encountered, 
the Project Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and remediation of 
the contamination. Constraction activities shall be discontinued until the 
Project Applicant and/or confractor has implemented all appropriate health 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

Contractor to prepare and submit to 
the Port District's Eiivironmental 
and Land Use Management 
Department for approval, a 
contingency plan outlming the 
procedures to be followed by the 
Project App]icant(s) and/or 
confractor in the event that 
undocumented areas of 
contamination are encountered 
during constraction activities. 

Contractor to notify Port 
District/County Department of 
Environmental Health if 
contaminated soils encountered. 
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and safety procedures required by the Port District and any other agency 
with jurisdiction over the contamination encountered. 

M M HZ-2b: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project 
Applicant for each hotel shall prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible 
hazardous materials present within the East Harbor Island Subarea 
associated with the UST that was removed , the marina and past use ofthe 
surrounding areas for industrial purposes including aerospace and other 
industries. The Site Safety Plan shall be subject to Port of San Diego 
approval, and, if deemed appropriate, the Project Applicant shall, in 
consultation with the County of San Diego Department of Environmental 
Health, be prepared to address hazardous constraction-related activities 
within the boundaries of the hotel development to reduce potential health 
and safety hazards to workers and the public. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

Prior to the initiation of 
constraction activities, the 
Contractor shall prepare a Site 
Safety Plan to address possible 
hazardous materials present within 
the Project Site to the Port District. 

NOISE 

m 
"4 

m 

m m 

m 

MM NOI-2: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) 
interior noise requirement: Future hotels shall include noise insulation 
features such that an interior noise level of 45 dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An 
acoustical consultant shall be retained by the Project Applicant prior to 
commencement of constraction to review Proposed Project constraction-
level plans to ensure that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that could 
be installed include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding glass door assemblies 

2. Heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound absorption 

The following minimal performance requirements shall be adhered to as 
they pertain to interior/exterior sound transmission loss: 

• Exterior wall assemblies and walls between guesfrooms shall have a 
minimum sound fransmission class (STC) rating of 52 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant(s) 
prior to commencement of 
constraction to review Proposed 
Project constraction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans 
incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) 
standard. Constraction level plans 
showing adherence to standards 
will be provided to the Port District 
and the City of San Diego. 
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• Walls between guesfrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC 
rating of 60 

• All floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

• Guest room entry doors shall receive fiill-frame sound insulation 
stripping 

M M NOI-Cl : Reduction of exterior noise impacts: The plans and 
specifications for future hotel development shall provide that all exterior 
noise-sensitive elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed 
to 65 dB A CNEL or below. If exterior use areas are subject to noise levels 
greater than 65 dBA CNEL, the design of the project shall incorporate 
measures such as noise barriers to reduce exterior noise levels to below 65 
dBA CNEL. Noise barriers such as walls are commonly used to reduce 
outdoor noise levels from fransportation sources. The effectiveness of a 
barrier depends on the distance from the source to the barrier, the distance 
from the receiver to the barrier, and the relative height of the barrier above 
the line-of-sight between the source and receiver. Noise barriers 
mcorporated into project design shall block this line-of-sight, be constracted 
of solid material (such as concrete masonry), and be long enough to prevent 
sound from flankmg around the ends, and shall have a minimum density of 
3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks through or below the 
barrier. Where preservation of views is desfred, fransparent materials such as 
glass or Plexiglas can be used. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of 
constraction tp review Project 
constraction-level plans to ensure 
that the hotel plans incorporate 
measures that will achieve the 65 
dBA (CNEL) or below standard. 
Constraction level plaiis showing 
adherence to standards will be 
provided to the Port Disfrict and the 
City of San Diego. 

m 

Q 

m 

m 

M M NOI-C2: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) 
interior noise requireinent: Because future cumulative sound levels would 
exceed 60 dBA CNEL at the hotel building fa9ades, an interior noise 
analysis evaluating proposed exterior wall constraction, windows, and doors 
shall be completed after buildmg plans are fmahzed to ensure that noise 
levels within habitable rooms will be 45 dBA CNEL or less, as requfred by 
Califomia Code of Regulations, Titie 24: Noise Insulation Standard and the 
City's CEQA significance determination thresholds. This analysis shall be 
submitted to the City's Building Inspection Department prior to obtaining a 
buildmg permit. The project apphcant shall implement the noise reduction 
measures recommended in the interior noise analysis which may include but 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of 
constraction to review Proppsed 
Project constraction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans 
mcorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) 
standard. Constraction level plans 
showing adherence to standards 
will be provided to the Port Distiict 
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are not. limited to sound-rated windows, a closed-windows option, and 
mechanical ventilation meeting applicable Cahfomia Building Code (CBC) 
requirements. 

and the City of San Diego. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

M M GEO-2: To reduce the soil liquefaction and lateral spreadmg potential 
beneath the surface of the site, the Project Applicant shall implement all of 
the measures recommended in the Geocon Study (Appendix HI of the EIR) 
including the following site design criteria: 

I. Except for stone columns and HEAT Anchor methods, dewatering 
shall be undertaken for excavations below an elevation of 5 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL). 

II. Ground improvements or deep foundations shall be implemented in 
confonnance with the CBC site design criteria for Type B faults, which 
include the Rose Canyon Fault zone, as summarized in the following 
table: 

Site Design Criteria 

Future Project Prior to 
Applicant for commencement of 
Additional Hotel(s) Constraction 

The Project Applicant shall 
implement all of the measures 
recommended in the Geocon Study 
(Appendix HI ofthe Draft EIR) 
including the following site design 
criteria. The site plans showing the 
design criteria will be submitted to 
the Port District and the City of San 
Diego. 

ff) 

"4 

m 

m 

Parameter Ground 
Improvements 

Deep 
Foundations 

CBC 
Reference 

Seismic Zone 
Factor 

0.40 0.40 Table 16-1 

Soil Profile SD • SF Table 16-J 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Ca 0.57 0.57 Table 16-Q 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Cy 1.02 1.87. Table 16-R 

Near-Source 
Factor, Na 

1.3 1.3 Table 16-S 
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Near-Source 
Factor, Ny 

Seismic Source 

1.6 

B 

1.6 

B 

Table 16-T 

Table 16-U 

Notes: 

SD is the soil profile type that contains types of soils that are vulnerable 
to potential failure or collapse under seismic loading. This soil is often 
liquefiable. 

SF is the soil profile type that contains dense granular soil or stiff 
cohesive soil. 

Ca is the seismic response coefficient for proximity and is defined by site 
conditions such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Ca is determined 
using Table 16-Q of the CBC. 

Cv is the seismic response coefficient and is defmed by site conditions 
such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Cy is detennined using Table 
16-R ofthe CBC. 

Na is the near-source factor for Ca and is defmed by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Na is 
determined using Table 16-S of the CBC. 

Ny is the near-source factor for Cy and is defmed by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Ny is 
detennined usmg Table 16-T of the CBC. 

B is the seismic source type between A—faults that produce the largest 
magnitude events with high rates of seismic activity, and C—faults that 
are not capable of producing large magnitude events and have low rates 
of seismic activity. B is determined using Table 16-U of the CBC. 

A. As recommended m the Geotech Study, groimd improvements to 
, mitigate the effects of hquefiable soils and lateral spreading shall be 

implemented for settlement̂ sensitive stractures (such as the use of 
stone colunms or the HEAT method). In addition, ground 
improvements for lateral spreading will be extended at least 5 feet 
below the mud hne ofthe adjacent San Diego Bay along the 
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existing shoreline, and for all stractures the minimum depth of 
ground improvements will be as specified by the Geotech Study 
conducted by Geocon in March 2006. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed in the 
Geotech Study conducted by Geocon m March 2006 for ground 
densification methods, minimum cone penefration test (CPT) tip 
resistance, minimum Standard Penetration Test (SPT), the 
installation of stone colunms, and deep soil mixing. 

C. Following densification of the existing.soils, the Project Applicant 
shall place additional fill material on the site to re-establish existing 
grades of between approximately 13 to 16 feet above MSL. 

III. The Project Applicant shall consult with a geotechnical engineer 
regarding placement of settlement monuments and recommended 
Grading Specifications. 

IV. Site preparation shall begin with the removal of all deleterious material 
and vegetation. The depth of removal should be such that material 
exposed in cut areas or sOil to be used as fill is relatively free of organic 
matter. Material generated during stripping and/or site demolition shall 
be exported from the site. 

A. The upper 3 feet of soil within areas subjected to densification by 
stone columns shall be removed, moisture conditioned and 
recompacted. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommended procedures 
listed in the Geotech Study with respect to removal of existing fill 
soil and insertion of new fill. In addition, any imported soils shall 
have an expansion index of less than 50 and a maximum particle 
dimension of 3 inches. 

V. The Project Apphcant shall follow the recommendations set by in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project regarding foundations for the 
stractures. 

A. A geotechnical engineer shall observe foundation excavations to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are coiisistent with those 
anticipated and that they have been extended to the appropriate 
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bearing sfrata. 

VI. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project with regard to utilization of 
ground foundations such as deep foundations, when they shall be 
required. 

VII. Where proposed, buildings can be supported by shallow or mat 
foundations in improved ground, or by deep foundations capable of 
transmitting foundation loads through the hydraulic fill and bay 
deposits into the Bay Point Formation. Such foundation systems 
include the following: 

\A 

"4 
-4 

1 

m 

A. Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical 
engineer prior to the placement of reinforcing steel and concrete to 
verily that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions are encountered, 
foundation modifications may be required. 

vm. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed on the 
Geotech Study regarding the use of concrete slab-on-grade, including 
guidelines for crack-control spacing. 

DC. In addition to the extensive mitigation measures listed above, the 
Geotech Study provides detailed recommendations for the appropriate 
engineering of other Project components including retaining walls, 
pavement, and drainage. These measures shall also be implemented. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

M M PUB-2: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for future 
hotels allowed by the PMP Amendment, the Project Applicant(s) shall pay 
its fair share of the cost of constracting a new fire station in the vicinity of 
Liberty Station in the amount determined by the City of San Diego. This 
fire station is within the Peninsula Public Facilities Fmancmg Plan, Fiscal 
Year 2001 community boundary. The fafr share contribution shall be paid to 
the City of San Diego and will be deposited into the Developer Contribution 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Pay fafr share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station at 
Liberty Station in the amount 
determined by the City of San 
Diego. 

Sunroad Haitor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 6-20 

November 2013 



San Diego Unified Port District Chapter 6. MMRP 

Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

Fund No. 200636. In the event the City of San Diego has not detennined the 
amount of the fair share of the cost of constracting a new fire station in the 
vicinity of Liberty Station at the time a future hotel project requests issuance 
of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Apphcant(s) shall enter into a 
reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with the City of San Diego 
to provide for payment of its fair share amount when determined by the City 
of San Diego. * 

M M PUB-3: Prior to the constraction of the second hotel within the PMP Future Project 
Amendment area, the Project Applicant(s) shall replace the existing 8-inch 
sewer and four manholes as indicated in Figure 9.2.10-1 of the Revisions to 
Draft EIR document, to the satisfaction of die City of San Diego Engineer. 

Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of Project Applicant(s) shall replace 
building pemiit for 
constraction of 
second hotel. 

the existing 8-inch sewer and four 
manholes as indicated in Figure 
9.2.10-1 ofthe Revisions to Draft 
EIR document, to the satisfaction of 
the City of San Diego Engineer. 

cn 
'•4 
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M M PUB-C2: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or 
constraction pennits for hotels within the PMP Amendment area, the Project 
Applicant(s) shall prepare a waste management plan and submit it for 
approval to the City's Environmental Services Department. The plan shall 
include the following, as applicable: 

• Tons of waste anticipated to be generated 

• Material type of waste to be generated 

H Source separation techniques for waste generated 

• How materials will be reused on site 

• Name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where 
recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on site 

• A "buy-recycled" program for green constraction products, including 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
demolition, grading, 
or constraction 
permits 

Project Applicant(s) shall prepare a 
waste management plan and subniit 
it for approval to the City's 
Environmental Services 
Department and a copy ofthe City-
approved plan to the Port District. 

"0 

Q 

1^ 

* Implementation of mitigation measure MM PUB-2 could mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment on fire services to a less-
than-significant level; however, the stated mitigation measure is contingent on the action of the City of San Diego and is outside ofthe jurisdiction ofthe Port District. The City 
has identified the construction ofthe fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. Because the Port District cannot 
assure that this mitigation measure would be implemented when needed, the impacts are considered significant and unmitigated. 
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mulch and compost 

• How the project will aim to reduce the generation of constraction/ 
demolition debris 

• How waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to 
subcontractors 

• A timeline for each ofthe three main phases of the Project (demolition, 
constraction, and occupancy) 

• How the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations will be 
incorporated into constraction design of building's waste area 

• How compliance with the Recycling Ordinance will be incorporated into 
the operational phase 

Intemational Standards of Operations, or other certification, if any. 

«4 
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TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND PARKING 
In Mitigation Measures MMTR-C7 through MM TR-C9 and MM TR-Cl2 
through MM TR-Cl 6, Scenario A refers to the East Harbor Island Subarea 
being developed with 175 "business" hotel rooms and 325 "resort" hotel 
rooms, and Scenario B refers to the East Harbor Island Subarea being 
developed with a total of500 "business " hotel rooms, 

M M TR-C7: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / Terminal 1 
intersection (East Airport Entrance): The Project Applicant shall 
contribute a fair share percentage of 20.7% for Scenario A or 22.4% for 
Scenario B towards restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-tum 
lane, a shared left-tum/thra lane, a thra lane, and a right-tum lane. The fafr 
share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program. The improvements at this mtersection shall include the following: 
remove the northbound right-tum lane from a "free" movement and 
infroduce right-tum "overlap" phasing; retain the north/south "split" signal 
phasing; and resfripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-tum lane to 
a shared thru/right-tum lane. Modifications to the triangular median in the 
southeast portion ofthe intersection are expected. Modifications to the 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building pennits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 
20.7% for Scenario A or 22.4% for 
Scenario B towards restriping the 
northbound approach to provide a 
left-tum lane, a shared left-tum/thra 
lane, a thra lane, and a right-tum 
lane. The fair share contribution 
shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program. 
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traffic signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane designations are 
also recommended.** 

M M TR-C8: North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 
intersection: The Project Applicant shall contribute a fafr share percentage 
of 4.0% for Scenario A or 4.3% for Scenario B towards the reconfiguration 
of the westbound approach to provide an additional thra lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median 
/ roadway shall be required. Modifications to the fraffic signal timing in 
conjunction with the change in lane destination are also recommended. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact 
fee program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building pennits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 4.0% 
for Scenario A or 4.3% for Scenario 
B towards the reconfiguration of 
the westbound approach to provide 
an additional thra lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the 
median / roadway shallbe required. 
Modifications to the traffic signal 
timing in conjunction with the 
change in lane destination are also 
recommended. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

m 
m 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C7 through MM TR-C 16 would mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment to 
less-than-significant levels. However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, 
therefore, contingent upon the action ofthe City of San Diego and are outside ofthe jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or 
program that lists these intersection or street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures vvould be implemented, and the impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated until the mitigation is implemented. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, Revised Final EIR 

November2013 
6-23 



San Diego Unified Port District Chapters. MMRP 

M M T R - C 9 : North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street intersection: The 
Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage Of 5.2% for 
Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards the reconfiguration of the 
eastbound approach to provide a third left-tum lane and restriping the 
southbound approach to provide a single shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the 
median/roadway shall be required. Al l three eastbound lanes on Laurel 
Sfreet shall continue to Pacific Highway, where the number 1 lane would 
frap into the left-tiim lane(s). An overhead sign bridge(s) shall be 
implemented to instract drivers of tiie frap lane. Modifications to the traiffic 
signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane destination are also 
recommended. The fafr share contribution shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fafr share percentage of 5.2% 
for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario 
B towards the reconfiguration of 
the eastbound approach to provide a 
thfrd left-tum lane and restriping 
the southbound approach to provide 
a smgle shared left-tum/right-tum 
lane. The fair share contribution 
shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego fraffic impact fee program. 

M M TR-C12: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and 
Rental Car Access Road street segment: The Project Applicant shall 
contribute a fair share percentage of 5.8% for Scenario A or 5.3% for 
Scenario B towards the addition of one westbound lane along the sfreet 
segment. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 5.8% 
for Scenario A or 5.3%o for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
westbound lane along the sfreet 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

m 
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M M TR-C13: North Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road 
and Laurel Street street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a 
fair share percentage of 2.4% for Scenario A or 2.2% for Scenario B towards 
the addition of one westbound lane along the sfreet segment. The fafr share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.4% 
for Scenario A or 2.2% for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
westbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
confribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program. 

13 
> 
Q 

m 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C 7 through MM TR-C 16 would mitigate impacts of the fiiture hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment to 
less-than-significant levels, However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, 
therefore, contingent upon the action of the City of San Diego and are outside ofthe jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or 
program that lists these intersection or street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated until the mitigation is implemented. 
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M M TR-C14: North Harbor Drive between Laurel Street and 
Hawthorn Street street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a 
fair share percentage of 7.1% for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario B towards 
the addition of one southbound lane along the street segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fafr share percentage of 7.1 % 
for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
southbound lane along the sfreet 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program. 

M M TR-C15: Laurel Street between North Harbor Drive and Pacific 
Highway street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair 
share percentage of 1.4% for Scenario A or 1.3%> for Scenario B towards the 
addition of One eastbound lane along the sfreet segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diegp traffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 1.4% 
for Scenario A or 1.3% for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
eastbound lane along the sfreet 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

M M TR-C16: Laurel Street between Pacific Highway and Kettner 
Boulevard street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair 
share percentage of 2.7% for Scenario A or 2.5% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one eastbound lane along the street segment. The fafr share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego fraffic impact fee 
program.** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.7% 
for Scenario A or 2.5% for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
eastbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

CO 

'•4 

PARKING 

M M PARK-1: 

a. Prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Permit for future 
development of a hotel on the existing west marina parking lot, the 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to approval of The Project Applicant shall submit 
Coastal Development a Site Plan showing demonstrating 
Permit adequate on-site parking in 

"D 

Q 

IJI 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C7 through MM TR-C 16 would mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment to 
less-than-significant levels. However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, 
therefore, contingent upon the action of the City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or 
program that lists these intersection or street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated until'the mitigation is implemented. 
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design of the proposed hotel development shall provide adequate on-
site parking in accordance with the Port District parking guidelines 
for the proposed hotel development and for the shared parking 
requirements of the existing marina and the proposed 175-room hotel. 

b. Prior to demolition or removal bf any parking spaces in the 
existing west marina parking lot which are required for the shared 
parking ofthe existing marina and the proposed 175-room hotel, the 
Project Applicant shall submit to the Port District for its review and 
approval a Parking Management Plan, which shall provide adequate 
parking to satisfy the shared parking requirements for the existing 
marina and the proposed 175-room hotel during construction of the 
new hotel and replacement parking spaces. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

accordance with the Port District 
parking guidelines for the proposed 
hotel development and for the 
shared parking requirements of the 
existing marina and the proposed 
175-room hotel. 

Prior to demolition or The Project Applicant shall submit 
removal of parking 
space m the existing 
west marina parking 
lot 

to the Port District for its review 
and approval a Parking 
Management Plan, which shall 
provide adequate paridng to satisfy 
the shared parking requfrements for 
the existing marina and the 
proposed 175-room hotel during 
constraction ofthe new hotel and 
replacement parkmg spaces. 

ID 

"4 
«4 

m 

SEA LEVEL RISE 

M M SLR-Cl: Prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Pennit for 
fiiture hotel development that could occur under the proposed PMP 
Amendment, the project apphcant shall retain a quahfied engineer who shall 
prepare for the Port District's review and approval an up-tp-date, site 
specific analysis of the potential impacts of sea level rise by the year 2100 
on the proposed hotel development. The report shall determine whether 
adaptive strategies for accommodating the potential for sea level rise and the 
potential for more frequent wave overtopping and wave-mduced impact 
forces are necessary and, if sO, shall recommend appropriate adaptive 
sfrategies sUch as the use of perimeter floodwalls oi- other flood barriers 
around either the outer margins of Harbor Island or the proposed 
development to be incorporated into the design pf the proposed 
development. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to approval of The Project Applicant shall retain a 
Coastal Development qualified engineer who shall 
Pemiit prepare for the Port District's 

review and approval an up-to-date, 
site-specific aiialysis ofthe 
potential impacts of sea level rise -
by the year 2100 on the proposed 
hotel development. 

m 

m 
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RESOLUTION 2014-52 

RESOLUTION CERTIFYING REVISED FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ADOPTING 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND A STATEMENT OF 
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, ADOPTING 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM, AND DIRECTING FILING OF THE 
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

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 I (Port Act); and 

WHEREAS, Section 30.5(e) of the Port Act states any property acquired 
by the District shall become an asset of the public trust and be subject to Section 
87; and 

WHEREAS, Section 87(a)(5) of the Port Act specifically provides that the 
tide and submerged lands of the District may be used for the construction, 
reconstruction, repair, maintenance and operation of convention centers; and 

WHEREAS, Section 87(b) of the Port Act grants authority to the District to 
lease the tide or submerged lands, or parts thereof, for limited periods, not 
exceeding 66 years, for purposes consistent with the trusts upon which those 
lands are held, by the State of California; and 

WHEREAS, Sunroad Marina Partners, LP (Sunroad) currently has a 50-
year lease with the District for a 600-slip marina at 955 Harbor Island Drive, in 
the City of San Diego, on east Harbor Island (Existing Leasehold) that will expire 
in 2037; and 

WHEREAS, on June 14, 2011, the Board of Port Commissioners (Board) 
granted an option to lease agreement with Sunroad for a new 55-year lease 
located on the Existing Leasehold site for development of a 175-room, four-story 
limited service hotel with ancillary meeting and fitness space, common areas, an 
exterior pool, and surface parking (Sunroad Hotel Project) and the Sunroad Hotel 
Project would remove 111 parking spaces, an existing locker building and some 
parking, with the existing marina offices to remain; and 

WHEREAS, the existing certified Port Master Plan (PMP) allows for 
commercial recreational use at the Sunroad Hotel Project site and allows for a 
hotel of up to 500 rooms on the westernmost parcel of East Harbor Island 
(located west of the Sunroad Hotel Project site), which is currently used for 
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temporary rental car parking and was formerly used by the San Diego 
International Airport for employee parking; and 

WHEREAS, an amendment to the PMP (PMP Amendment) is required for 
the Sunroad Hotel Project to be developed; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed PMP Amendment includes, among other things, 
revisions to the precise plan text and maps, land use acreage tables, and project 
list for Planning District 2 and more specifically, the proposed PMP Amendment 
revises the precise plan text to (a) allow for development of two or three hotels 
on East Harbor Island, including the Sunroad Hotel Project, with a combined total 
of not more than 500 rooms, rather than a single 500-room hotel, (b) include the 
proposed road and traffic circle realignment, (c) revise the Project List to add the 
Sunroad Hotel Project and the other up to two hotels, and (d) revise land use 
acreage table to reflect proposed changes to the commercial recreation, 
promenade, open space (traffic circle), and street land use designations; and 

WHEREAS, the Sunroad Hotel Project and PMP Amendment are 
collectively referred to as the "Project"; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
Public Resources Code Section 21000, etseq., and its implementing regulations, 
14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000, et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), in 
2008, the District drafted a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the 
Project, which was circulated for 45 days from December 10, 2009 through 
January 25, 2010; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and based on 
comment letters received on the Draft EIR, the District drafted and recirculated 
the traffic-related analyses of the Draft EIR (Recirculated Portions of the Draft 
EIR) for a 45-day public review period from November 24, 2010 to January 10, 
2011;and 

WHEREAS, on June 14, 2011. the Board further (a) certified the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (Original Final EIR), adopted Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, and directed the filing of a Notice of Determination for the 
Project, (b) approved the PMP Amendment and directed it be filed with the 
California Coastal Commission for certification, and (c) granted conceptual 
approval for the Sunroad Hotel Project; and 

WHEREAS, subsequently, a lawsuit was filed in the San Diego Superior 
Court entitled Unite Here Local 30, et al. v. San Diego Unified Port District, et al., 
as Case No. 37-2011-00094537-CU-TT-CTL, challenging the adequacy of the 
District's compliance CEQA, for the Project, and on May 9, 2012, the San Diego 
Superior Court entered judgment in the lawsuit upholding the Original Final EIR's 
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environmental analysis for the Sunroad Hotel Project, but finding the 
environmental analysis for the PMP Amendment inadequate and direcfing 
issuance of a writ of mandate; and 

WHEREAS, on August 14 2012, the Board adopted resolutions rescinding 
the concept approval granted to the Sunroad Hotel Project, the certification of the 
Original Final EIR and the approval of the PMP Amendment, and directed staff to 
prepare the additional environmental review necessary to evaluate the proposed 
PMP Amendment; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and in compliance 
with the writ of mandate, the District prepared Revisions to the Draft EIR 
(Revised Draft EIR) for the Project that analyzed the PMP Amendment, which 
was made available for public review and comment for 89 days from July 10, 
2013 to October 7, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the District received comments letters concerning the 
Revised Draft EIR from two agencies and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15088, the District has prepared written responses to all comments received on 
the Revised Draft EIR during the public comment period which raised 
environmental issues; and 

WHEREAS, the District received two late comment letters from private 
parties and oral responses to those comment letters were given on the record at 
the March 4, 2014 Board meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the District has determined that the comments received on 
the Revised Draft EIR did not contain any significant new information within the 
meaning of CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and therefore, recirculation ofthe 
Revised Draft EIR is not required; and 

WHEREAS, the District has prepared a Revised Final Environmental 
Impact Report and Errata to the Revised Final EIR (collectively. Revised Final 
EIR), which contains the information required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15132, including the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, Revised 
Draft EIR, the revisions and additions thereto, technical appendices, public 
comments and the District's responses to public comments on the Draft EIR, 
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, Revised Draft EIR, which has been filed 
with the Office of the District Clerk; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091, 15093 and 
15097, the District has prepared Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 

WHEREAS, the Clerk of the Board has caused notice to be duly given of a 
public hearing in this matter in accordance with law, as evidenced by the affidavit 
of publication and affidavit of mailing on file with the Office of the District Clerk; 
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and 

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

1. The Draft EIR (December 2009); 

2. The Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (November 2010); 

3. The Revised Draft EIR (July, 2013); 

4. The Revised Final EIR (November 2013, February 2014); 

5. The Staff Report and Agenda Sheet (February 2014); 

6. The proposed Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (February 2014); 

7. The proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (February 
2014); and 

8. All documents and records filed in this proceeding by interested 
parties; and 

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing was held on March 4, 2014, 
before the Board, at which the Board received public testimony, reviewed and 
considered all testiniony and materials made available to the Board regarding the 
Project; and i 

WHEREAS, having reviewed and considered all tesfimony and materials 
made available to the Board, including but not limited to the Draft EIR, 
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, Revised Draft EIR, Revised Final EIR, the 
staff reports and all the testimony and evidence in the record of the proceedings 
with respect to the 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: 

1. 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, CEQA Guidelines, and District Guidelines have been duly observed in 
conjunction with said hearing and the considerations of this matter and all of the 
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previous proceedings related thereto. 

3. The Board finds and detemiines that (a) the Revised Final EIR is 
complete and adequate in scope and has been completed in compliance with 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and District Guidelines for implementation 
thereof, (b) the Revised Final EIR was presented to the Board, and the Board 
has fully reviewed and considered the infomnation in Revised Final EIR prior to 
approving the Project, and (c) the Revised Final EIR reflects the District's 
independent judgment and analysis, and, therefore, the Revised Final EIR is 
hereby declared to be certified in relation to the subject of this Resolution. 

4. The Board finds and determines that the Project is approved 
despite the existence of certain significant environmental effects identified in the 
Revised Final EIR and, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Board hereby makes and adopts the 
findings with respect to each significant environmental effect as set forth in the 
Findings of Fact, appended hereto as Exhibit "A" and made a part hereof by this 
reference, and declares that it considered the evidence described in connection 
with each such finding. 

5. The Board further finds and determines that the Project is approved 
despite the existence of certain unavoidable significant environmental effects 
identified in the Revised Final EIR, and, pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Board hereby makes 
and adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerafions appended hereto as 
Chapter 7 of Exhibit "A" and made part hereof by this reference, and finds that 
such effects are considered acceptable because the benefits of the Project 
outweigh the unavoidable environmental effects. 

6. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091(d), the Board hereby adopts and approves the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is appended hereto as 
Exhibit "B" and is made a part hereof by this reference, with respect to the 
significant environmental effects identified in the Revised Final EIR, and hereby 
makes and adopts the provisions of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program as conditions of approval for the Project. 

8. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15094, the Clerk of the Board shall cause a Nofice of 
Determination to be filed with the Clerk of the County of San Diego and the State 
Office of Planning and Research. Unless the Project is declared exempt herein 
and a Certificate of Filing Fee Exemption is on file, the Project is not operative, 
vested or final unfil the filing fees required pursuant to Fish and Game Code 
Section 711.4 are paid to the Clerk ofthe County of San Diego. 

9. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(2) and 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the location and custodian ofthe documents 
and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings on which this 
Resolufion 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 

Attachments 

Exhibit A: Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Exhibit B: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Port Commissioners of the 
San Diego Unified Port District, this 4"̂  day of March, 2014, by the following vote: 

AYES: Bonelli, Malcolm, Merrifield, Moore, Nelson, and Valderrama 
NAYS: None. 
EXCUSED: None. 
ABSENT: None. 
ABSTAIN: Castellanos. 

Robert E. Nelson, Chairman 
Board of Port Commissioners 

Timoth 
District Clerk 

(Seal) 
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

FOR THE 

SUNROAD HARBOR ISLAND HOTEL 
& 

EAST HARBOR ISLAND SUBAREA PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 
PROJECT 

REVISED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(UPD # 83356-EIR-783; SCH # 2006021027) 

INTRODUCTION 

The Board of Port Commissioners of the San Diego Unified Port District ("Port 
District") hereby makes the following Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations concerning the Revised Final Environrhental Impact Report 
("Revised Final EIR") (UPD #83356-EIR-783 and SCH #2006021027) for the 
Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel & East Harbor Island Port Master Plan Amendment 
Project ("Project"), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, Public 
Resources Code § 21000, et seq. ("CEQA"), and its implementing regulafions, 
California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000, etseq. ("CEQA Guidelines"). 

The Revised Final EIR prepared for the Project consists of six volumes: Volume 
1 contains an errata prepared for the Revised Final EIR; the final Executive 
Summary and Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed 
Project; a list of public agencies, organizations and persons commenting on the 
Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and Revisions to Draft EIR; 
comments received on the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and 
Revisions to Draft EIR and the Port District's responses to those comments; and 
the mitigation monitoring and reporting program; Volume 2 contains the Draft 
EIR; Volume 3 and Volume 4 contain the appendices to the Draft EIR; Volume 5 
contains the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and its related appendices; 
and Volume 6 contains the Revisions to Draft EIR and its related appendices. 

The environmental effects, proposed mitigation measures and alternatives 
analyzed in the Draft EIR, the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and the 
Revisions to Draft EIR, and the public comments and responses thereto 
contained in the Revised Final EIR, have influenced the design of the Project. 
These environmental documents and procedures reflect the Port District's 
commitment to incorporate the environmental considerations identified during the 
CEQA process into the final project design. 
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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project consists of the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel ("Sunroad Hotel 
Project") and the East Harbor Island Subarea Port Master Plan Amendment 
("PMP Amendment"). 

1.1 Project Location 

The Sunroad Hotel Project is located at 955 Harbor Island Drive on the east end 
of Harbor Island in the City of San Diego. The Sunroad Hotel Project site consists 
of approximately 5.9 acres adjacent to tiie Sunroad Resort Marina in the Harbor 
Island/Lindbergh Field, Planning District 2, East Harbor Island Subarea (Subarea 
23) of the certified Port Master Plan (PMP). 

The PMP Amendment applies to Planning District 2, East Harbor Island Subarea 
(Subarea 23) of the certified PMP, and includes the Sunroad Hotel Project site 
and an approximately 7 acre parcel immediately to the west of the Sunroad Hotel 
Project site, which is designated in the existing PMP for development of a 500-
room hotel and ancillary facilities and presentiy is used for rental car overflow 
parking. 

1.2 Project Components 

The Sunroad Hotel Project site is currently developed with parking lots and a 
marina locker building. The Sunroad Hotel Project proposes to: demolish the 
existing locker building and parking lot east of the existing marina building to 
construct a limited service four-story hotel with a total floor area of approximately 
117,000 square feet, consisting of a maximum of 175 rooms, fitness room, 
limited meeting space, and common areas; reduce the traffic circle and realign a 
portion of eastern Harbor Island Drive and leasehold lines; reconfigure existing 
paved areas as necessary to accommodate ingress and egress to the hotel and 
surface parking; enhance public access along the Harbor Island East Basin side 
of the hotel; and realign existing sewer, water and utility lines. The Sunroad 
Hotel Project will involve landside work only; no in-water work will occur and the 
existing marina building and marina boat berths within the submerged tideiands 
would not be altered, 

The Project also proposes a PMP Amendment to address the changes in land 
use from adding the "promenade" designation to the east end of Harbor Island, 
reconfiguring east Harbor Island Drive and the traffic circle at its eastern 
terminus, and providing for the 500 hotel rooms allowed under the existing PMP 
(currently allowed only on the parcel used for rental car overflow parking) to be 
developed with up to three hotels in two areas of the East Harbor Island subarea, 
with a combined maximum of not more than 500 rooms, inclusive ofthe Sunroad 
Hotel. 
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The Sunroad Hotel Project is described in greater detail in the Revised Final EIR, 
Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR), Chapter 3.0 (Project 
Description and Environmental Setting). The PMP Amendment is described in 
greater detail in the Revised Final EIR, Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), 
Section 9.1 (Port Master Plan Amendment Project Description). 

1.3 Project Objectives 

The Project is intended to accomplish the following objectives: 

Implement the Port Master Plan's goal to develop East Harbor Island with 
commercial recreation uses. 

Increase public use of the waterfront by providing additional visitor serving 
commercial recreation uses. 

Enhance public access to the waterfront by providing additional publicly 
accessible facilities and amenities consistent with the Port Master Plan. 

Promote East Harbor Island as a public waterfront destination. 

Strengthen the existing water-oriented commercial recreation uses on 
East Harbor Island. 

Provide a hotel that draws on the exisfing water-oriented commercial 
recreation uses on East Harbor Island. 

Provide a hotel that is in close proximity to San Diego International Airport 
as well as San Diego Bay, in order to minimize the need for vehicle miles 
traveled from arrival point. 

Provide a hotel that is a financially viable operation while minimizing the 
aesthetic changes on East Harbor Island. 

Amend the Port Master Plan to allow the development of several small 
hotels that will provide a total of 500 rooms in place of one large 500-room 
hotel in Planning District 2, Subarea 23 (East Harbor Island).̂  

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES 

2.1 Lead Agency 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15367, the Port District is the "lead agency" for 
the purpose of preparing the environmental review required by CEQA. The 
environmental review prepared by the Port District will be used by the Board of 
Port Commissioners, the Califomia Coastal Commission, the San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority, and potentially other public entities in their respective 

' Pursuant to the proposed PMP Amendinent text, "several" means up to three hotels in up to two areas of 
Subarea 23. 
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decisions regarding the following actions associated with the Proposed Project: 

• Port District: EIR certification, Port Master Plan Amendment approval, 
Coastal Development Permit issuance approval, and concept approval for 
the Sunroad Hotel Project 

• California Coastal Commission: Port Master Plan Amendment 
certification^ 

• San Diego County Regional Airport Authority: Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan Determination of Consistency 

Other public agencies that may have an interest in the project or resources 
affected by the project include the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), City of San Diego, 
and County of San Diego. 

2.2 Environmental Impact Report 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15080, et seq., the Port District prepared an 
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") to analyze the potential impacts of the 
Project on the environment. The Revised Final EIR consists of six volumes, 
which contain all of the information required by CEQA Guidelines §15132, 
including the Draft EIR and the appendices to the Draft EIR, the Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR and its appendices, and the Revisions to Draft EIR and 
its appendices. 

2.3 Public Participation 

Environmental review of the Project began on December 18, 2008, with the 
publication of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR and a 30-day public 
review period. The Port District held a Public Scoping meeting on January 15, 
2009. The Draft EIR was completed and made available for public review on 
December 10, 2009. The 45-day public review period required by CEQA began 
on December 10, 2009, and ended on January 25, 2010. Four public agencies 
submitted written comments on the Draft EIR. No comments on the Draft EIR 
were received from any organizations or individual members of the public. 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the Port District determined 
to revise and recirculate certain portions of the Draft EIR. The Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR was made available for public review from November 
24, 2010, through January 10, 2011. Five written comment letters were 
submitted on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR - four from public 

^ The California Coastal Commission may also conduct independent CEQA review pursuant to its 
certified regulatory program, in which case, the Port District's environmental review may 
constitute substantial evidence to support the California Coastal Commission's CEQA analysis. 
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agencies and one from an organization. These comments and the Port District's 
responses to them were included in the original Final EIR as required by CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15088 and 15132. The original Final EIR was completed and 
the Port District's responses to comments were made available for review on 
April 29, 2011. Public hearings concerning certification of the original Final EIR 
were held by the Board of Port Commissioners of the Port District on May 10, 
2011 and June 14, 2011, at which interested agencies, organizations and 
persons were given an opportunity to comment on the original Final EIR and the 
Project. The original Final EIR was certified by the Board of Port Commissioners 
on June 14, 2011. 

2.4 Lawsuit Challenging Final EIR 

On July 15, 2011, a lawsuit entitled Unite Here Local 30, et al. v. San Diego 
Unified Port District, et al., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2011-
00094537-CU-TT-CTL ("Lawsuit") was filed, which challenged the adequacy of 
the original Final EIR certified by the Port District on June 14, 2011. Although it 
found the original Final EIR was adequate with respect to the Sunroad Hotel 
Project, the San Diego Superior Court held that the original Final EIR did not 
adequately analyze the potential environmental effects of the proposed PMP 
Amendment. Accordingly, the court ordered issuance of a writ of mandate 
requiring the Port District to set aside its certification of the original Final EIR and 
its approvals ofthe Project and to perform the additional environmental review of 
the proposed PMP Amendment before reapproving the Project in the future. 

On August 14, 2012, the Port District adopted resolutions setting aside its 
certification of the original EIR, its adoption of the PMP Amendment and its 
concept approval of the Sunroad Hotel. Thereafter, the Port District undertook 
preparafion of the additional environmental review required by the writ of 
mandate. 

2.5 Additional Environmental Review 

On July 10, 2013, a Notice of Availability of the Revisions to Draft EIR was 
published in the San Diego Daily Transcript and UT San Diego. The Revisions to 
Draft EIR was made available for a 45-day public review period from July 10, 
2013 through August 26, 2013. On August 23, 2013, at the request of attorneys 
for Unite Here Local 30, the public review period for the Revisions to Draft EIR 
was extended an additional 45 days, ending on October 7, 2013. Three written 
comment letters were submitted during the extended public comment period on 
the Revisions to Draft EIR - one from the State Clearinghouse and two from the 
City of San Diego. These comments, as well as all comnrients received on the 
Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the Port District's 
responses to them are included in the Revised Final EIR as required by CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15088 and 15132. The Revised Final EIR was completed 
and the Port District's responses to comments were made available for review on 
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November 8, 2013. Thereafter, the Port District prepared the Errata to the 
Revised Final EIR to clarify and correct a statement in the responses to public 
comments regarding the traffic impact analysis and also prepared written 
responses to late comments received from staff of the California Coastal 
Commission. A public hearing concerning certification of the Revised Final EIR 
was held by the Board of Port Commissioners of the Port District on March 4, 
2014, at which interested agencies, organizations and persons were given an 
opportunity to comment on the Revised Final EIR and the Project. 

2.6 Record of Proceedings 

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth below, the administrative record 
of the Port District's decision concerning certification of the Revised Final EIR for 
the Project shall include the foltowing: 

The Draft EIR (December 2009); 

The Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (November 2010); 

The Revisions to Draft EIR (July 2013); 

The Revised Final EIR (November 2013); 

The Errata to Revised Final EIR (February 2014); 

The appendices to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of the Draft 
EIR and Revisions to Draft EIR; 

All documents and other materials listed as references and/or 
incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the 
Draft EIR, and Revisions to Draft EIR, and Revised Final EIR, including 
but not limited to the materials identified in the Draft EIR, Chapter 8 
(Citations, Consultations, and List of Preparers); 

All reports, applications, memoranda, maps, letters, and other documents 
prepared by the Port District's staff and consultants for the Project which 
are public records; 

All documents or other materials submitted by interested persons and 
public agencies in connection with the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of 
the Draft EIR, Revisions to Draft EIR, and the Revised Final EIR; 

The minutes, tape recordings, and verbatim transcripts, if any, of the 
public hearings held on May 10, 2011 and June 14, 2011, concerning the 
Final EIR, and held on March 4, 2014, concerning the Revised Final EIR 
and the Project; and 
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• Matters of common knowledge to the Board of Port Commissioners and 
the Port District, including but not limited to the Port Master Plan. 

The custodian of the documents and other materials comprising the 
administrative record of the Port District's decision concerning certification of the 
Final EIR is the Clerk of the Board of Port Commissioners. The location of the 
administrative record is the Port District's office at 3165 Pacific Highway, San 
Diego, California 92101. (Public Resources Code § 21081.6(a)(2)) 

3.0 FINDINGS UNDER CEQA 

3.1 Purpose 

CEQA requires the Port District to make written findings of fact for each 
significant environmental impact identified in the Revised Final EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §15091). The purpose of the findings is to systematically restate the 
significant effects of the Project on the environment and to determine the 
feasibility of mitigation measures and alternatives identified in the Revised Final 
EIR which would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects. Once it has 
adopted sufficient measures to avoid or substantially lessen a significant impact, 
the Port District is not required to adopt every mitigation measure identified in the 
Revised Final EIR or otherwise brought to its attention. If significant impacts 
remain after applicafion of all feasible mitigation measures, the Port District must 
review the alternatives identified in the Revised Final EIR and determine if they 
are feasible. These findings set forth the reasons, and the evidence in support of, 
the Port District's determinations. 

3.2 Terminology 

A "finding" is a written statement made by the Port District which explains how it 
dealt with each significant impact and alternative identified in the Revised Final 
EIR. Each finding contains an ultimate conclusion regarding each significant 
impact, substantial evidence supporting the conclusion, and an explanation of 
how the substantial evidence supports the conclusion. 

For each significant effect identified in the Revised Final EIR, the Port District is 
required by CEQA to make a written finding reaching one or more of the following 
conclusions: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant effect identified in the EIR; 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdictibn 
of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted 
by that other agency; or 
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(3) Specific legal, economic, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
§15091 (a)). 

A mitigation measure or an alternative is considered "feasible" if it is capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological 
factors (CEQA Guidelines §15364). 

3.3 Legal Effect 

To the extent these findings conclude mitigation measures identified in the 
Revised Final EIR are feasible and have not been modified, superseded or 
withdrawn, the Port District hereby binds itself and any other responsible parties, 
including the Project Applicant and their successors in interest, to implement 
those mitigation measures. These findings are not merely informational, but 
constitute a binding set of obligations upon the Port District and responsible 
parties, which will take effect if and when the Port District adopts a resolution 
certifying the Revised Final EIR and the Port District and/or the responsible 
agencies adopt resolution(s) approving the Project. 

3.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

In adopting these findings, the Port District also adopts a mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program pursuant to Public Resources Code §21081.6. This 
program is designed to ensure the Project complies with the feasible mitigation 
measures identified below during implementation of the Project. The program is 
set forth in the "Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor Island 
Subarea Port Master Plan Amendment Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program," which is adopted by the Port District concurrentiy with these findings 
and is incorporated herein by this reference. 

4.0 FINDINGS REGARDING DIRECT SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The Project will result in direct significant environmental effects with respect to 
Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, Geology and 
Soils, Public Services and Utilities, and Parking. For purposes of clarity, the 
findings regarding the potential significant impacts of the Sunroad Hotel Project 
and the PMP Amendment are set forth separately below. The Revised Final EIR, 
which includes the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and 
Revisions to Draft EIR, is referred to in the findings below as the "EIR." 
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Sunroad Hotel Project 

The Sunroad Hotel Project will result in direct significant environmental effects 
with respect to Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, 
Geology and Soils, and Public Services and Utilities. These significant 
environmental effects, and the mitigation measures identified to avoid or 
substantially lessen them, are discussed in detail in Chapter 3 (Errata and 
Revisions) of Volume 1 (Revised Final EIR); and Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Sections 
4.2 (Biological Resources), 4.4 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), 4.8 (Noise), 
4.9 (Geology and Soils), and 4.10 (Public Services and Utilities). A summary of 
significant impacts and mitigation measures for the Sunroad Hotel Project is set 
forth in the Revised Final EIR, Volume 1, Chapter 2 (Executive Summary), Table 
2-3. 

Set forth below are the findings regarding the potential direct significant effects of 
the Sunroad Hotel Project. The findings incorporate by reference the discussion 
of potential significant impacts and mitigation measures contained in the Revised 
Final EIR (see Revised Final EIR, Volume 2 [Draft EIR], Chapter 4.0). The 
Sunroad Hotel Project is referred to in the findings below (Sections 4.1 through 
4.5) as the "Sunroad Hotel Project." 

4.1 Biological Resources 

Potentially Significant impact: The EIR identifies a potential significant impact 
to Biological Resources (Nesting) in that the removal of mature trees during 
construction and/or noise from construction activity could impede the use of bird 
breeding sites on and adjacent to the Sunroad Hotel Project site. Detailed 
information and analysis regarding this significant potential impact is provided in 
Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 4.2 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the Project which avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effect to Biological Resources (Nesting) as 
identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Biological 
Resources (Nesting) will be mitigated to a level less than significant by the 
Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's or its contractor's implementing the following 
restriction which will ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: (1) 
Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season (between 
September 1 and January 31); or (2) if construction activifies are scheduled 
between February 1 and August 31, a qualified ornithologist (with knowledge of 
the species to be surveyed) shall conduct a focused nesting survey prior to the 
start of vegetation removal and within any potential nesting habitat (mature trees, 
eaves on buildings, etc). The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire 
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limits of disturbance plus a 300-foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer 
for ground-nesting raptors. The nesting surveys shall be conducted within 1 
week prior to initiation of construction activities and shall consist of a thorough 
inspection of the Sunroad Hotel Project site by a qualified omithotogist(s). The 
work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are most active. If 
no active nests are detected during these surveys, no additional mitigation is 
required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet of the disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established 
around each nest site to avoid disturbance or destruction of the nest until after 
the nesting season or after a qualified ornithologist determines that the young 
have fledged. The size of the no-disturbance buffer shall be determined by the 
qualified biologist at the time of discovery. If there is a delay of more than 7 days 
between when the nesting bird survey is performed and vegetation removal 
begins, it shall be confirmed that no new nests have been established. This 
measure is described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which is set forth in full in 
Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 4.2.6 (Biological Resources Mitigation Measures), 
pages 4.2-14 through 4.2-15 of the EIR. Implementation of this mitigation 
measure will reduce the potential impact to Biological Resources (Nesting) to a 
level less than significant. 

4.2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts to Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) in 
that construction workers could encounter undocumented contaminants and 
other construction related hazards during construction or ground-disturbing 
activities, which could result in a potentially significant impact by exposing 
construction crews to hazardous materials. Detailed information and analysis 
regarding this significant potential impact is provided in Volume 2 (Draft EIR), 
Section 4.4 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the Sunroad Hotel Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) concerning construction 
crew health and safety from undocumented contaminated materials will be 
mitigated to a level less than significant through the Sunroad Hotel Project 
Applicant's preparation, and submittal to the Port District's Environmental and 
Land Use Management Department for approval, of a Contingency Plan and a 
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Site Safety Plan, prior to initiation of construction activities, to establish 
procedures to be followed in the event that undocumented areas of 
contamination are encountered during construction activities. The Contingency 
Plan shall provide, at a minimum, that in the event undocumented areas of 
contamination are discovered during construction activities, the Sunroad Hotel 
Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall discontinue construction activities in 
the area of suspected contamination and shall notify the Port District forthwith, 
and, in consultation with the County of San Diego Depailment of Environmental 
Health's Hazardous Materials Division and subject to the review and approval of 
the Port District and any other public agency with jurisdiction over the 
contamination encountered, the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant shall prepare a 
plan for abatement and remediation of the contamination. Construction activities 
shall be discontinued until the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant and/or contractor 
has implemented alt appropriate health and safety procedures required by the 
Port District and any other agency with jurisdiction over the contamination 
encountered. The Site Safety Ptan shall address possible hazardous materials 
present within the Sunroad Hotel Project Site associated with the underground 
storage tank (UST) that was removed, the marina and past use of the 
surrounding areas for industrial purposes including aerospace and other 
industries. The Site Safety Ptan shall be subject to Port of San Diego approval, 
and, if deemed appropriate, the Sunroad Hotel Project Appticant shall, in 
consultation with the County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health, 
be prepared to address hazardous construction-related activities within the 
boundaries of the Sunroad Hotel Project site to reduce potential health and 
safety hazards to workers and the public. These measures are described in 
Mitigation Measures HZ-la and HZ-lb, which are set forth in full in Volume 2 
(Draft EIR), Section 4.4.6 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials Mitigation 
Measures), pages 4.4-19 through 4.4-20 of the EIR. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures will reduce the potential impact to Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (Undocumented Contamination) to a level less than significant. 

4.3 Noise 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
impact to Noise (Interior Noise) in that the Sunroad Hotel Project site may be 
exposed to high levels of single-event noise from aircraft at San Diego 
International Airport or Naval Air Station North Island and may result in a 
significant potential impact by exceeding the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise 
threshold. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant potential 
impact is provided in Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 4.8 (Noise) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the Sunroad Hotel Project which avoid or 
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substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impacts to Noise 
(Interior Noise) will be mitigated to a level below significance by including noise 
insulation features and minimal performance requirements for sound 
transmission loss in the Sunroad Hotel Project design. The Sunroad Hotel 
Project shall include noise insulation features such that an interior noise level of 
45 dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An acoustical consultant shall be retained by the 
Project Applicant prior to commencement of construction to review Sunroad 
Hotel Project construction-level plans to ensure that the hotel plans incorporate 
measures that will achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) standard. Noise insulation 
features that may be installed include, but are not limited to, the following: (1) 
acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding glass door assemblies; and (2) 
heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound absorption. The following 
minimal performance requirements as specified by the Sunroad Hotel Project's 
proposed franchiser shall be adhered to as they pertain to interior/exterior sound 
transmission loss: (1) exterior wall assemblies and walls between guestrooms 
shall have a minimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of 52; (2) walls 
between guestrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC rating of 60; (3) 
all floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60; and (4) guest 
room entry doors shall receive full-frame sound insulation stripping. This 
measure is described in Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which is set forth in full in 
Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 4.8.6 (Noise Mitigation Measures), pages 4.8-15 
and 4.8-16 of the EIR. Implementation of this mitigation measure wilLreduce the 
potential impact to interior noise levels at the Sunroad Hotel Project site to a level 
less than significant. 

4.4 Geology and Soils 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts to Geology and Soils (Seismic Events) in that groundshaking from 
seismic events and hazards due to the relatively shallow groundwater and 
liquefiable soils beneath the surface that may create significant adverse effects 
on proposed structures in a seismic event. Detailed information and analysis 
regarding this significant potential impact is provided in Volume 2 (Draft EIR), 
Section 4.9 (Geology and Soils) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the Sunroad Hotel Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect to Geology and Soils 
(Seismic Events) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Geology and 

12 of 53 
15 



2014-52 
Exhibit A 

Soils (Seismic Events) will be mitigated to a level below significance by 
implementing the recommended site design criteria provided in the Geocon 
Study (Draft EIR, Appendix HI), the geotechnical evaluation prepared for the 
Sunroad Hotel Project. These design criteria, which include but are not limited to 
requirements for dewatering, ground improvements, foundations and grading, are 
described in more detail in Mitigation Measure GEO-1, which is set forth in full in 
Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 4.9.6 (Geology and Soils Mitigation Measures), 
pages 4.9-8 through 4.9-10 of the EIR, and are incorporated herein by this 
reference. Implementation of this mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure GEO-
1) will reduce the potential impact to Geology and Soils (Seismic Events) to a 
level less than significant. 

4.5 Public Services and Utilities 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant impact 
to Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) in that the Sunroad 
Hotel Project would contribute to the need for the City of San Diego to construct 
a new fire station in the area because the primary responding fire station to the 
Sunroad Hotel Project site is a fire station that is above its annual response 
workload capacity. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
potential impact is provided in Volume 1 (Revised Final EIR), Chapter 3 (Errata 
and Revisions), and Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 4.10 (Public Services and 
Utilities) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
could avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 
identified in the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes 
or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San 
Diego, not the Port District, and such changes can and should be adopted by the 
City of San Diego; however, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(3), specific 
economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make infeasible the 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR, therefore, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15093, the Port District has balanced the benefits of the Sunroad 
Hotel Project against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined 
that this impact is acceptable for the reasons stated in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations below. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Public Services 
and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) can be mitigated to a level below 
significance by, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Sunroad 
Hotel Project, the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant paying its fair share of the cost 
of constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the amount 
determined by the City of San Diego. This fire station is within the Peninsula 
Public Facilities Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 community boundary. The fair 
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share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego and will be deposited 
into the Developer Contribution Fund No. 200636. In the event the City of San 
Diego has not determined the amount of the Sunroad Hotel Project's fair share of 
the cost of constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station at the 
time the Sunroad Hotel Project requests issuance of a certificate of occupancy, 
the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant shall enter into a reimbursement agreement 
or other arrangement with the City of San Diego to provide for payment of its fair 
share amount when determined by the City of San Diego. Although 
implementation of this mitigation measure (MM PUB-1) could mitigate impacts of 
the Sunroad Hotel Project on fire services to a less-than-significant level, the 
stated measure is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and not the Port 
District. The City has identified the construction of the fire station in the vicinity of 
Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. 
Although the City identified, in its comments on the Recirculated Portions of the 
Draft EIR, a facilities financing plan and a specific account for fair share 
payments, the Port District cannot assure that this mitigation measure would be 
implemented as and when needed. Therefore, despite the incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure PUB-1, the Sunroad Hotel Project's impact to fire protection 
services is considered significant and unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Port Master Plan Amendment 

The PMP Amendment will result in direct significant environmental effects with 
respect to Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Parking, 
Noise, Geology and Soils, and Public Services and Utilities. These significant 
environmental effects, and the mitigation measures identified to avoid or 
substantially lessen them, are discussed in detail in Volume 1, Chapter 3 (Errata 
and Revisions), and Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Sections 9.2.2 (Biological 
Resources), 9.2.4 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), 9.2.6 (Parking), 9.2.8 
(Noise), 9.2.9 (Geology and Soils), and 9.2.10 (Public Services and Utilities) of 
the Revised Final EIR. A summary of significant impacts and mitigation 
measures for the PMP Amendment is set forth in the Revised Final EIR, Volume 
1, Chapter 2 (Executive Summary), Table 2-4. 

Set forth below are the findings regarding the potential direct significant effects of 
the PMP Amendment. The findings incorporate by reference the discussion of 
potential significant impacts and mitigation measures contained in the Revised 
Final EIR (see Revised Final EIR, Volume 6 [Revisions to Draft EIR], Section 
9.2). The Revised Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR, Recirculated Portions 
of the Draft EIR and Revisions to Draft EIR, is referred to in the findings below as 
the "EIR." 

4.6 Biological Resources 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potential significant impact 
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to Biological Resources (Nesting) in that the removal of mature trees during 
construction of future hotels and/or noise from construction activity could impede 
the use of bird breeding sites on and adjacent to the PMP Amendment project 
site. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant potential impact 
is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.2 (Biological 
Resources) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect to Biological Resources 
(Nesting) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Biological 
Resources (Nesting) will be mitigated to a level less than significant by Project 
Applicant's or its contractor's implementing the following restriction which will 
ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: (1) Conduct all vegetation 
removal during the non-breeding season (between September 1 and January 
31); or (2) if construction activities are scheduled between February 1 and 
August 31, a qualified ornithologist (with knowledge of the species to be 
surveyed) shall conduct a focused nesting survey prior to the start of vegetation 
removal and within any potential nesting habitat (mature trees, eaves on 
buildings, etc). The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire limits of 
disturbance plus a 300-foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for 
ground-nesting raptors. The nesting surveys shall be conducted within 1 week 
prior to initiation of construction activities and shall consist of a thorough 
inspection of the PMP Amendment project site by a qualified ornithologist(s). 
The work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are most 
active. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no additional 
mitigation is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet of the disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established 
around each nest site to avoid disturbance or destruction of the nest until after 
the nesting season or after a qualified ornithologist determines that the young 
have fledged. The size of the no-disturbance buffer shall be determined by the 
qualified biologist at the time of discovery. If there is a delay of more than 7 days 
between when the nesting bird survey is performed and vegetation removal 
begins, it shall be confirmed that no new nests have been established. This 
measure is described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which is set forth in full in 
Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.2.4 (Biological Resources 
Mitigation Measures), of the EIR. Implementation of this mitigation measure will 
reduce the potential impact to Biological Resources (Nesting) to a level less than 
significant. 
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4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Potentially Significant impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts to Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) in 
that construction workers could encounter undocumented contaminants and 
other construction related hazards during construction or ground-disturbing 
activities for future hotels in the East Harbor Island subarea, which could result in 
a potentially significant impact by exposing construction crews to hazardous 
materials. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant potential 
impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.4 (Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) concerning construction 
crew health and safety from undocumented contaminated materials will be 
mitigated to a level less tiian significant through the Project Applicant's 
preparation, and submittal to the Port District's Environmental and Land Use 
Management Department for approval, of a Contingency Plan and a Site Safety 
Plan, prior to initiation of construction activities, to establish procedures to be 
followed in the event that undocumented areas of contamination are encountered 
during construction activities. The Contingency Plan shall provide, at a minimum, 
that in the event undocumented areas of contamination are discovered during 
construction activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall 
discontinue construction activities in the area of suspected contamination and 
shall notify the Port District forthwith, and, in consultation with the County of San 
Diego Department of Environmental Health's Hazardous Materials Division and 
subject to the review and approval of the Port District and any other public 
agency with jurisdiction over the contamination encountered, the Project 
Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and remediation of the 
contamination. Construction activities shall be discontinued until the Project 
Applicant and/or contractor has implemented all appropriate health and safety 
procedures required by the Port District and any other agency with jurisdiction 
over the contamination encountered. The Site Safety Plan shall address possible 
hazardous materials present within the Project Site associated with the 
underground storage tank (UST) that was removed, the marina and past use of 
the surrounding areas for industrial purposes including aerospace and other 
industries. The Site Safety Plan shall be subject to Port of San Diego approval, 
and, if deemed appropriate, the Project Applicant shall, in consultation with tiie 
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health, be prepared to 
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address hazardous construction-related activities within the boundaries of the 
Project site to reduce potential health and safety hazards to workers and the 
public. These measures are described in Mitigation Measures HZ-2a and HZ-2b, 
which are set forth in full in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.4.4 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measures) of the EIR. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures will reduce the potential impact to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Undocumented Contamination) to a level less 
than significant. ' 

4.8 Parking 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts to Parking (Inadequate Parking) associated with the PMP Amendment in 
that an inadequate parking supply may result if future hotel development occurs 
on the western marina parking lot. Detailed information and analysis regarding 
this significant potential impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), 
Section 9.2.6 (Transportation, Traffic and Parking) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect to Parking (Inadequate 
Parking) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Parking 
(Inadequate Parking) will be mitigated to a level less than significant by requiring: 
(a) prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Permit, the design of any 
future hotel development on the west marina parking lot shall provide adequate 
on-site parking in accordance with the Port District parking guidelines for the 
proposed hotel development and for the shared parking requirements of the 
existing marina and the Sunroad Hotel Project and shall include a Parking 
Management Plan which shall include, but not be limited to, parking reduction 
strategies including subsidized employee mass transit program, provision of 
bicycle parking racks, provision of off-site employee parking, and alternative 
transportation modes such as participation in an airport shuttle and/or the Port 
District's bayside shuttie system; and (b) prior to demolition or removal of any 
parking spaces in the existing west marina parking lot which are required for the 
shared parking of the existing marina and the Sunroad Hotel Project, the Project 
Applicant shall submit to the Port District for its review and approval a Parking 
Management Plan, which shall provide adequate parking to satisfy the shared 
parking requirements for the existing marina and the Sunroad Hotel Project 
during construction of the new hotel and replacement parking spaces. These 
measures are described in Mitigation Measure PARK-1, which is set forth in full 
in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.6.4 (Transportation, Traffic and 
Parking Mitigation Measures) of the EIR. Implementation of these mitigation 
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measures will reduce the potential impact to Parking (Inadequate Paricing) to a 
level less than significant. 

4.9 Noise 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
impact to Noise (Interior Noise) associated with the PMP Amendment in that the 
future hotel development may be constructed in an area that may be exposed to 
high levels of single-event noise from aircraft at San Diego International Airport 
or Naval Air Station North Island and may result in a significant potential impact 
by exceeding the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise threshold. Detailed information and 
analysis regarding this significant potential impact is provided in Volume 6 
(Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.8 (Noise) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impacts to Noise 
(Interior Noise) will be mitigated to a level below significance by including noise 
insulation features and minimal performance requirements for sound 
transmission loss in the future hotel design. Future hotels shall include noise 
insulation features such that an interior noise level of 45 dBA (CNEL) is 
achieved. An acoustical consultant shall be retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of construction to review construction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will achieve the 45 dBA 
(CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that may be installed include, but are 
not limited to, the following: (1) acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding 
glass door assemblies; and (2) heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound 
absorption. The following minimal performance requirements as specified by the 
future hotels' proposed franchiser shall be adhered to as they pertain to 
interior/exterior sound transmission loss: (1) exterior wall assemblies and walls 
between guestrooms shall have a minimum sound transmission class (STC) 
rating of 52; (2) walls between guestrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum 
STC rating of 60; (3) all floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating 
of 60; and (4) guest room entry doors shall receive full-frame sound insulation 
stripping. This measure is described in Mitigation Measure NOl-2, which is set 
forth in full in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.8 (Noise) ofthe EIR. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce the potential impact to 
interior noise levels in the area designated for future hotel development to a level 
less than significant. 
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4.10 Geology and Soils 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts to Geology and Soils (Seismic Events) associated with the PMP 
Amendment in that future hotel development could be subject to liquefaction, and 
foundations and structures could be damaged by ground settlement. Detailed 
information and analysis regarding this significant potential impact is provided in 
Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.9 (Geology and Soils) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the Project which avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effect to Geology and Soils (Seismic Events) 
as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Geology and 
Soils (Seismic Events) will be mitigated to a level below significance by 
implementing the recommended site design criteria provided in the Geocon 
Study (Draft EIR, Appendix H-1), the geotechnical evaluation prepared for the 
Project. These design criteria, which include but are not limited to requirements 
for dewatering, ground improvements, foundations and grading, are described in 
more detail in Mitigation Measure GEO-2, which is set forth in full in Volume 6 
(Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.9.4 (Geology and Soils Mitigation 
Measures), of the EIR, and are incorporated herein by this reference. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure GEO-2) will 
reduce the potential impact to Geology and Soils (Seismic Events) to a level less 
than significant. 

4.11 Public Services and Utilities (Fire) 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant impact 
to Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) associated with the 
PMP Amendment in that future hotel development would contribute to the need 
for the City of San Diego to construct a new fire station in the area because the 
primary responding fire station to the PMP Amendment project site is a fire 
station that is above its annual response workload capacity. Detailed information 
and analysis regarding this significant potential impact is provided in Volume 6 
(Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.10 (Public Services and Utilities) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which could 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes or alterations 
are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port 
District, and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego; 
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however, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(3), specific economic, legal, 
social, technological or other considerafions make infeasible the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR, therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093, 
the Port District has balanced the benefits of the PMP Amendment against its 
unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is 
acceptable for the reasons stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
below. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Public Services 
and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) can be mitigated to a level below 
significance by, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the future 
hotels, the Project Applicant paying its fair share of the cost of constructing a new 
fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the amount determined by the City 
of San Diego. This fire station is within the Peninsula Public Facilities Financing 
Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 community boundary. The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego and will be deposited into the Developer 
Contribution Fund No. 200636. In the event the City of San Diego has not 
determined the amount of the future hotels' fair share of the cost of constructing 
a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station at the time a future hotel 
development requests issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Project 
Applicant shall enter into a reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with 
the City of San Diego to provide for payment of its fair share amount when 
determined by the City of San Diego. Although implementation of this mitigation 
measure (MM PUB-2) could mitigate impacts of the PMP Amendment on fire 
services to a less-than-significant level, the stated measure is within the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and not the Port District. The City has 
identified the construction of the fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station 
(former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. This fire station 
would be the primary location for which emergency fire, rescue and medical 
resources would be provided to future hotels that could be located within the 
PMP Amendment area. The fire station is identified as a proposed project in the 
Fire Station Master Plan (February 2009) and is within the Peninsula Public 
Facilities Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 community boundary. Final location 
for the required facility shall be determined by the Fire Rescue Department, to 
ensure compliance with National Response time standards. Although 
implementation of Mitigation Measure PUB-2 could mitigate impacts of the PMP 
Amendment on fire services to a less-than-significant level, the mitigation 
measure is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and not the Port 
District. Accordingly, the Port District cannot assure that this mitigation measure 
would be implemented as and when needed. Therefore, despite the 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure PUB-2, the PMP Amendment's potential 
impact to fire protection services is considered significant and unmitigated, and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is 
required. 
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4.12 Public Services and Utilities (Sewer) 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts to Public Services (Sewer Facilities) in that the downstream sewer 
system does not have capacity to incorporate the added demand which may 
result from the up to 325 hotel rooms that could occur under the PMP 
Amendment. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
potential impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.10 
(Public Services and Utilities) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect to Public Services 
(Sewer Facilities) as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impact to Public Services 
(Sewer Facilities) will be mitigated to a level below significance in that, prior to 
the construction of the second hotel within the PMP Amendment area, the 
Project Applicant(s) shall replace the existing 8-inch sewer and four manholes as 
indicated in Figure 9.2.10-1, to the satisfaction of the City of San Diego Engineer. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PUB-3, which is set forth in full in Volume 
6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.2.10.4 (Public Services and Utilities 
Mitigation Measures) of the EIR, will reduce the potential impact to Public 
Services (Sewer Facilities) to a level less than significant. 

5.0 FINDINGS REGARDING CUMULATIVE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

CEQA requires a lead agency to evaluate the cumulative impacts of a proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)). Cumulative impacts are those which are 
considered significant when viewed in connection with the impacts of other 
closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects (CEQA 
Guidelines §15355). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. 

The EIR analyzes cumulative impacts by compiling a list of past, present and 
reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including projects outside the agency's jurisdiction (CEQA Guidelines 
§15130(b)(1)(A)). The list of "past, present and reasonably anticipated future 
projects" should include related projects which already have been constructed, 
are presently under construction, are approved but not yet under construction, 
and are not yet approved but are under environmental review at the time the draft 
EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines §15130 [Discussion]). The list must include 
not only projects under review by the lead agency, but also those under review 
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by other relevant public agencies. 

The EIR considered 25 past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects within 
the vicinity of the Sunroad Hotel Project in evaluating potential cumulative 
impacts. A detailed description of these projects is provided in Table 5-1 and a 
map depicting the location of these projects in relation to the Sunroad Hotel 
project site is provided on Figure 5-1 in Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) of 
Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR) of the EIR. In addition, the EIR 
considered an updated list of 37 past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
projects within the vicinity of the PMP Amendment in evaluating the potential 
cumulative impacts. A detailed description of these projects is provided in Table 
9.3-1 and a map depicting the location of these projects in relation to the PMP 
Amendment site is provided on Figure 9.3-1 in Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) 
of Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR) of the EIR. 

The findings below identify each of the cumulative significant environmental 
impacts, the mitigation measures adopted to substantially lessen or to avoid 
them, or the reasons proposed mitigation measures are infeasible due to specific 
economic, social or other considerations. The findings incorporate by reference 
the analysis of cumulative significant impacts contained in the EIR (See EIR, 
Volume 5 [Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR], Chapter 5 [Cumulative 
Impacts], and Volume 6 [Revisions to Draft EIR], Section 9.3 [Cumulative 
Impacts]). 

The significant cumulative impacts to traffic identified in the EIR cannot be 
avoided or substantially reduced to below significance. The EIR concluded that 
the Project will result in significant cumulative impacts to five roadway 
intersections and five street segments. Mitigation has been identified that would 
reduce these intersection and street segment impacts to a level less than 
significant; however, these intersections and street segments are within the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the Port District 
thus cannot ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce the impacts 
to levels below significance will occur prior to implementation of the Project. As 
described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below, therefore, the 
Port District has determined these unavoidable significant impacts are 
acceptable because of specific overriding considerations. 

The significant cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection 
Services) identified in the EIR cannot be avoided or substantially reduced to 
below significance. The EIR concluded that the Project will contribute to 
significant cumulative impacts to fire protection services as the primary 
responding fire station is already above its annual workload capacity. Mitigation 
has been identified that would reduce this impact to a level less than significant 
through the Project's fair-share contribution towards construction of a fire station 
in Liberty Station. However, the provision of fire protection services to the 
Project site is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
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and, therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation necessary to 
avoid or reduce the impact to a level below significance will occur prior to 
implementation of the Project. As described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations below, the Port District has determined this unavoidable 
significant impact is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations. 

Sunroad Hotel Project 

5.1 Transportation, Traffic, and Parking 

5.1.1 Significant Impact TR-C1 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of North Harbor Drive/Harbor Island 
Drive/Terminal 1 (East Airport Entrance) given that the Sunroad Hotel Project 
would contribute to the degradation of operations and, without sufficient 
mitigation, the intersection would be characterized by congested LOS E 
conditions during the AM peak hours and LOS F conditions during the PM peak 
hours in Year 2030. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
cumulative impact is provided in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR), 
Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
could avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 
identified in the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes 
are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port 
District, and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction 
and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District 
cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as and when 
needed. Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-Cl , the 
Sunroad Hotel Project's impact to this intersection is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-Cl) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's paying a 
fair share percentage of 9.0% towards the cost of restriping the northbound 
approach to provide a left-turn lane, a shared left-turn/thru lane, a thru lane, and 
a right-turn lane. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program. The improvements at this intersection shall 
include the following: remove the northbound right-turn lane's "free" movement 
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and introduce right-turn "overiap" phasing; retain the north/south "split" signal 
phasing; and restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-tum lane to a 
shared thru/right-turn lane. Modifications to the triangular median in the 
southeast portion of the intersection are expected. Although the potential 
significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below significance 
through the Sunroad Hotel Project's fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the Sunroad Hotel Project. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impacts and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.1.2 Significant Impact TR-C2 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of North Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access 
Road given that the Sunroad Hotel Project would contribute to the degradation of 
operations and, without sufficient mitigation, the intersection would be 
characterized by congested LOS F conditions during the AM and PM peak hours 
in Year 2030. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
cumulative impact is provided in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR), 
Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction 
and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District 
cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C2, the Sunroad 
Hotel Project's impact to this intersection is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C2) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's paying a 
fair share percentage of 1.8% towards the reconfiguration of the westbound 
approach to provide an additional thru lane. To accommodate the additional 
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lane, widening and modifications to the median/roadway shall be required. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to 
a level below significance through the Sunroad Hotel Project's fair-share 
contribution toward the cost of these improvements, the improvements are within 
the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not 
identified a schedule for their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to 
a level below significance will occur prior to implementation of the Sunroad Hotel 
Project. However, the Port District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable 
when balanced against the mitigation measures recommended to reduce the 
impacts and the facts set forth above and in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations below. 

5.1.3 Significant Impact TR-C3 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of North Harbor Drive/Laurel Street given 
that the Sunroad Hotel Project would contribute to the degradation of operations 
and, without sufficient mitigation, the intersection would be characterized by 
congested LOS F conditions during the PM peak hour in Year 2030. Detailed 
information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided 
in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR), Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) 
of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(2), such changes are within^ 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction 
and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District 
cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C3, the Sunroad 
Hotel Project's impact to this intersection is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C3) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's paying a 
fair share percentage of 2.2% towards the reconfiguration of the eastbound 
approach to provide a third left-turn lane and restriping the south-bound 
approach to provide a single shared left-turn/right-turn lane. To accommodate 
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the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median/roadway shall be 
required. All three eastbound lanes on Laurel Street shall continue to Pacific 
Highway, where the number 1 lane would trap into the left-turn lane(s). An 
overhead sign bridge(s) shall be implemented to instruct drivers of the trap lane. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to 
a level below significance through the Sunroad Hotel Project's fair-share 
contribution toward the cost of these improvements, the improvements are within 
the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not 
identified a schedule for their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to 
a level below significance will occur prior to implementation of the Sunroad Hotel 
Project. However, the Port District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable 
when balanced against the mitigation measures recommended to reduce the 
impact and the facts set forth above and in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations below. 

5.1.4 Significant Impact TR-C4 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of Pacific Highway/Hawthorn Street given 
that the Sunroad Hotel Project would contribute to the degradation of operations 
and, without sufficient mitigation, the intersection would be characterized by 
congested LOS F conditions during the AM peak hours in Year 2030. Detailed 
information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided 
in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR), Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) 
ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within 
the responsibility and jurisdicfion of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction 
and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District 
cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C4, the Sunroad 
Hotel Project's impact to this intersection is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts In Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C4) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's paying a 
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fair share percentage of 1.7% towards restriping the westbound approach of 
Hawthorn Street to provide a dedicated left-turn lane in addition to the three 
through lanes. To accommodate the additional lane, all curbside parking on 
Hawthorn Street will have to be prohibited between Pacific Highway and the 
railroad tracks. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program. Although the potential significant cumulative 
impact can be reduced to a level below significance through the Sunroad Hotel 
Project's fair-share contribution toward the cost of these improvements, the 
improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port 
District, and the City has not identified a schedule for their construction. 
Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid 
or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance will occur prior to 
implementation of the Sunroad Hotel Project. However, the Port District finds that 
this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the mitigation 
measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth above and 
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.1.5 Significant Impact TR-C5 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the roadway segment of North Harbor Drive between 
HartDor Island Drive and Rental Car Access Road given that the Sunroad Hotel 
Project would contribute to the degradation of operations and, without sufficient 
mitigation, the street segment would be characterized by congested LOS F 
conditions in Year 2030. Detailed information and analysis regarding this 
significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of 
Draft EIR), Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the 
jurisdiction and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port 
District cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as 
needed. Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C5, the 
Sunroad Hotel Project's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant 
and unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C5) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's paying a 
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fair share percentage of 2.3% towards the addition of one lane. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 
Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level 
below significance through the Sunroad Hotel Project's fair-share contribution 
toward the cost of these improvements, the improvements are within the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not 
identified a schedule for their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to 
a level below significance will occur prior to implementation of the Sunroad Hotel 
Project. However, the Port District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable 
when balanced against the mitigation measures recommended to reduce the 
impact and the facts set forth above and in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations below. 

5.1.6 Significant Impact TR-C6 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the roadway segment of North Harbor Drive between Rental 
Car Access Road and Laurel Street given that the Sunroad Hotel Project would 
contribute to the degradation of operations and, without sufficient mitigation, the 
street segment would be characterized by congested LOS F conditions in Year 
2030. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative 
impact is provided in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR), Chapter 5 
(Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the 
jurisdiction and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port 
District cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as 
needed. Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C6, the 
Sunroad Hotel Project's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant 
and unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C6) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant's paying a 
fair share percentage of 0.9% towards the addition of one lane. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 
Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level 
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below significance through the Sunroad Hotel Project's fair-share contribution 
toward the cost of these improvements, the improvements are within the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not 
identified a schedule for their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to 
a level below significance will occur prior to implementation of the Sunroad Hotel 
Project. However, the Port District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable 
when balanced against the mitigation measures recommended to reduce the 
impact and the facts set forth above and in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations below. 

5.2 Public Services and Utilities 

5.2.1 Significant Impact PUB-C1 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) in 
that the primary responding fire station to the Sunroad Hotel Project site is above 
its annual response workload capacity. Detailed information and analysis 
regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 5 (Recirculated 
Portions of Draft EIR), Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Sunroad Hotel Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to fire protection services is within the jurisdiction 
and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District 
cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure PUB-1, the Sunroad 
Hotel Project's cumulative impact to fire protection services is considered 
significant and unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) can be mitigated to a level 
below significance by, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
Sunroad Hotel Project, the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant paying its fair share 
of the cost of constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the 
amount determined by the City of San Diego. In the event the City of San Diego 
has not determined the amount of the Proposed Sunroad Hotel Project's fair 
share of the cost of constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station 
at the time the Sunroad Hotel Project requests issuance of a certificate of 
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occupancy, the Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant shall enter into a reimbursement 
agreement or other arrangement with the City of San Diego to provide for 
payment of its fair share amount when determined by the City of San Diego. 
Although implementation of this mitigation measure (MM PUB-1) could mitigate 
cumulative impacts of the Sunroad Hotel Project on fire services to a less-than-
significant level, the stated measures are within the jurisdiction of the City of San 
Diego and not the Port District. The City has identified the construction of the fire 
station at the Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low 
priority project. Although the City identified, in its comments on the Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR, a facilities financing plan and a specific account for fair 
share payments, the Port District cannot assure that this mitigation measure 
would be implemented as and when needed. Therefore, despite the 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure PUB-1, the Sunroad Hotel Project's 
cumulative impact to fire protection services is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

5.2.2 Significant Impact PUB-C2 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities (Solid Waste) in that the 
Sunroad Hotel Project would construct a commercial building greater than 40,000 
square feet, the threshold for cumulative solid waste impacts. Detailed 
information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided 
in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR), Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts), 
of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the Sunroad Hotel Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant cumulative environmental effect to Public 
Services and Utilities (Solid Waste) as identified in the EIR. 

Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to Public Services and 
Utilities (Solid Waste) will be mitigated to a level below significance by the 
Sunroad Hotel Project Applicant preparing a waste management plan for the 
Sunroad Hotel Project. The waste management plan will be submitted to the City 
of San Diego Environmental Services Department for approval prior to the 
issuance of any demolition, grading, or construction permits for the Sunroad 
Hotel Project. This measure is described in more detail in Mitigation Measure 
PUB-Cl , which is set forth in full in Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft 
EIR), Section 5.5 (Cumulative Mitigation Measures), pages 5-38 through 5-39 of 
the EIR. Implementation of this mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure PUB-
Cl) will reduce the potential cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities 
(Solid Waste) to a level below significance. 
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Port Master Plan Amendment 

5.3 Transportation, Traffic, and Paridng 

The mitigation measures for significant impacts TR-C7, TR-C8, TR-C9, TR-C12, 
TR-Cl 3, TR-C14, TR-Cl 5, and TR-Cl 6 reference Scenario A and Scenario B. 
As discussed in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative 
Impacts) of the EIR, Scenario A refers to the East Harbor Island Subarea being 
developed with 175 "business" hotel rooms and 325 "resort" hotel rooms, and 
Scenario B refers to the East Harbor Island Subarea being developed with a total 
of 500 "business" hotel rooms. 

5.3.1 Significant impact TR-C7 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of North Harbor Drive/Harbor Island 
Drive/Terminal 1 (East Airport Entrance) in that that future hotel development 
would contribute to the degradation of operations in excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours. Detailed information and analysis 
regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to 
Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which could 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the EIR; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, 
and such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. 
However, because implementation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce the significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction 
and control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District 
cannot ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as and when 
needed. Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C7, the 
PMP Amendment's impact to this intersection is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C7) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 20.7% for Scenario A or 22.4% for Scenario B towards the cost of 
restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-turn lane, a shared left-
turn/thru lane, a thru lane, and a right-turn lane. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. The improvements at 
this intersection shall include the following: remove the northbound right-turn 
lane's "free" movement and introduce right-turn "overiap" phasing; retain the 

31 of 53 
34 



2014-52 
Exhibit A 

north/south "split" signal phasing; and restripe the eastbound approach to convert 
the right-turn lane to a shared thru/right-turn lane. Modifications to the triangular 
median in the southeast portion ofthe intersection are expected. Modifications to 
the traffic signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane designations are 
also recommended. Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be 
reduced to a level below significance through the future hotel's fair-share 
contribution toward the cost of these improvements, the improvements are witiiin 
the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not 
identified a schedule for their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to 
a level below significance will occur prior to implementation of the PMP 
Amendment. However, the Port District finds that this cumulative impact is 
acceptable when balanced against the mitigation measures recommended to 
reduce the impacts and the facts set forth above and in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.2 Significant Impact TR-C8 

Potentially Significant impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of North Harbor Drive/Rental Car Access 
Road given that future hotel development would contribute to the degradation of 
operations in excess of City of San Diego thresholds during the AM and PM peak 
hours. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative 
impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative 
Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction and control 
of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot ensure 
that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. Therefore, 
despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C8, the PMP Amendment's 
impact to this intersection is considered significant and unmitigated, and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is 
required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C8) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 4.0% for Scenario A or 4.3% for Scenario B towards the 
reconfiguration of the westbound approach to provide an additional thru lane. To 
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accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the 
median/roadway shall be required. Modifications to the traffic signal timing in 
conjunction with the change in lane destination are also recommended. The fair 
share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to 
a level below significance through the future hotels' fair-share contribution toward 
the cost of these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of 
the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a 
schedule for their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that 
the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level 
below significance will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. 
However, the Port District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when 
balanced against the mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impacts 
and the facts set forth above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
below. 

5.3.3 Significant Impact TR-C9 

Potentially Significant impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of North Harbor Drive/Laurel Street given 
that future hotel development would contribute to the degradation of operations in 
excess of City of San Diego thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours. 
Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is 
provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) 
of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction and control 
of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot ensure 
that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. Therefore, 
despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C9, the PMP Amendment's 
impact to this intersection is considered significant and unmitigated, and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is 
required. 

Facts In Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C9) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 5.2% for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards the 
reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to provide a third left-turn lane and 
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restriping the south-bound approach to provide a single shared left-turn/right-turn 
lane. To accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the 
median/roadway shall be required. All three eastbound lanes on Laurel Street 
shall continue to Pacific Highway, where the number 1 lane would trap into the 
left-turn lane(s). An overhead sign bridge(s) shall be implemented to instruct 
drivers of the trap lane. Modifications to the traffic signal timing in conjunction 
with the change in lane destination are also recommended. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. 
Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level 
below significance through future hotels' fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.4 Significant Impact TR-CIO 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of Pacific Highway/Laurel Street given that 
future hotel development would contribute to the degradation of operations in 
excess of City of San Diego thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours. 
Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is 
provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) 
of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction and control 
of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot ensure 
that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. Therefore, 
despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-CIO, the PMP Amendment's 
impact to this intersection is considered significant and unmitigated, and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is 
required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-CIO) can be mitigated 
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to a level below significance by the installation of dual southbound right-turn and 
eastbound left-turn lanes to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes. 
However, these improvements may not be feasible due to right-of-way 
constraints on at least three of the corners of the affected intersection. Although 
the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below 
significance through the implementation of these improvements, the timing, 
design and determination of their feasibility are within the jurisdiction of the City 
of San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.5 Significant Impact TR-Cl 1 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the intersection of Pacific Highway/Grape Street given that 
future hotel development would contribute to the degradation of operations in 
excess of City of San Diego thresholds during the PM peak hours. Detailed 
information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided 
in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) of the 
EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected intersection is within the jurisdiction and control 
of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot ensure 
that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. Therefore, 
despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure T R - C l l , the future hotels' impact 
to this intersection is considered significant and unmitigated, and a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-Cl l ) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the installation of a northbound right-turn lane to 
accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes. However, this improvement may 
not be feasible due to right-of-way constraints in the affected intersection. 
Although the potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level 
below significance through the implementation of this improvement, the timing. 
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design and determination of its feasibility are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for its 
construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Pbrt 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.6 Significant Impact TR-Cl 2 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the roadway segment of North Harbor Drive between 
Harbor Island Drive and Rental Car Access Road given that future hotel 
development would contribute to the degradation of operations in excess of City 
of San Diego thresholds. Detailed information and analysis regarding this 
significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), 
Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the jurisdiction and 
control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-Cl 2, the PMP 
Amendment's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-Cl2) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 5.8% for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards the addition of 
one westbound lane along the street segment. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. Although the 
potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below 
significance through the future hotels' fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
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will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.7 Significant Impact TR-C13 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the roadway segment of North Harbor Drive between Rental 
Car Access Road and Laurel Street given that future hotel development would 
contribute to the degradation of operations in excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 
(Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the jurisdiction and 
control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-Cl 3, the PMP 
Amendment's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-Cl3) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 2.4% for Scenario A or 2.2% for Scenario B towards the addition of 
one westbound lane along the street segment. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. Although the 
potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below 
significance through the future hotels' fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 
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5.3.8 Significant Impact TR-Cl4 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the roadway segment of North Harbor Drive between Laurel 
Street and Hawthorne Street given that future hotel development would 
contribute to the degradation of operations in excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 
(Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the jurisdiction and 
control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-C 14, the PMP 
Amendment's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-C14) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 7.1% for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario B towards the addition of 
one southbound lane along the street segment. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. Although the 
potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below 
significance through the future hotel's fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.9 Significant Impact TR-Cl 5 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
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cumulative impact to the roadway segment of Laurel Street between North 
Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway given that future hotel development would 
contribute to the degradation of operations in excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 
(Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the jurisdiction and 
control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-Cl 5, the PMP 
Amendment's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement bf Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-Cl 5) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 1.4% for Scenario A or 1.3% for Scenario B towards the addition of 
one eastbound lane along the street segment. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. Although the 
potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below 
significance through the future hotels' fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.3.10 Significant Impact TR-Cl 6 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to the roadway segment of Laurel Street between Pacific 
Highway and Kettner Boulevard given that future hotel development would 
contribute to the degradation of operations in excess of City of San Diego 
thresholds. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
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cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 
(Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to the affected roadway segment is within the jurisdiction and 
control of the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot 
ensure that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure TR-Cl 6, the PMP 
Amendment's impact to this roadway segment is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Transportation, Traffic and Parking (Significant Impact TR-Cl6) can be mitigated 
to a level below significance by the Project Applicant's paying a fair share 
percentage of 2.7% for Scenario A or 2.5% for Scenario B towards the addition of 
one eastbound lane along the street segment. The fair share contribution shall 
be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. Although the 
potential significant cumulative impact can be reduced to a level below 
significance through the future hotels' fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
these improvements, the improvements are within the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, not the Port District, and the City has not identified a schedule for 
their construction. Therefore, the Port District cannot ensure that the mitigation 
necessary to avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a level below significance 
will occur prior to implementation of the PMP Amendment. However, the Port 
District finds that this cumulative impact is acceptable when balanced against the 
mitigation measures recommended to reduce the impact and the facts set forth 
above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. 

5.4 Noise 

5.4.1 Significant Impact NOI-Cl 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to Noise (Exterior Areas) if exterior usable areas in future hotel 
development, such as pool decks, patios, balconies, and outdoor dining areas, 
are located in areas where greater than 65-dBA CNEL noise levels would occur. 
Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is 
provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) 
ofthe EIR. 
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Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impacts to Noise 
(Exterior Areas) will be mitigated to a level below significance by requiring the 
plans and specifications for future hotel development to provide that all exterior 
noise-sensitive elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed to 
65 dBA CNEL or below. If exterior use areas are subject to noise levels greater 
than 65 dBA CNEL, the design of the future hotels shall incorporate measures 
such as noise barriers to reduce exterior noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL. 
Noise barriers such as walls are commonly used to reduce outdoor noise levels 
from transportation sources. The effectiveness of a barrier depends on the 
distance from the source to the barrier, the distance from the receiver to the 
barrier, and the relative height of the barrier above the line-of-sight between the 
source and receiver. Noise barriers incorporated into the design shall block this 
line-of-sight, be constructed of solid material (such as concrete masonry), be 
long enough to prevent sound from flanking around the ends, have a minimum 
density of 3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks through or below 
the barrier. Where preservation of views is desired, transparent materials such as 
glass or Plexiglas can be used. This measure is described in Mitigation Measure 
N0I-C1, which is set forth in full in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 
(Cumulative Impacts), of the EIR. Implementation of this mitigation measure will 
reduce the potential impact to interior noise levels in the area designated for 
future hotel development to a level less than significant. 

5.4.2 Significant Impact N0I-C2 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to Noise (Interior Noise) in that the potential for an interior 
noise impact would exist because building facades of future hotel development 
would be exposed to noise levels exceeding 60 dBA CNEL. Detailed information 
and analysis regarding this significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 
(Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. 

Facts in Support of Finding: The potential significant impacts to Noise 
(Interior Noise) will be mitigated to a level below significance by including by 
requiring the project applicant(s) to prepare an interior noise analysis evaluating 
proposed exterior wall construction, windows, and doors after building plans are 
finalized to ensure that noise levels within habitable rooms will be 45 dBA CNEL 
or less, as required by California Code of Regulations, Titie 24: Noise Insulation 
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Standard and the City of San Diego's CEQA significance determination 
thresholds. This analysis shall be submitted to the City of San Diego's Building 
Inspecfion Department prior to obtaining a building permit. The project 
applicant(s) shall implement the noise reduction measures recommended in the 
interior noise analysis which may include but are not limited to sound-rated 
windows, a closed-windows option, and mechanical ventilation meeting 
applicable California Building Code (CBC) requirements. This measure is 
described in Mitigation Measure N01-C2, which is set forth in full in Volume 6 
(Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts), of the EIR. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce the potential impact to 
interior noise levels in the area designated for future hotel development to a level 
less than significant. 

5.5 Public Services and Utilities 

5.5.1 Significant Impact PUB-C3 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) in 
that the primary responding fire station to the PMP Amendment site is above its 
annual response workload capacity. Detailed information and analysis regarding 
this significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft 
EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) ofthe EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR; 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(2), such changes are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, not the Port District, and 
such changes can and should be adopted by the City of San Diego. However, 
because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
significant impact to fire protection services is within the jurisdiction and control of 
the City of San Diego and not the Port District, the Port District cannot ensure 
that the necessary improvements will be constructed as needed. Therefore, 
despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure PUB-2, the PMP Amendment's 
cumulative impact to fire protection services is considered significant and 
unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 is required. 

Facts In Support of Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to 
Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) can be mitigated to a level 
below significance by, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
future hotels, the project applicant(s) paying their fair share of the cost of 
constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the amount 
determined by the City of San Diego. In the event the City of San Diego has not 
determined the amount of the future hotel development's fair share of the cost of 
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constructing a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station at the time the 
project applicant(s) request issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the project 
applicant(s) shall enter into a reimbursement agreement or other arrangement 
with the City of San Diego to provide for payment of their fair share amount when 
determined by the City of San Diego. Although implementation of this mitigation 
measure (MM PUB-2) could mitigate cumulative impacts of the PMP Amendment 
on fire services to a less-than-significant level, the stated measures are within the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and not the Port District. The City has 
identified the construction of the fire station at the Liberty Station (former Naval 
Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. Although the City identified, in 
its comments on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, a facilities financing 
plan and a specific account for fair share payments, the Port District cannot 
assure that this mitigation measure would be implemented as and when needed. 
Therefore, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measure PUB-2, future hotel 
development's contribution to the cumulative impact to fire protection services is 
considered significant and unmitigated, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093 is required. 

5.5.2 Significant impact PUB-C4 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities (Solid Waste) due to the 
amount of solid waste generated by future hotel development, which would 
construct a commercial building greater than 40,000 square feet, the threshold 
for cumulative solid waste impacts. Detailed information and analysis regarding 
this significant cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft 
EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant cumulative environmental effect to Public 
Services and Utilities (Solid Waste) as identified in the EIR. 

Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to Public Services and 
Utilities (Solid Waste) will be mitigated to a level below significance by the Project 
Applicant preparing a waste management plan for the Proposed Project. The 
waste management plan will be submitted to the City of San Diego 
Environmental Services Department for approval prior to the issuance of any 
demolition, grading, or construction permits. This measure is described in more 
detail in Mitigation Measure PUB-C2, which is set forth in full in Volume 6 
(Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts), of the EIR. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure PUB-C2) will 
reduce the potential cumulative impact to Public Services and Utilities (Solid 
Waste) to a level below significance. 
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5.6 Air Quality (Sea Level Rise/Climate Change) 

Potentially Significant Impact: The EIR identifies a potentially significant 
cumulative impact related to Air Quality (Sea Level Rise/Climate Change 
Adaptation) in that sea level rise projected to occur by the year 2100 may result 
in a significant impact on future hotel development allowed under the proposed 
PMP Amendment. Detailed information and analysis regarding this significant 
cumulative impact is provided in Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 
(Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 

Finding: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations 
have been required or incorporated in the PMP Amendment which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant cumulative environmental effect related to Air 
Quality (Sea Level Rise/Climate Change Adaptation) identified in the EIR. 

Finding: The potential significant cumulative impact to Air Quality (Sea Level 
Rise/Climate Change Adaptation) will be mitigated to a level below significance 
by requiring that all proposals for future hotel development shall take into account 
the updated information regarding future sea level rise available at that time and 
shall include in their design the adaptive strategies, if any, necessary to 
accommodate potential sea level rise. Prior to the approval of a Coastal 
Development Permit for future hotel development, the project applicant(s) shall 
retain a qualified engineer who shall prepare for the Port District's review and 
approval an up-to-date, site specific analysis of the potential impacts of sea level 
rise by the year 2100 on the proposed hotel development. The analysis shall 
determine whether adaptive strategies for accommodating the potential for sea 
level rise and the potential for more frequent wave overtopping and wave-
induced impact forces are necessary and, if so, shall recommend appropriate 
adaptive strategies such as the use of perimeter floodwalls or other flood barriers 
around either the outer margins of Harbor Island or the proposed development to 
be incorporated into the design of the proposed development. This measure is 
described in more detail in Mitigation Measure SLR-Cl , which is set forth in full in 
Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR), Section 9.3 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce the potential cumulative 
impact to Air Quality (Sea Level Rise/Climate Change Adaptation) to a level 
below significance. 

6.0 FINDINGS REGARDING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

In preparing and adopting findings, a lead agency need not necessarily address 
the feasibility of both mitigation measures and environmentally superior 
alternatives when contemplating the approval of a project with significant 
environmental impacts. Where the significant impacts can be mitigated to a level 
of insignificance solely by the adoption of mitigation measures, the lead agency 
has no obligation in drafting its findings to consider the feasibility of 
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environmentally superior alternatives, even if their impacts would be less severe 
than those of the project as mitigated. Accordingly, in adopting the findings 
concerning alternatives for the proposed project, the Port District considers only 
those significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided or substantially 
lessened through mitigation. 

Where a project will result in some unavoidable significant environmental impacts 
even after application of all feasible mitigation measures identified in an EIR, the 
lead agency must evaluate the project alternatives identified in the EIR. Under 
such circumstances, the lead agency must consider the feasibility of alternatives 
to the project which could avoid or substantially lessen the unavoidable 
significant environmental impacts. "Feasible" means capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors (CEQA 
Guidelines §15364). 

If there are no feasible project alternatives, the lead agency must adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations with regard to the project pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15093. If there is a feasible alternative to the project, the lead 
agency must decide whether it is environmentally superior to the proposed 
project. The lead agency must consider in detail only those alternatives which 
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project; however, the lead 
agency must consider alternatives capable of eliminating significant 
environmental impacts even if these alternatives would impede to some degree 
the attainment of project objectives (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)). 

These findings contrast and compare the alternatives where appropriate in order 
to demonstrate that the selection of the Project has substantial environmental, 
planning, fiscal and other benefits. In rejecting certain altematives, the Port 
District has examined the Project's objectives and weighed tiie ability of the 
various alternatives to meet the objectives. The Port District believes the Project 
best meets these objectives with the least environmental impact. The overall 
objectives of the Project are to (1) implement the Port Master Plan's goal to 
develop East Harbor Island with commercial recreation uses, (2) increase public 
use of the waterfront by providing additional visitor serving commercial recreation 
uses, (3) enhance public access to the waterfront by providing additional publicly 
accessible facilities and amenities consistent with the Port Master Plan, (4) 
promote East Harbor Island as a public waterfront destination, (5) strengthen the 
existing water-oriented commercial recreation uses on East Harbor Island, (6) 
provide a hotel that draws on the existing water-oriented commercial recreation 
uses on East Harbor Island, (7) provide a hotel that is in close proximity to San 
Diego International Airport as well as San Diego Bay, in order to minimize the 
need for vehicle miles traveled from arrival point, (8) provide a hotel that is a 
financially viable operation while minimizing the aesthetic changes on East 
Harbor Island, and (9) amend the Port Master Plan to allow the development of 
several small hotels that will provide a total of 500 rooms in place of one large 
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500-room hotel in Planning District 2, Subarea 23 (East Harbor Island). The 
objectives considered by the Port District are set forth in Section 1.3 above and 
in Volume 2 (Draft EIR), Section 2.2 (Introduction) of the EIR. 

The EIR examined a reasonable range of alternatives to determine whether they 
could meet the Project's objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening one 
or more of the Project's unavoidable significant impacts. These findings also 
considered the feasibility of each alternative. In determining the feasibility of 
alternatives, the Port District considered whether the alternatives could be 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time in light 
of economic, environmental, social and technological factors, and whether the 
Port District can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative sites (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126(d)(5)(A), 15364). 

The EIR concluded that the Project will result in unavoidable significant direct 
impacts on Public Services and Utilities, and unavoidable significant cumulative 
impacts on Traffic and Public Services and Utilities because even though these 
impacts could be avoided or reduced to a level below significance by the 
mitigation measures recommended in the EIR, the mitigation measures are 
within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and the Port District cannot assure 
that the City of San Diego will implement the mitigation measures as and when 
needed. Accordingly, the EIR analyzed two alternatives to the Project: the No 
Project Alternative and the Reduced Project Alternative. Detailed information and 
analysis concerning these alternatives are set forth in Volume 5 (Recirculated 
Portions of Draft EIR), Chapter 6 (Alternatives) of the EIR. The following section 
of these findings summarizes these alternatives and the feasibility of the 
alternatives as a means to reduce or avoid the unavoidable significant impacts 
associated with the Project. 

6.1 No Project Alterative 

The No Project Alternative is an alternative which is required to be evaluated by 
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines § 15126(d)(2)). The No Project Alternative assumes 
that the Project will not be implemented and that existing land uses on the project 
site will remain unchanged and in their existing condition. The No Project 
Alternative serves as the alternative against which to evaluate the effects of the 
Project and other project alternatives. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Port District would maintain existing 
conditions on and around the Project site, with the existing facilities and parking 
areas left intact. No new development or alterations would be implemented on 
this portion of East Harbor Island, including structures, parking lots, landscaping, 
improvements to and extension of the public promenade. The PMP would not be 
amended to account for the Project, but would remain as is, with its current plan 
to construct a 500-room hotel on the parcel immediately west of the Project site 
(currently a rental car overflow parking lot). 
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Because it would entail no physical modiflcation of the Project site, the No 
Project Alternative would avoid the Project-related significant impacts to 
Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, Geology and 
Soils, Public Services and Utilities (Direct and Cumulative), and Transportation, 
Traffic, and Parking (Cumulative) that were assessed for the Project. 

However, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible alternative, as defined by 
CEQA, because it would not meet any of the Project objectives. It also would not 
provide any improvements that would promote East Harbor Island as a public 
waterfront destination nor would the commercial recreational uses on East 
Harbor Island be diversified. By omitting the aesthetic improvements of the 
Project site and the improvements to and extension of the promenade behind the 
hotel, the No Project Alternative would not improve or promote public access to 
the coast. The No Project alternative also would maintain the existing PMP and 
its provision for a hotel of up to 500 rooms on one site, which would concentrate 
potential impacts in one area rather than dispersing the allowable number of 
hotel rooms among multiple sites, with the concomitant potential for reducing 
environmental impacts. 

The Port District finds that the No Project Alternative would not achieve any of 
the Project's objectives and would preclude obtaining the benefits of the Project, 
including the enhancement of public access. The Port District finds that all 
potential significant environmental impacts of the Project will be mitigated by the 
design of the Project and the adoption of the mitigation measures set forth in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, except the Project's significant 
impact on Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) and cumulative 
significant impacts on Traffic and Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection 
Services). The Port District further finds that, although the No Project Alternative 
would avoid or substantially lessen the significant potential impact on Public 
Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) and cumulative significant 
impacts on Traffic and Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) in 
the project area, the No Project alternative is infeasible because it would not 
attain any of the project objectives and would not provide the Port District and the 
region with any of the benefits of the Project described above and in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and thus would be undesirable from a 
policy standpoint. For the potential significant impacts which cannot be avoided 
or mitigated to a level below significance, therefore, the Port District adopts the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations below pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§15093. 

47 of 53 
50 



2014-52 
Exhibit A 

6.2 Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative considered the construction and operation of 
two options for a hotel with fewer rooms than the Sunroad Hotel Project: (1) a 69-
room hotel; and (2) a 123-room hotel. This alternative was selected for analysis 
because a reduction in the number of hotel rooms—and the related reduction in 
onsite activity—would reduce and in some cases avoid the significant cumulative 
traffic impacts identified for the Project. Under this altemative, the Sunroad Hotel 
Project site would still undergo redevelopment, with construction of a hotel and 
parking areas and improvements to and extension of the promenade behind the 
hotel and a development footprint identical to that of the Sunroad Hotel Project. 
However, the Reduced Project Alternative would reduce the number of rooms in 
the hotel by 60% and 30%, from a total of 175 rooms described for the Sunroad 
Hotel Project to 69 rooms and 123 rooms, but would retain the same amount of 
meeting space and common areas set forth in the Proposed Project. The 
reduction in rooms would be accomplished by reducing the height of the hotel 
building from four stories to two stories (69 rooms) or three stories (123 rooms). 
The parking areas and promenade improvements would be the same as in the 
Sunroad Hotel Project. 

The potential impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative are discussed in detail 
in Chapter 6, Section 6.2.2 of Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR) of 
the EIR. The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate the significant 
cumulative traffic impacts identified in the EIR as Significant Impacts TR-C5 and 
TR-C6. Although it also would reduce the Project's contribution to the significant 
cumulative traffic impacts identified in the EIR as Significant Impacts TR-Cl , TR-
C2, TR-C3, and TR-C4, these impacts would still require mitigation and, as with 
the Project, the Port District cannot assure the mitigation will be implemented as 
and when needed because the mitigation is within the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
City of San Diego. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not reduce or substantially avoid any of 
the other significant impacts identified for the Project, and would require all of the 
same mitigation measures recommended for the Project to reduce the impacts to 
a level below significance. As with the Project, this alternative would result in 
significant impacts related to Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Noise, Geology and Soils, and Public Services. Also as with the 
Project, the Port District cannot assure the mitigation recommended for 
significant impacts on fire protection services will be implemented as and when 
needed because the mitigation is within the exclusive jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego. Like the Project, therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative may 
result in a significant and unmitigated impact related to fire protection facilities. 
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The Reduced Project Altemative would achieve some of the Project objectives 
stated in Section 2.2 of this EIR. However, the Reduced Project Alternative 
would not achieve the following fundamental objectives of the Project: 

Implement the Port Master Plan's goal to develop East Harbor Island with 
commercial recreation uses: Hotels are designated as commercial 
recreation uses in the Port Master Plan (PMP). The existing PMP 
anticipates the development of a high quality 500 room hotel on East 
Harbor Island (Subarea 23). This hotel was anticipated on the parcel 
immediately west of the Project site, which is currently used for rental car 
overflow parking. The PMP Amendment would allow the presently 
authorized 500 rooms to be constructed by way of up to three smaller 
hotels on East Harbor Island, one of which would be the proposed 175-
room Sunroad Hotel Project. The Reduced Project Alternative would 
reduce the number of hotel rooms on the Sunroad Hotel Project site and 
increase the number of hotel rooms to be developed on other sites in the 
subarea authorized by the PMPA. In addition, there presently are no 
plans to redevelop any of the other sites designated for hotel use in the 
PMPA in the Harbor Island Planning District (Planning District 2). 
Accordingly, a reducfion in the number of hotel rooms developed on the 
Project site by either 30% (123-room hotel) or 60% (69-room hotel) would 
further delay and potentially make it more difficult for the Port District to (a) 
achieve the Project objective of developing East Harbor Island with the 
commercial recreation uses envisioned in the PMP, and (b) achieve the 
PMP's existing goal of developing 500 hotel rooms on East Harbor Island. 

Increase public use of the waterfront by providing additional visitor serving 
commercial recreation uses: Hotels are designated as commercial 
recreation uses in the PMP. The existing PMP anticipated the 
development of a high quality hotel of approximately 500 rooms for the 
east end of Harbor Island (Subarea 23). This hotel was anticipated on the 
parcel immediately west of the Sunroad Hotel Project site, which is 
currently used for rental car overfiow parking. The PMP Amendment 
would allow the presently authorized 500 rooms to be constructed by way 
of up to three smaller hotels on East Harbor Island. The proposed 175-
room Sunroad Hotel Project would be included in the 500 rooms. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would reduce the number of hotel rooms on 
the Sunroad Hotel Project site by either 30% (123-room hotel) or 60% (69-
room hotel). Such a substantial reduction in the number of hotel rooms 
would result in fewer commercial recreation facilities and users and would 
be contrary to the Project objective of increasing public use of the 

49 of 53 
52 



2014-52 
Exhibit A 

waterfront. In addition, a reduction in the number of hotel rooms may 
result in the need for increased room rates in order to offset the loss of 
revenue which would result from a substantial reduction in the number of 
hotel rooms. 

Provide a hotel that is in close proximity to San Diego International Airport 
as well as San Diego Bay, in order to minimize the need for vehicle miles 
traveled from arrival point. The Reduced Project Alternative would reduce 
the number of hotel rooms on the Sunroad Hotel Project site by either 
30% (123-room hotel) or 60% (69-room hotel). There presently are no 
plans to develop or redevelop any other sites designated by the PMPA for 
hotel use on Harbor Island to provide additional hotel rooms in close 
proximity to the SDIA. As a result, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
increase, rather than minimize, vehicle miles traveled by requiring persons 
seeking lodging in close proximity to the SDIA to travel further to 
downtown San Diego or other more distant locations to find available 
lodging. 

Provide a hotel that is a financially viable operation while minimizing the 
aesthetic changes on East Harbor Island: The Reduced Project Alternative 
would reduce the number of hotel rooms on the Sunroad Hotel Project site 
by either 30% (123-room hotel) or 60% (69-room hotel). According to the 
Project Applicant, a substantial reduction in the number of hotel rooms 
would result in an equivalent reduction in project revenues without a 
corresponding reduction in operating costs and would not provide 
sufficient revenue to provide a commercially viable return on investment. 
As a result, the Reduced Project Altemative may make it impossible to 
accomplish the Project objective of providing a hotel that is a financially 
viable operation while minimizing the aesthetic changes on East Harbor 
Island. 

The Port District finds that all potential significant environmental impacts of the 
Project will be mitigated by the design of the Project and the adoption of the 
mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, except the Project's significant impact on Public Services and Utilities 
(Fire Protection Services) and cumulative significant impacts on Traffic and 
Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services). The Port District further 
finds that, although the Reduced Project Alternative would avoid or substantially 
lessen the cumulative significant impacts on Traffic, it would not avoid or 
substantially lessen the potential significant direct and cumulative impacts on 
Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection Services) in the project area. The 
Port District further finds that the Reduced Project Alternative is infeasible 

50 of 53 
53 



2014-52 
Exhibit A 

because it would not attain several of the fundamental objectives of the Project 
and would not provide the Port District and the region with all of the benefits of 
the Project described above and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
and thus would be undesirable from a policy standpoint. For the potential 
significant impacts which cannot be avoided or mitigated to a level below 
significance, therefore, the Port District adopts the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations below pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093. 

7.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Project would have significant unavoidable environmental impacts on the 
following areas, which are described in detail in Volumfe 2 (Draft EIR), Section 
4.10 (Public Services and Utilities), Volume 5 (Recirculated Portions of Draft 
EIR), Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts), and Volume 6 (Revisions to Draft EIR) of 
the Final EIR: 

• Direct and cumulative Public Services and Utilities (Fire Protection 
Services) impacts resulting from the primary responding fire station being 
above its workload capacity; 

• Cumulative Transportation, Traffic, and Parking (Traffic) impacts resulting 
from the Project's incremental contribution to Project area intersections 
and roadway segments. 

The Port District has recommended that the public agency with exclusive 
jurisdiction over fire protection services and traffic facilities and improvements 
adopt all feasible mitigation measures with respect to the significant unavoidable 
environmental impacts. Although implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures could avoid or substantially lessen these unavoidable environmental 
impacts, the mitigation measures are within the exclusive jurisdiction of the City 
of San Diego and the Port District cannot assure that they will be implemented as 
and when needed. The Port District also has analyzed a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project, including the No Project Alternative and the Reduced 
Project Alternative. Based on the evidence contained in the EIR and presented 
during the administrative proceedings, the Port District has determined that none 
of these alternatives meets the fundamental objectives of the Project and is 
feasible and environmentally preferable to the Project as approved. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §§ 15043 and 15093, therefore, the Port District 
must adopt a "Statement of Overriding Considerations" in order to approve the 
Project. A Statement of Overriding Considerations allows a lead agency to 
determine that specific economic, social or other expected benefits of a proposed 
project outweigh its potential significant unavoidable environmental risks. 
Although the Port District has no obligation under CEQA to adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations for significant impacts which will be mitigated to a level 
below significance, the Port District wishes to make clear its view that the 

51 of 53 
54 



2014-62 
ExhibKA 

benefits of the Project described below are of such importance to the community 
as to outweigh all significant adverse impacts described in the Final EIR or 
suggested by participants in the public review process. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15093, the Port District hereby finds that the 
Project would have the following benefits and that each of the following benefits 
is a separate and independent basis for overriding the unavoidable significant 
environmental impacts identified above: 

• The Project will advance the goal articulated in the Port's mission 
statement which provides: "While protecting the Tideiands Trust 
resources, the Port will balance economic benefits, community services, 
environmental stewardship, and public safety on behalf of the citizens of 
California." The Project will provide a stimulus to the local economy 
through the creation of temporary and permanent jobs for the construction 
and operation of the hotel component of the Project. In addition, the 
Project site is strategically located adjacent to the San Diego International 
Airport and the new hotels will be available for future visitor and public 
uses that will provide community services to residents and visitors to the 
San Diego region. 

• The Sunroad Hotel Project will increase employment opportunities within 
the region by providing approximately 90 temporary jobs during 
construction and 25 permanent jobs during operation of the new hotel 
component of the Project. 

• The Project will provide a benefit to the community by creating new and 
improved public access and shoreline enhancements in the Project area. 

• The Project will stimulate economic growth for the Port, City of San Diego 
and the overall region and will develop economically feasible land uses in 
the Project area. The plan will be economically sustainable, generate 
revenue, and will encourage private sector participation. 

• The Project will provide an overall improvement of land use compatibility 
to fulfill desired goals of the P M P for an active recreational and 
commercial area, while providing enhanced public access resources, by 
amending the PMP to allow for development of the currently allowed 
maximum of 500 hotel rooms in the East Harbor Island Subarea to be 
dispersed among up to three sites rather than concentrated on one site. 

• The Project will provide a benefit to the community by incorporating 
energy conservation and sustainability features into its design and 
construction that will provide energy and water efficiency equivalent to 
15% in excess of standards required by Title 24 of the California Code of 
Building Regulations. 
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• Although it cannot mitigate the unavoidable environmental impacts to a 
level below significance, the Project will incorporate design features and 
will implement mitigation measures intended to minimize to the extent 
feasible the potential impacts to Biological Resources, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Geology and Soils, Noise, Parking, Public Services 
and Utilities (Sewer and Solid Waste), and Sea Level Rise generated by 
the Project. 

The Port District has weighed the benefits of the Project against its potential 
significant unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve 
the Project. After balancing the specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
and other benefits of the Project, the Board of Port Commissioners has 
determined that the unavoidable, significant environmental impacts of the Project 
are considered "acceptable" because the specific considerations identified above 
outweigh the significant unavoidable environmental impacts of the Project. Each 
of the benefits and the fulfillment of the objectives of the Project, as stated 
herein, are determined to be a separate and independent basis for overriding the 
unavoidable significant environmental impacts identified above. For the 
foregoing reasons, therefore, the Port District finds that the Project's potential 
significant unavoidable environmental impacts are outweighed by the benefits 
described above. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Purpose 
The purpose of this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure that the Sunroad 
Harbor Island Hotel Project and other future hotel development associated with the East Harbor Island 
Subarea Port Master Plan Amendment implement environmental mitigation, as required by the Revised 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Port Master Plan Amendment. Those mitigation measures have been integrated into this MMRP. 
The MMRP provides a mechanism for monitoring the mitigation measures in compliance with the EIR, 
and general guidelines for the use and implementation of the monitoring program are described below. 

This MMRP is written in accordance with Califomia Public Resources Code 21081.6 and Section 15097 
of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6 requires the Lead Agency, for each project that is subject to CEQA, lo adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program for changes made to the project, or conditions of approval, adopted in order to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment and to monitor performance of the mitigation 
measures included in any environmental document to ensure that implementation takes place. The San 
Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD) is the designated Lead Agency for the MMRP. The Lead Agency 
is responsible for review of all monitoring reports, enforcement actions, and document disposition. The 
Lead Agency will rely on information provided by a monitor as accurate and up to date and will field 
check mitigation measure status as required. 

The Port District may modify how it will implement a mitigation measure, as long as the altemative 
means of implementing the mitigation still achieve the same or greater attenuation of the impact. Copies 
of the measures shall be distributed to the participants of the monitoring effort to ensure that all parties 
involved have a clear understanding of the mitigation monitoring measures adopted. 

Format 
Mitigation measures applicable to the project include avoiding certain impacts altogether, minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, and/or requiring 
supplemental stmctural controls. Within this document, mitigation measures are organized and 
referenced by subject category. The subject categories include: (1) biological resources; (2) hazards and 
hazardous materials; (3) noise; (4) geology and soils; (5) public services and utilities; (6) transportation, 
traffic, and parking; and (7) sea level rise. Each of the mitigation measures has a numerical reference. 
The following items are identified for each mitigation measure: 

• Responsible party 

• Mitigation Timing 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor November 2013 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-1 

1 Includes revisions incorporated at 3/4/14 Board nieeting for EIR certification 
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Monitoring and Reporting Procedure 

Responsible Party 
For each mitigation measure, the party responsible for monitoring implementation and verifying 
completion of the mitigation measure is identified. The responsible party shall implement the mitigation 
measures. 

Mitigation Timing 
The mitigation measures required for the project(s) will be implemented at various times before 
constmction, during constmction, prior to project completion, or during project operation. 

Monitoring and Reporting Procedure 
Includes the procedures for documenting and reporting mitigation implementation efforts. The respective 
Project Applicant is responsible for implementation of all mitigation measures. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor November 2013 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-2 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

MitigationiMeasures for l75-Fooin Hotel Project 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

MM BIO-1: Avoid Nesting Season for Birds or Conduct 
Preconstruction Nesting Surveys 

To ensure compliance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and similar 
provisions under the Fish and Game Code, the Project Applicant or its 
contractor shall implement one of the following restrictions: 

1. 

OR 

2. 

Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season 
(between September 1 and January 31). 

If construction activities are scheduled between February 1 and August 
31, a qualified omithologist (with knowledge of the species to be 
surveyed) shall conduct a focused nesting survey prior to the start of 
vegetation removal and within any potential nesting habitat (mature 
trees, eaves on buildings, etc). 

The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire limits of disturbance 
plus a 300-foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for ground-
nesting raptors. The nesting surveys shall be conducted within 1 week 
prior to initiation of construction activities and shall consist of a 
thorough inspection of the Project site by a qualified omithologist(s). 
The work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are 
most active. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no 
additional mitigation is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting within 300 feet of the disturbance 
footprint for non-raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance 
buffer shall be established around each nest site to avoid disturbance or 
destruction of the nest until after the nesting season or after a qualified 

Sunroad Marina Throughout Contractor to confirm with Port 
Partners, LP Constmction District that vegetation removal 

was completed outside of breeding 
season 
OR 
Contractor will report the results of 
the focused nesting survey to the 
Port District. If survey confirms 
nesting within 300 feet of the 
disUirbance footprint for non-
raptors or 500 feet for raptors, 
report to Port that buffers are in 
place to protect nesting birds during 
vegetation removal and 
construction activities. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-3 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

ornithologist determines that the young have fledged. The size of the 
no-disturbance buffer shall be determined by the qualified biologist at 
the time of discovery. If there is a delay of more than 7 days between 
when the nesting bird survey is performed and vegetation removal 
begins, it shall be confirmed that no new nests have been established. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

M M HZ-la: Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the Project Sunroad Marina 
Applicant shall prepare and submit to the Port District's Environmental Partners, LP 
Services Department for approval, a contingency plan outlining the 
procedures to be followed by the Project Applicant and/or contractor in the 
event that undocumented areas of contamination are encountered during 
construction activities. The contingency plan shall provide, at a minimum, 
that in the event undocumented areas of contamination are discovered during 
construction activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall 
discontinue construction activities in the area of suspected contamination 
and shall notify the Port District forthwith, and, in consultation with the 
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health's Hazardous 
Materials Division and subject to the review and approval of the Port 
District and any other public agency with jurisdiction over the contamination 
encountered, the Project Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and 
remediation of the contamination. Constmction activities shall be 
discontinued until the Project Applicant and/or contractor has implemented 
all appropriate health and safety procedures required by the Port District and 
any other agency with jurisdiction over the contamination encountered. 

M M HZ-lb: Prior to the initiation of constmction activities, the Project Sunroad Marina 
Applicant shall prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible hazardous Partners, LP 
materials present within the Project Site associated with the UST that was 
removed , the marina and past use of the surrounding areas for industrial 
purposes including aerospace and other industries. The Site Safety Plan 
shall be subject to Port of San Diego approval, and, if deemed appropriate, 
the Project Applicant shall, in consultation with the County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health, be prepared to address hazardous 
constmction-related activities within the boundaries of the Project site to 
reduce potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public. 

Prior to Constmction 

Prior to Constmction 

Contractor to prepare and subniit to 
the Port District's Environmental 
and Land Use Management 
Department for approval, a 
contingency plan outlining the 
procedures to be followed by the 
Project Applicant and/or contractor 
in the event that undocumented 
areas of contamination are 
encountered during constmction 
activities. 

Contractor to notify Port 
District/County Department of 
Environmental Health if 
contaminated soils encountered. 

Prior to the initiation of 
constmction activities, the 
Contractor shall prepare a Site 
Safety Plan to address possible 
hazardous materials present within 
the Project Site to the Port District. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-4 

November 2013 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

NOISE 

MM NOI-1: Reduction of Interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) 
interior noise requirement. 

The proposed hotel shall include noise insulation features such that an 
interior noise level of 45 dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An acoustical consultant 
shall be retained by the Project Applicant prior to commencement of 
constmction to review Proposed Project constmction-level plans to ensure 
that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will achieve the 45 dBA 
(CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that could be installed include, 
but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding glass door assemblies 
2. Heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound absorption 

The following minimal performance requirements as specified by the 
project's franchiser (Hyatt Place Franchising, LLC) shall be adhered to as 
they pertain to interior/exterior sound transmission loss: 

• Exterior wall assemblies and walls between guestrooms shall have a 
minimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of 52 

• Walls between guestrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC 
rating of 60 

• All floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

• Guest room entry doors shall receive full-frame sound insulation 
stripping 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to Constmction An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of 
constmction to review Proposed 
Project constmction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans 
incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) 
standard. Constmction level plans 
showing adherence to standards 
will be provided to the Port District 
and the City of San Diego. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

M M GEO-l : To reduce the soil liquefaction and lateral spreading potential Sunroad Marina 
beneath the surface of the site, the Project Applicant shall implement all of Partners, LP 
the measures recommended in the Geocon Study (Appendix HI of the Draft 
EIR) including the following site design criteria: 

Prior to Constraction The Project AppUcant shall 
implement all of the measures 
recommended in the Geocon Study 
(Appendix HI ofthe Draft EIR) 
including the following site design 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-5 

November 2013 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

I. Except for stone columns and HEAT Anchor methods, dewatering 
shall be undertaken for excavations below an elevation of 5 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL). 

II. Ground improvements or deep foundations shall be implemented in 
conformance with the Califomia Building Code (CBC) site design 
criteria for Type B faults, which include the Rose Canyon Fault zone, 
as summarized in the following table: 

Site Design Criteria 

criteria. The site plans showing the 
design criteria will be submitted to 
the Port District and the City of San 
Diego. 

Parameter Ground 
Improvements 

Deep 
Foundations 

CBC 
Reference 

Seismic Zone 
Factor 0.40 0.40 Table 16-1 

Soil Profile SD SF Table 16-J 

Seismic 
Coefficient, C, 

0.57 0.57 Table 16-Q 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Cv 1.02 1.87 Table 16-R 

Near-Source 
Factor, Na 

1.3 1.3 Table 16-S 

Near-Source 
Factor, N , 

1.6 1.6 Table 16-T 

Seismic Source B B Table 16-U 

Notes: 

SD is the soil profile type that contains types of soils that are vulnerable to 
potential failure or collapse under seismic loading. This soil is often 
liquefiable. 

Sp is the soil profile type that contains dense granular soil or stiff cohesive 
soil. 

Sunroad Hartxsr Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-6 

November 2013 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

Ca is the seismic response coefficient for proximity and is defined by site 
conditions such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Ca is determined 
using Table 16-Q ofthe CBC. 

Cv is the seismic response coefficient and is defined by site conditions 
such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Cv is detemiined using Table 
16-R ofthe CBC. 

Na is the near-source factor for Ca and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Na is determined 
using Table 16-S ofthe CBC. 

Nv is the near-source factor for Cv and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Nv is determined 
using Table 16-T of die CBC. 

B is the seismic source type between A—faults that produce the largest 
magnitude events with high rates of seismic activity, and C—faults that 
are not capable of producing large magnitude events and have low rates 
of .seismic activity. B is determined using Table 16-U of the CBC. 

A. As recommended in the Geotech Study, ground improvements to 
mitigate the effects of liquefiable soils and lateral spreading shall be 
implemented for settlement-sensitive stmctures (such as the use of 
stone columns or the HEAT method). In addition, ground 
improvements for lateral spreading will be extended at least 5 feet 
below the mud line of the adjacent San Diego Bay along the existing 
shoreline, and for all stmctures the minimum depth of ground 
improvements will be as specified by the Geotech Study conducted 
by Geocon in March 2006. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed in the 
Geotech Study conducted by Geocon in March 2006 for ground 
densification methods, minimum cone penetration test (CPT) tip 
resistance, minimum Standard Penetration Test (SPT), the 
installation of stone columns, and deep soil mixing. 

C. Following densification of the existing soils, the Project Applicant 
shall place additional fill material on the site to re-establish existing 
grades of between approximately 13 to 16 feet above MSL. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-7 



2014-52 
Exhibit B 
San Diego Unified Port District Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

III. The Project Applicant shall consult with a geotechnical engineer 
regarding placement of settlement monuments and recommended 
Grading Specifications. 

IV. Site preparation shall begin with the removal of all deleterious material 
and vegetation. The depth of removal should be such that material 
exposed in cut areas or soil to be used as fill is relatively free of organic 
matter. Material generated during stripping and/or site demolition shall 
be exported from the site. 

A. The upper 3 feet of soil within areas subjected to densification by 
stone columns shall be removed, moisture conditioned and 
recompacted. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommended procedures 
listed in the Geotech Study with respect to removal of existing fill 
soil and insertion of new fill. In addition, any imported soils shall 
have an expansion index of less than 50 and a maximum particle 
dimension of 3 inches. 

V. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set by in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project regarding foundations for the 
stmctures. 

A. A geotechnical engineer shall observe foundation excavations to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated and that they have been extended to the appropriate 
bearing strata. 

VI. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project with regard to utilization of 
ground foundations such as deep foundations, when they shall be 
required. 

VII. Where proposed, buildings can be supported by shallow or mat 
foundations in improved ground, or by deep foundations capable of 
transmitting foundation loads through the hydraulic fill and bay 
deposits into the Bay Point Formation. Such foundation systems 
include the following: 

A. Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-8 
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Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

engineer prior to the placement of reinforcing steel and concrete to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions are encountered, 
foundation modifications may be required. 

VIII. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed on the 
Geotech Study regarding the use of concrete slab-on-grade, including 
guidelines for crack-control spacing. 

IX. In addition to the extensive mitigation measures listed above, the 
Geotech Study provides detailed recommendations for the appropriate 
engineering of other Project components including retaining walls, 
pavement, and drainage. These measures shall also be implemented. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

M M PUB-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
Proposed Project, the Project Applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost of 
constmcting a new fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station in the 
amount determined by the City of San Diego. This fire station is within the 
Peninsula Public Facilities Financing Plan, Fiscal Year 2001 community 
boundary. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
and will be deposited into the Developer Contribution Fund No. 200636. In 
the event the City of San Diego has not determined the amount of the 
Proposed Project's fair share of the cost of constmcting a new fire station in 
the vicinity of Liberty Station at the time the Proposed Project requests 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant shall enter into 
a reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with the City of San Diego 
to provide for payment of its fair share amount when detennined by the City 
of San Diego. 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Pay fair share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station at 
Liberty Station in the amount 
determined by the City of San 
Diego. 

M M PUB-Cl: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or Sunroad Marina Prior to demolition. Prepare a waste management plan 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM PUB-1 could mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel on fire services to a less-than-significant level; however, the stated 
mitigation measure is contingent on the action of the City of San Diego and is outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. The City has identified the consuiiction of the fire 
station in the vicinity of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. Because the Port District cannot assure that this mitigation measure 
would be implemented when needed, the impacts are considered significant and unmitigated. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-9 
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constmction permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a waste 
management plan and submit it for approval to the City's Environmental 
Seivices Department. The plan shall include the following, as applicable: 

• Tons of waste anticipated to be generated 

• Material type of waste to be generated 

• Source separation techniques for waste generated 

• How materials will be reused on site 
• Name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where 

recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on site 

• A "buy-recycled" program for green constmction products, including 
mulch and compost 

• How the project will aim to reduce the generation of constmction/ 
demolition debris 

• How waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to 
subcontractors 

• A timeline for each of the three main phases of the Project (demolition, 
constmction, and occupancy) 

• How the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations will be 
incorporated into constmction design of building's waste area 

• How compliance with the Recycling Ordinance will be incorporated 
into the operational phase 

• Intemational Standards of Operations, or other certification, if any 
In addition, the Project Applicant has committed to implement the following 
recycling measures. These measures shall be included in the Waste 
Management Plan: 

• Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green 
waste and provide adequate recycling containers on site. 

Provide education and publicity about recycling and reducing waste, using 
signage and a case study. 

Partners, LP grading or 
constmction permits 

and submit it for approval to the 
City's Environmental Services 
Department and a copy of the City-
approved plan to the Port District. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-10 

November 2013 
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TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

MM TR-Cl: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / Terminal I 
intersection (East Airport Entrance). 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 9.0% 
towards restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-mm lane, a 
shared left-tum/thm lane, a thm lane, and a right-tum lane. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. The improvements at this intersection shall include the following: 
remove the northbound right-tum lane's "free" movement and introduce 
right-tum "overlap" phasing; retain the north/south "spht" signal phasing; 
and restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-tum lane to a 
shared/thm right-tum lane. Modifications to the triangular median in the 
southeast portion of the intersection are expected. * 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 9.0% 
towards restriping the northbound 
approach to provide a left-tum lane, 
a shared left-tum/thm lane, a thm 
lane, and a right-tum lane. The fair 
share contribution shall be paid to 
the City of San Diego traffic impact 
fee program. 

MM TR-C2: 
intersection. 

North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.8% 
towards the reconfiguration of the westbound approach to provide an 
additional thm lane. To accommodate the additional lane, widening and 
modifications to the median / roadway shall be required. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. * 

MM TR-C3: North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street intersection. 

The Project AppUcant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.2% 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay fair share percentage of 1.8% 
towards the reconfiguration of the 
westbound approach to provide an 
additional thm lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the 
median / roadway shall be required. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.2% 
towards the reconfiguration of the 
eastbound approach to provide a 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-Cl through MM TR-C6 would mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel project to less-than-significant levels. 
However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the 
action of the City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or 
street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would remain significant and unmitigated 
until the mitigation is implemented. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-11 
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towards the reconfiguration of the eastbound approach to provide a third 
left-tum lane and restriping the south-bound approach to provide a single 
shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the median/roadway shall be required. All 
three eastbound lanes on Laurel Street shall continue to Pacific Highway, 
where the number 1 lane would trap into the left-tum lane(s). An overhead 
sign bridge(s) shall be implemented to instmct drivers of the trap lane. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact 
fee program. * 

third left-tum lane and restriping 
the south-bound approach to 
provide a single shared left-
tum/right-tum lane. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

MM TR-C4: Pacific Highway/Hawthorn Street intersection. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 1.7% 
towards restriping the westbound approach of Hawthom Street to provide a 
dedicated left-tum lane in addition to the three through lanes. To 
accommodate the additional lane, all curbside parking on Hawthom Street 
will have to be prohibited between Pacific Highway and the railroad tracks. 
The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. * 

MM TR-C5: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and 
Rental Car Access Road street segment 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 2.3% 
towards the addition of one lane. The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. * 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 1.7% 
towards restriping the westbound 
approach of Hawthom Street to 
provide a dedicated left-mm lane in 
addition to the three through lanes. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.3% 
towards the addition of one lane. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

* Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-Cl through MM TR-C6 would mitigate impacts of the propo.sed 175-room hotel to less-than-significant levels. However, the 
intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The rnitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the action of the City 
of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Pon District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or street segment 
improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these mea.sures would be implemented, and the impacts would remain significant and unmitigated until the 
mitigation is implemented. 
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MM TR-C6: North Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road and 
Laurel Street segment. 

The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 0.9% 
towards the addition of one lane. The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee program. * 

Sunroad Marina 
Partners, LP 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 0.9% 
towards the addition of one lane. 
The fair share contribution shall be 
paid to the City of San Diego traffic 
impact fee program. 

- MitigationMeasures for other future hoterdevelopment associatedvwith the FM 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

MM BIO-2: Avoid Nesting Season for Birds or Conduct 
Preconstruction Nesting Surveys 

To ensure compliance with MBTA and similar provisions under the Fish and 
Game Code, the Project Applicant or its contractor shall implement one of 
the following restrictions: 

3. Conduct all vegetation removal during the non-breeding season 
(between September 1 and January 31). 

OR 

If constmction activities are scheduled between Febmary 1 and August 31, a 
qualified omithologist (with knowledge of the species to be surveyed) shall 
conduct a focused nesting survey prior to the start of vegetation removal and 
within any potential nesting habitat (mature trees, eaves on buildings, etc). 

The nesting bird survey area shall include the entire limits of disturbance 
plus a 300-foot buffer for non-raptors and a 500-foot buffer for ground-

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Throughout Contractor to confirm with Port 
Constmction District that vegetation removal 

was completed outside of breeding 
season 

OR 
Contractor will report the results of 
the focused nesting survey to the 
Port District. If survey confirms 
nesting within 300 feet of the 
disturbance footprint for non-
raptors or 500 feet for raptors, 
repon to Port that buffers are in 
place to protect nesting birds during 
vegetation removal and 
constmction activities. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-Cl through MM TR-C6 would mitigate impacts of the proposed 175-room hotel to less-than-significant levels. However, the 
intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, therefore, contingent upon the action of the City 
of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or program that lists these intersection or street segment 
improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would remain significant and unmitigated until the 
mitigation is implemented. 
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nesting raptors. The nesting surveys shall be conducted within 1 week prior 
to initiation of constmction activities and shall consist of a thorough 
inspection of the Project site by a qualified omithologist(s). The survey 
work shall occur between sunrise and 12:00 p.m. when birds are most active. 
If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no additional mitigation 
is required. 

If the survey confirms nesting wiUiin 300 feet of the disturbance footprint 
for non-raptors or within 500 feet for raptors, a no-disturbance buffer shall 
be established around each nest site to avoid disturbance or destmction of 
the nest until after the nesting season or after a qualified omithologist 
determines that the young have fledged. The size of the no-disturbance 
buffer shall be determined by the qualified biologist at the time of discovery. 
If there is a delay of more than 7 days between when the nesting bird survey 
is performed and vegetation removal begins, it shall be confirmed that no 
new nests have been established. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERULS 

M M HZ-2a: Prior to the initiation of consuiiction activities, the Project 
Applicant for each hotel shall prepare and Submit to the Port District's 
Environmental and Land Use Management Department for approval, a 
contingency plan outlining the procedures to be followed by the Project 
Applicant and/or contractor in the event that undocumented areas of 
contamination are encountered during constraction activities. The 
contingency plan shall provide, at a minimum, that in the event 
undocumented areas of contamination are discovered during constmction 
activities, the Project Applicant and/or its contractor shall discontinue 
constmction activities in the area of suspected contamination and shall 
notify the Port District forthwith, and, in consultation with the County of 
San Diego Department of Environmental Health's Hazardous Materials 
Division and subject to the review and approval of the Port District and any 
other public agency with jurisdiction over the contamination encountered, 
the Project Applicant shall prepare a plan for abatement and remediation of 
the contamination. Constmction activities shall be discontinued until the 
Project Applicant and/or contractor has implemented all appropriate health 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

Contractor to prepare and submit to 
the Port District's Environmental 
and Land Use Management 
Department for approval, a 
contingency plan outiining the 
procedures to be followed by the 
Project Applicant(s) and/or 
contractor in the event that 
undocumented areas of 
contamination are encountered 
during constraction activities. 
Contractor to notify Port 
District/County Department of 
Environmental Health if 
contaminated soils encountered. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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and safety procedures required by the Port District and any other agency 
with jurisdiction over the contamination encountered. 

M M HZ-2b: Prior to the initiation of constraction activities, the Project 
Applicant fof each hotel shall prepare a Site Safety Plan to address possible 
hazardous materials present widiin die East Harbor Island Subarea 
associated with the UST that was removed , the marina and past use of the 
surrounding areas for industrial purposes including aerospace and other 
industries. The Site Safety Plan shall be subject to Port of San Diego 
approval, and, if deemed appropriate, the Project Applicant shall, in 
consultation with the County of San Diego Department of Environmental 
Health, be prepared to address hazardous constraction-related activities 
within the boundaries of the hotel development to reduce potential health 
and safety hazards to workers and the public. 

Future Project 
Apphcant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constraction 

Prior to the initiation of 
constraction activities, the 
Contractor shall prepare a Site 
Safety Plan to address possible 
hazardous materials present within 
the Project Site to the Port District. 

NOISE 

M M NOI-2: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) 
interior noise requirement: Future hotels shall include noise insulation 
feamres such that an interior noise level of 45 dBA (CNEL) is achieved. An 
acoustical consultant shall be retained by the Project AppUcant prior to 
commencement of constmction to review Proposed Project constmction-
level plans to ensure that the hotel plans incorporate measures that will 
achieve the 45 dBA (CNEL) standard. Noise insulation features that could 
be installed include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Acoustically rated dual pane windows and sliding glass door assemblies 

2. Heavy-weight drapes and thick carpets for sound absorption 

The following minimal performance requirements shall be adhered to as 
they pertain to interior/exterior sound transmission loss: 

• Exterior wall assemblies and walls between guestrooms shall have a 
minimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of 52 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constmction 

An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant(s) 
prior to commencement of 
constraction to review Proposed 
Project constmction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans 
incorporate measures that will 
achieve die 45 dBA (CNEL) 
standard. Constmction level plans 
showing adherence to standards 
will be provided to the Port District 
and the City of San Diego. 
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• Walls between guestrooms and stairwells shall have a minimum STC 
rating of 60 

• All floor/ceiling assemblies shall have a minimum STC rating of 60 

• Guest room entry doors shall receive full-frame sound insulation 
stripping 

M M NOI-Cl: Reduction of exterior noise impacts: The plans and 
specifications for future hotel development shall provide that all exterior 
noise-sensitive elements of future hotels shall be positioned in areas exposed 
to 65 dBA CNEL or below. If exterior use areas are subject to noise levels 
greater than 65 dBA CNEL, the design of the project shall incorporate 
measures such as noise barriers to reduce exterior noise levels to below 65 
dBA CNEL. Noise barriers such as walls are commonly used to reduce 
outdoor noise levels from transportation sources. The effectiveness of a 
barrier depends on the distance from the source to the barrier, the distance 
from the receiver to the barrier, and the relative height of the barrier above 
the line-of-sight between the source and receiver. Noise barriers 
incorporated into project design shall block this line-of-sight, be constracted 
of solid material (such as concrete masonry), and be long enough to prevent 
sound from flanking around the ends, and shall have a minimum density of 
3.5 pounds/square foot and have no gaps or cracks through or below the 
barrier. Where preservation of views is desired, transparent materials such as 
glass or Plexiglas can be used. 

Future Project 
AppUcant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constmction 

An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of 
constraction to review Project 
constmction-level plans to ensure 
that the hotel plans incorporate 
measures that will achieve the 65 
dBA (CNEL) or below standard. 
Constraction level plans showing 
adherence to standards will be 
provided to the Port District and the 
City of San Diego. 

M M NOI-C2: Reduction of interior noise levels below 45-dBA (CNEL) 
interior noise requirement: Because future cumulative sound levels would 
exceed 60 dBA CNEL at the hotel building fafades, an interior noise 
analysis evaluating proposed exterior wall constmction, windows, and doors 
shall be completed after building plans are finaUzed to ensure that noise 
levels within habitable rooms will be 45 dBA CNEL or less, as required by 
Califomia Code of Regulations, Title 24: Noise Insulation Standard and the 
City's CEQA significance determination thresholds. This analysis shall be 
submitted to the City's Building Inspection Department prior to obtaining a 
building permit. The project applicant shall implement the noise reduction 
measures recommended in the interior noise analysis which may include but 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constmction 

An acoustical consultant shall be 
retained by the Project Applicant 
prior to commencement of 
constmction to review Proposed 
Project constmction-level plans to 
ensure that the hotel plans 
incorporate measures that will 
achieve die 45 dBA (CNEL) 
standard. Constmction level plans 
showing adherence to standards 
wiU be provided to the Port District 
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are not limited to sound-rated windows, a closed-windows option, and 
mechanical ventilation meeting applicable Califomia Building Code (CBC) 
requirements. 

and the City of San Diego. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

M M GEO-2: To reduce the soil liquefaction and lateral spreading potential 
beneath the surface of the site, the Project Applicant shall implement all of 
the measures recommended in the Geocon Study (Appendix HI of the EIR) 
including the following site design criteria: 

I. Except for stone columns and HEAT Anchor methods, dewatering 
shall be undertaken for excavations below an elevation of 5 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL). 

II. Ground improvements or deep foundations shall be implemented in 
conformance with the CBC site design criteria for Type B faults, which 
include the Rose Canyon Fault zone, as sununarized in the following 
table: 

Site Design Criteria 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to 
commencement of 
Constmction 

The Project Applicant shall 
implement all of the measures 
recommended in the Geocon Study 
(Appendix HI of die Draft EIR) 
including the following site design 
criteria. The site plans showing the 
design criteria will be submitted to 
the Port District and die City of San 
Diego. 

Parameter Ground 
Improvements 

Deep 
Foundations 

CBC 
Reference 

Seismic Zone 
Factor 

0.40 0.40 Table 16-1 

Soil Profile SD SF Table 16-J 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Ca 0.57 0.57 Table 16-Q 

Seismic 
Coefficient, Cv 1.02 1.87 Table 16-R 

Near-Source 
Factor, Na 1.3 1.3 Table 16-S 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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Near-Source 
Factor, Nv 

Seismic Source 

1.6 

B 

1.6 

B 

Table 16-T 

Table 16-U 

Notes: 

SD is the soil profile type that contains types of soils that are vulnerable 
to potential failure or collapse under seismic loading. This soil is often 
hquefiable. 

Sp is the soil profile type that contains dense granular soil or stiff 
cohesive soil. 

Ca is the seismic response coefficient for proximity and is defined by site 
conditions such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Ca is determined 
using Table 16-Q ofthe CBC. 

Cv is the seismic response coefficient and is defined by site conditions 
such as seismic zone and soil profile type. Cv is determined using Table 
16-R ofthe CBC. 

Na is the near-source factor for Ca and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known .seismic source. Na is 
determined using Table 16-S of the CBC. 

Nv is the near-source factor for Cv and is defined by the seismic source 
type and the closest distance to a known seismic source. Nv is 
determined using Table 16-T ofthe CBC. 

B is the seismic source type between A—faults that produce the largest 
magnitude events with high rates of seismic activity, and C—faults that 
are not capable of producing large magnitude events and have low rates 
of seismic activity. B is determined using Table 16-U of the CBC. 

A. As recommended in the Geotech Smdy, ground improvements to 
mitigate the effects of liquefiable soils and lateral spreading shall be 
implemented for settlement-sensitive stmctures (such as the use of 
stone columns or the HEAT method). In addition, ground 
improvements for lateral spreading will be extended at least 5 feet 
below the mud line of the adjacent San Diego Bay along the 
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Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-18 

November 2013 

18 



2014-52 
Exhibit B 
San Diego Unified Port District Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Proposed Mitigation 
Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Monitoring and Reporting 

Procedure 

existing shoreline, and for all stractures the minimum depth of 
ground improvements will be as specified by the Geotech Study 
conducted by Geocon in March 2006. 

B. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed in the 
Geotech Study conducted by Geocon in March 2006 for ground 
densification methods, minimum cone penetration test (CPT) tip 
resistance, minimum Standard Penetration Test (SPT), the 
installation of stone columns, and deep soil mixing. 

C. Following densification of the existing soils, the Project Applicant 
shall place additional fill material on the site to re-establish existing 
grades of between approximately 13 to 16 feet above MSL. 

III. The Project Applicant shall consult with a geotechnical engineer 
regarding placement of settlement monuments and recommended 
Grading Specifications. 

IV. Site preparation shall begin with the removal of all deleterious material 
and vegetation. The depth of removal should be such that material 
exposed in cut areas or soil to be used as fill is relatively free of organic 
matter. Material generated during stripping and/or site demoUtion shall 
be exported from the site. 

A. The upper 3 feet of soil within areas subjected to densification by 
stone columns shall be removed, moisture conditioned and 
recompacted. 

B. The Project AppUcant shall follow the recommended procedures 
listed in the Geotech Study with respect to removal of existing fill' 
soil and insertion of new fill. In addition, any imported soils shall 
have an expansion index of less than 50 and a maximum particle 
dimension of 3 inches. 

V. The Project AppUcant shall follow the recommendations set by in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project regarding foundations for the 
stractures. 

A. A geotechnical engineer shall observe foundation excavations to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated and that they have been extended to the appropriate 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
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bearing strata. 

VI. The Project Applicant shall follow the recommendations set in the 
Geotech Study for the Proposed Project with regard to utilization of 
ground foundations such as deep foundations, when they shall be 
required. 

VII. Where proposed, buildings can be supported by shallow or mat 
foundations in improved ground, or by deep foundations capable of 
u-ansmitting foundation loads through the hydrauUc fill and bay 
deposits into the Bay Point Formation. Such foundation systems 
include the following: 

A. Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical 
engineer prior to the placement of reinforcing steel and concrete to 
verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those 
anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions are encountered, 
foundation modifications may be required. 

VIII. The Project Applicant shall follow recommendations listed on the 
Geotech S tudy regarding the use of concrete slab-on-grade, including 
guidelines for crack-control spacing. 

IX. In addition to the extensive initigation measures Usted above, the 
Geotech Study provides detailed recommendations for the appropriate 
engineering of other Project components including retaining walls, 
pavement, and drainage. These measures shall also be implemented. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

M M PUB-2: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for future 
hotels allowed by the PMP Amendment, the Project AppUcant(s) shall pay 
its fair share of the cost of constmcting a new fire station in the vicinity of 
Liberty Station in the amount determined by the City of San Diego. This 
fire station is within the Peninsula Public Facilities Financing Plan, Fiscal 
Year 2001 community boundary. The fair share contribution shall be paid to 
die City of San Diego and will be deposited into die Developer Contribution 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Pay fair share of the cost of 
constracting a new fire station at 
Liberty Station in the amount 
detennined by the City of San 
Diego. 
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Fund No. 200636. In the event the City of San Diego has not determined the 
amount of the fair share of the cost of constmcting a new fire station in the 
vicinity of Liberty Station at the time a fumre hotel project requests issuance 
of a certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant(s) shall enter into a 
reimbursement agreement or other arrangement with the City of San Diego 
to provide for payment of its fair share amount when determined by the City 
of San Diego. * 

M M PUB-3: Prior to the constmction of the second hotel within the PMP 
Amendment area, the Project Applicant(s) shall replace the existing 8-inch 
sewer and four manholes as indicated in Figure 9.2.10-1 of die Revisions to 
Draft EIR document, to the satisfaction of the City of San Diego Engineer. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit for 
constmction of 
second hotel. 

Project Applicant(s) shall replace 
the existing 8-inch sewer and four 
manholes as indicated in Figure 
9.2.10-1 of the Revisions to Draft 
EIR document, to the satisfaction of 
the City of San Diego Engineer. 

M M PUB-C2: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or 
constmction permits for hotels within the PMP Amendment area, the Project 
Applicant(s) shall prepare a waste management plan and submit it for 
approval to the City's Environmental Services Department. The plan shall 
include the following, as applicable: 

• Tons of waste anticipated to be generated 

• Material type of waste to be generated 

• Source separation techniques for waste generated 

• How materials will be reused on site 

• Name and location of recycling, reuse, and landfill facilities where 
recyclables and waste will be taken if not reused on site 

• A "buy-recycled" program for green constmction products, including 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
demolition, grading, 
or constmction 
permits 

Project Applicant(s) shall prepare a 
waste management plan and submit 
it for approval to the City's 
Environmental Services 
Department and a copy of the City-
approved plan to the Port District. 

* Implementation of mitigation measure MM PUB-2 could mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment on fire services to a less-
than-significant level; however, the stated mitigation measure is contingent on the acrion of the City of San Diego and is outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. The City 
has identified the construction of the fire station in the vicinity of Liberty Station (former Naval Training Center) as a Tier-2, low priority project. Because the Port District cannot 
assure lhat this mitigation measure would be implemented when needed, the impacts are considered significant and unmitigated. 
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mulch and compost 

• How die project will aim to reduce the generation of constmction/ 
demolition debris 

• How waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to 
subcontractors 

• A timeline for each of the three main phases of the Project (demolition, 
constmction, and occupancy) 

• How the Refuse and Recyclable Materials Storage Regulations will be 
incorporated into constmction design of building's waste area 

• How compliance with the Recycling Ordinance will be incorporated into 
the operational phase 

Intemational Standards of Operations, or other certification, if any. 

TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND PARKING 
In Mitigation Measures MM TR-C7 through MM TR-C9 and MM TR-GI2 
through MM TR-C16. Scenario A refers to the East Harbor Island Subarea 
being developed with 175 "business" hotel rooms and 325 "resort" hotel 
rooms, and Scenario B refers to the East Harbor Island Subarea being 
developed with a total of500 "business " hotel rooms. 

M M TR-C7: North Harbor Drive / Harbor Island Drive / Terminal 1 
intersection (East Airport Entrance): The Project Applicant shall 
contribute a fair share percentage of 20.7% for Scenario A or 22.4% for 
Scenario B towards restriping the northbound approach to provide a left-tum 
lane, a shared left-tum/thra lane, a thra lane, and a right-tum lane. The fair 
share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. The improvements at this intersection shall include the following: 
remove the northbound right-tum lane from a "free" movement and 
introduce right-tum "overlap" phasing; retain the north/south "split" signal 
phasing; and restripe the eastbound approach to convert the right-tum lane to 
a shared thm/right-mm lane. Modifications to the triangular median in the 
southeast portion of the intersection are expected. Modifications to the 

Future Project 
AppUcant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 
20.7% for Scenario A or 22.4% for 
Scenario B towards restriping the 
northbound approach to provide a 
left-tum lane, a shared left-tum/thm 
lane, a thm lane, and a right-tum 
lane. The fair share contribution 
shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program. 
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traffic signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane designations are 
also recommended. 

M M TR-C8: North Harbor Drive / Rental Car Access Road 
intersection: The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage 
of 4.0% for Scenario A or 4.3% for Scenario B towards the reconfiguration 
of the westbound approach to provide an additional thra lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the median 
/ roadway shall be required. Modifications to the traffic signal timing in 
conjunction with the change in lane destination are also recommended. The 
fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact 
fee program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 4.0% 
for Scenario A or 4.3% for Scenario 
B towards the reconfiguration of 
the westbound approach to provide 
an additional thra lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, 
widening and modifications to the 
median / roadway shall be required. 
Modifications to the traffic signal 
timing in conjunction with the 
change in lane destination are also 
recommended. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C7 through MM TR-C 16 would mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment to 
less-than-significant levels. However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, 
therefore, contingent upon the action of the City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or 
program that lists the.-ie intersection or street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these mea.sures would be implemented, and the impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated until the mitigation is implemented. 
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M M TR-C9: North Harbor Drive / Laurel Street intersection: The 
Project Applicant shall contribute a fair share percentage of 5.2% for 
Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario B towards die reconfiguration of the 
eastbound approach to provide a third left-tum lane and restriping the 
southbound approach to provide a single shared left-tum/right-tum lane. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening and modifications to the 
median/roadway shall be required. All three eastbound lanes on Laurel 
Street shall continue to Pacific Highway, where the number 1 lane would 
trap into the left-tum lane(s). An overhead sign bridge(s) shall be 
implemented to instmct drivers of the trap lane. Modifications to the traffic 
signal timing in conjunction with the change in lane destination are also 
recommended. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program.** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 5.2% 
for Scenario A or 5.3% for Scenario 
B towards the reconfiguration of 
the eastbound approach to provide a 
third left-mm lane and restriping 
the southbound approach to provide 
a single shared left-tum/right-mm 
lane. The fair share contribution 
shall be paid to the City of San 
Diego traffic impact fee program. 

M M TR-C12: North Harbor Drive between Harbor Island Drive and 
Rental Car Access Road street segment: The Project Applicant shall 
contribute a fair share percentage of 5.8% for Scenario A or 5.3% for 
Scenario B towards the addition of one westbound lane along the street 
.segment. The fair share contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego 
traffic impact fee program. ** 

Fumre Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 5.8% 
for Scenario A or 5,3% for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
westbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

M M TR-C13: North Harbor Drive between Rental Car Access Road 
and Laurel Street street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a 
fair share percentage of 2.4% for Scenario A or 2.2% for Scenario B towards 
the addition of one westbound lane along the street segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
AppUcant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Pay a fair share percentage of 2.4% 
for Scenario A or 2.2% for Scenario 
B towards the addition of one 
westbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C7 through MM TR-Cl 6 would mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under die PMP Amendment to 
less-than-significant levels. However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, 
therefore, contingent upon the action ofthe City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port Discrict. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or 
program that lists these intersection or street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated until the mitigation is implemented. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-24 

24 
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M M TR-C14: North Harbor Drive between Laurel Street and 
Hawthorn Street street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a 
fair share percentage of 7.1 % for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario B towards 
the addition of one southbound lane along the street segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of Pay a fair share percentage of 7.1% 
building permits for Scenario A or 6.5% for Scenario 

B towards the addition of one 
southbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

M M TR-C15: Laurel Street between North Harbor Drive and Pacific 
Highway street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair 
share percentage of 1.4% for Scenario A or 1.3% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one eastbound lane along the street segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of Pay a fair share percentage of 1.4% 
building permits for Scenario A or 1.3% for Scenario 

B towards the addition of one 
eastbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

M M TR-C16: Laurel Street between Padfic Highway and Kettner 
Boulevard street segment: The Project Applicant shall contribute a fair 
share percentage of 2.7% for Scenario A or 2.5% for Scenario B towards the 
addition of one eastbound lane along the street segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. ** 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to issuance of Pay a fair share percentage of 2.7% 
building permits for Scenario A or 2.5% for Scenario 

B towards the addition of one 
eastbound lane along the street 
segment. The fair share 
contribution shall be paid to the 
City of San Diego traffic impact fee 
program. 

PARKING 

MM PARK-1: 
a. Prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Permit for future 
development of a hotel on the existing west marina parking lot, the design of 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to approval of The Project Applicant shaU submit 
Coastal a Site Plan showing demonstrating 
Development adequate on-site parking in 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TR-C7 through MM TR-C 16 would mitigate impacts of the future hotels that could be constructed under the PMP Amendment to 
less-than-significant levels. However, the intersections and street segments to be improved are within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The mitigation measures are, 
therefore, contingent upon the action of the City of San Diego and are outside of the jurisdiction of the Port District. In addition, the City does not have an adopted plan or 
program that lists these intersection or street segment improvements. Therefore, the Port District cannot assure that these measures would be implemented, and the impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated until the mitigation is implemented. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP 

November 2013 
MMRP-25 
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the proposed hotel development shall provide adequate on-site parking in 
accordance with the Port District parking guidelines for the proposed hotel 
development and for the shared parking requirements of the existing marina 
and the proposed 175-room hotel and shall include a Parking Management 
Plan which shall include, but not be linuted to, parking reduction strategies 
including subsidized employee mass transit program, provision of bicycle 
parking racks, provision of off-site employee parking, and altemative 
transportation modes such as participation in an airport shuttle and/or the 
Port District's bayside shuttle system. 

Permit accordance with the Port District 
parking guidelines for the proposed 
hotel development and for die 
shared parking requirements of the 
existing marina and the proposed 
175-room hotel. 

b. Prior to demolition or removal of any parking spaces in the existing west 
marina parking lot which are required for the shared parking of the existing 
marina and the proposed 175-room hotel, the Project Applicant shall submit 
to the Port District for its review and approval a Parking Management Plan, 
which shall provide adequate parking to satisfy the shared parking 
requirements for the existing marina and the proposed 175-room hotel 
during constraction of the new hotel and replacement parking spaces. 

Future Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to demoUtion 
or removal of 
parking space in 
the existing west 
marina parking lot 

The Project Applicant shall submit 
to the Port District for its review 
and approval a Parking 
Management Plan, which shall 
provide adequate parking to satisfy 
the shared parking requirements for 
the existing marina and the 
proposed 175-room hotel during 
constraction of the new hotel and 
replacement parking spaces. 

SEA LEVEL RISE 

M M SLR-Cl: Prior to the approval of a Coastal Development Permit for 
future hotel development that could occur under the proposed PMP 
Amendment, the project applicant shall retain a qualified engineer who shall 
prepare for the Port District's review and approval an up-to-date, site 
specific analysis of the potential impacts of sea level rise by the year 2100 
on the proposed hotel development. The report shall determine whether 
adaptive strategies for accommodating the potential for sea level rise and the 
potential for more frequent wave overtopping and wave-induced impact 
forces are necessary and, if so, shall recommend appropriate adaptive 
strategies such as the use of perimeter floodwalls or other flood barriers 
around either the outer margins of Harbor Island or the proposed 
development to be incorporated into the design of the proposed 
development. 

Fumre Project 
Applicant for 
Additional Hotel(s) 

Prior to approval of The Project Applicant shall retain a 
Coastal qualified engineer who shall 
Development prepare for the Port District's 
Permit review and approval an up-to-date, 

site-specific analysis of the 
potential impacts of sea level rise 
by the year 2100 on the proposed 
hotel development. 

Sunroad Harbor Island Hotel Project and East Harbor 
Island Subarea PMP Amendment, MMRP MMRP-26 

November 2013 
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Attachment to Agenda Sheet No. 18 

San Diego Unified Port District Board Meeting – June 14, 2011
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San Diego Unified Port District Board Meeting – June 14, 2011
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San Diego Unified Port District Board Meeting – June 14, 2011

PROPOSED OPTION AGREEMENT INFORMATION SUMMARY 

Optionee: Sunroad Marina Partners, LP 

Location: 955 Harbor Island Drive 

Area: Land — 259,050 SF 

Water — 1,056,263 SF 

Easement — 220 SF 

Project: 175-room limited service hotel 

Term: 3 years 

Consideration: $109,250

Conditions to Exercise Option: 

Sunroad Marina Partners, LP must submit 
the following for District approval: Due date (months from commencement of option): 

CEQA document certified and PMPA 
approved:

before option exercise 

Schematic drawings (30% design): 10

Development plans (60% design): 18

Hotel brand selection: 18

Parking management plan: 20

Working drawings (90% design): 22

Hotel management agreement: 32

Project financing: 32

Development permits including a Coastal 
Development Permit: 32

Construction contract: 32

Performance bond: 32

Equal Opportunity Employment Program: 32
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San Diego Unified Port District Board Meeting – June 14, 2011

EXISTING AND PROPOSED LEASE INFORMATION SUMMARY 

Existing Proposed

Lessee Sunroad Marina Partners, LP same

Location 955 Harbor Island Drive same

Area Land 259,050 SF same

Water 1,056,263 SF same

Easement 220 SF same

Use marina hotel and marina 

Minimum 
Annual Rent $900,000 Year 1: $900,000 annual flat rent 

Year 2: $1,000,000 annual flat rent 

Year 3: $1,100,000 annual flat rent 

Year 4: $1,200,000 annual flat rent 
(if option is exercised before 24 
months after commencement) 

Year 5: $1,337,000

Years 6 - 10: $1,483,000

Percentage
Rent Board adopted rates same

Term 50-years 55-years

(2/1/1987 - 1/31/2037) (4/1/2014 - 3/31/2069) - estimated 

Next Rent 
Review 2/1/2012 4/1/2024

Improvement 
Summary 

600-slip marina, 19,816 SF of 
buildings, swimming pool, parking lot 

175-room limited service hotel, 600-slip 
marina, 19,816 SF of buildings, swimming 
pool, parking lot 

Special
Lease
Provisions

none
marina maintenance audits beginning in 2027 
and every 5-years thereafter 
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Site Plan for Sunroad Project
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Schematics for Sunroad Project
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Hotel Locations



San Diego Unified Port District 
Port Master Plan Amendment

  
 

East Harbor Island Subarea 
Port Master Plan Amendment 

 
 

Existing/Proposed Plan Text 
and Plan Graphics 

 
July 2013 

 

Note: Text to be deleted shown stricken and text to be added shown underlined. 
Text that is highlighted denotes a change since the Board of Port Commissioner’s (Board) June 2011 

adoption of the PMPA.  Subsequently, in August 2012, the Board rescinded the adoption of the PMPA. 
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The 1980 Port Master Plan was certified by vote of the California Coastal Commission (CCC) on 
January 21, 1981. Subsequent amendments, all of which have been incorporated into this copy, are 
listed below: 

             Amendment      BPC Res.   CCC Certification  
                   Title         No.                    Date  

Coronado Tidelands      83-133   12 Apr 1984 
Convention Center and Option Site Hotel    84-290   14 Mar 1985 
Bay Mooring and Anchorage Management Plan    84-304   25 Apr 1985 
Chula Vista Bayside Park Extension     84-379   27 Aug 1985 
Crosby Street Site      86-365   27 Feb 1987 
Shelter Island Roadstead      88-212   15 Nov 1988 
Coronado Boatyard/The Wharf     89-383   11 Apr 1990 
East Harbor Island Hotel     90-170   14 Sep 1990 
Seaport Village Street Relocation    92-74   11 Jun 1992 
NASSCO Ways Modification     92-118   11 Jun 1992 
Solar Turbines Incorporated     92-190   13 Oct 1992 
Lindbergh Field Immediate Action Program   92-406   13 Apr 1993 
Driscoll Boatyard Expansion     93-033   14 May 1993 
National City Marina      94-152   11 Aug 1994 
Design Refinements to IAP     95-223   15 Dec 1995 
San Diego Convention Center Expansion   95-389   12 Jan 1996 
A-9 Cruiser Anchorage      95-266   11 Apr 1996 
Convair Lagoon       96-135   12 Nov 1996 
Imperial Beach Oceanfront     97-187   10 Dec 1997 
--Chula Vista Industrial Business Park Expansion 97-227 10 Mar 1998 
South Embarcadero Redevelopment Program I 98-136 15 Oct 1998 
North Embarcadero Alliance Visionary Plan 2000-83 14 Mar 2001 
Former Naval Training Center Land Transfer 2000-166 12 Jun 2001 
D Street Fill Mitigation Site 2001-86 11 Sep 2001 
South Embarcadero Redevelopment Program 2 2001-72 12 Dec 2001 
National Distribution Center, National City 2001-99 12 Dec 2001 
South Bay Boat Yard, Chula Vista 2001-190 12 Dec 2001 
Glorietta Bay Redevelopment 2001-65 05 Feb 2003 
America’s Cup Harbor 2002-120 12 Jun 2003 
Fifth Avenue Landing Spinnaker Hotel 2004-66 12 Aug 2004 
Old Police Headquarters 2006-29 10 Aug 2006 
National City Aquatic Center 2006-162 15 Feb 2007 
Broadway Pier Cruise Ship Terminal 2009-37 03 Feb 2009 
Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan 2010-79 09 Aug 2012 
San Diego Marriott Improvements 2011-179 15 Nov 2012 
East Harbor Island Subarea 2013-XX XX XX 2013 
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TABLE 4 
PORT MASTER PLAN 

 LAND AND WATER USE ALLOCATION SUMMARY 
         

LAND   WATER   TOTAL 
USE   ACRES USE ACRES ACRES % OF TOTAL 

 Existing Revised  Existing Revised Existing Revised Existing Revised
          
COMMERCIAL 373.5 374.2 COMMERCIAL 383.0  756.5 757.2 14%
  Marine Sales and Services 
  Airport Related Commercial 

18.8
38.0

 Marine Services Berthing 17.7     

  Commercial Fishing 8.3  Commercial Fishing Berthing 18.8     
  Commercial Recreation 304.1 304.8 Recreational Boat Berthing 335.4     
  Sportfishing 4.3  Sportfishing Berthing 11.1     

   
INDUSTRIAL 1206.4  INDUSTRIAL 217.7  1424.1 26%
  Aviation Related Industrial 152.9  Specialized Berthing 170.5     
  Industrial Business Park  113.7  Terminal Berthing 47.2     
  Marine Related Industrial 322.1        
  Marine Terminal 149.6        
  International Airport 468.1        

     
PUBLIC RECREATION 280.5 279.9 PUBLIC RECREATION 681.0  961.5 960.9 18%
  Open Space 19.0 17.6 Open Bay/Water 681.0     
  Park/Plaza 146.4        
  Golf Course 97.8        
  Promenade 17.3 18.1       
         
CONSERVATION 399.2  CONSERVATION 1058.6  1457.8 27%
  Wetlands 304.9  Estuary 1058.6     
  Habitat Replacement 94.3        
         
PUBLIC FACILITIES 222.9 222.8 PUBLIC FACILITIES 394.3  617.2 617.1 12%
  Harbor Services 2.7  Harbor Services 10.5     
  City Pump Station 0.4 Boat Navigation Corridor 284.6     
  Streets 219.8 219.7 Boat Anchorage 25.0     
   Ship Navigation Corridor 50.0     
     Ship Anchorage 24.2     

     
MILITARY 25.9 MILITARY 125.6  151.5 3%
  Navy Fleet School 25.9  Navy Small Craft Berthing 6.2     
   Navy Ship Berthing 119.4     

        
         

    TOTAL LAND AREA  2508.4  TOTAL WATER AREA 2860.3  
       

 MASTER PLAN LAND AND WATER ACREAGE TOTAL 5368.6 100%
         

(DRAFT 06-20-13) 
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Development of unleased parcels on 
Harbor Island is expected to be completed 
with the construction of the hotels on the 
east basin.  Along Harbor Drive, from the 
Navy Estuary to the Coast Guard facility, 
planning concepts focus on providing a 
sense of entry into downtown San Diego 
for travelers coming via Lindbergh Field 
and Point Loma, with activities and 
landscape features that strengthen the 
image of San Diego as a pleasant place to 
visit.  Considerable attention must be paid 
to improvements in the general 
appearance of existing industrial uses and 
the planned expansion of these uses.  
Public park, pedestrian promenade and 
open space are reserved on the bayside 
and in the circulation gateway of Harbor 
Island.  Coastal access is enhanced by a 
shoreline park with leisure facilities, 
including restroom, and a 1.3 mile bayside 
public pathway. 

A public access plan will be prepared and 
implemented for each hotel development 
on Harbor Island as the hotels are 
developed or redeveloped.  The public 
access plans will include information on 
signage, amenities, and public information 
to inform and invite the public to and 
around Harbor Island and downtown San 
Diego. 

All hotel developments on Harbor Island 
shall provide or participate in shuttle 
service to and from the airport.  All 
development shall provide information 
regarding other transit opportunities.

A parking management plan will be 
prepared for each hotel development on 
Harbor Island as the hotels are developed 
or redeveloped. 

Land and Water Use Allocations 

The Harbor Island/Lindbergh Field 
Planning District contains an approximate 
total of 996 acres, consisting of about 816 
acres of tidelands and 180 acres of 
submerged tidelands. Table 8
summarizes the land and water use 

allocations proposed in the Precise Plan. 
As in the Shelter Island Planning District, 
a significant portion of the area is already 
developed and is under long term lease 
commitment. The east end of the Harbor 
Island peninsula is vacant and thus offers 
development potential uncomplicated by 
the presence of structures or lease 
interest. A balanced allocation of use 
activities is provided within the major use 
categories of commercial, industrial, public 
recreation, and public facilities. 

The use allocation table, the Precise Plan 
Map, and the following text supplement 
the general plan guideline presented in 
the preceding part of this document. 

Harbor Island/Lindbergh Field 
Planning Subareas 

Planning District 2 has been divided into 
nine subareas (Figure 10) to provide a 
more specific explanation of the intent of 
the Plan.

Spanish Landing Park 

Spanish Landing Park, subarea 21, 
extends along the north bank of the 
Harbor Island West Basin and occupies 
11.2 acres of land.  Another 1.3 acres is 
designated for promenade in the form of a 
bicycle and pedestrian path.  This area is 
completely developed except for the 
possibility of a fishing pier near the west 
end.  Approximately one mile of public 
access to the shore is provided by this 
park.  Historic markers located in the park 
commemorate Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo’s 
discovery of San Diego Bay in 1542, and 
the exploratory party of Gaspar de Portola 
in 1769-70. 

West Harbor Island 

West Harbor Island, subarea 22, has been 
completely developed with commercial 
recreational uses such as hotels, 
restaurants, marinas, and marine related 
commercial business.  No changes to this 
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37.7-acre commercial recreation area are 
anticipated.

East Harbor Island 

The east end of Harbor Island, subarea 
23, has been is the last subarea to 
complete phased development and is 
designated for Commercial Recreation 
uses.  The last project, aFuture 
development in this subarea includes up 
to three hotels with a combined total of no 
more than high quality hotel of 
approximately 500 rooms., The hotels 
would be located on the marina parcel or 
west of the marina parcel (former airport 
employee parking lot); no hotels would be 
sited on the restaurant parcel on the 
easternmost end of the island.  These 
hotels is will be sited to be responsive to 
views of San Diego Bay,the airport, and 
the downtown San Diego skyline.  
Maximum building heights will be establish 
consistentcy with adopted aircraft 
approach paths and Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) regulations.  The 
hotelHotels complex may includes typical 
supporting facilities and ancillary uses 
such as swimming pools, spas, 
commercial retail shops, restaurants, 
cocktail lounges, meeting and conference 
space, and recreational facilities, including 
piers., and ancillary uses.  A marina of 
approximately 550 slips is located 
adjacent to the hotels and occupies most 
of the basin.  The eastern end of the 
peninsula is anchored by restaurants, 
which are uniquely sited on the water’s 
edge. 

The existing promenade along the 
southern side of Harbor Island Drive will 
be extended to the eastern portion of the 
East Harbor Island subarea and along 
Harbor Island East Basin frontage as the 
subarea is developed or redeveloped.  
The promenade will provide pedestrian 
access around East Harbor Island and will 
connect the hotel developments, marina, 
and restaurants to the rest of Harbor 
Island.  The promenade will be located to 
provide views of the San Diego Bay, the 
downtown San Diego skyline, and the 

Harbor Island East Basin.   When the 
promenade is located within a private 
leasehold or on a Port development site, 
improvements and the promenade will be 
sited to allow uninterrupted pedestrian 
flow.  Benches and viewing decks 
adjacent to the promenade will be sited to 
provide multiple viewing opportunities in a 
manner that does not obstruct pedestrian 
flow. Public access and other path-finding 
signage, as well as signage identifying 
that the promenade is open to the public, 
will be placed at strategic locations 
throughout East Harbor Island to guide 
guests and visitors to and from public use 
areas, restaurants, and other facilities. 

As the East Harbor Island subarea is 
developed or redeveloped, Harbor Island 
Drive may be resized and realigned to 
optimize use of East Harbor Island.  This 
may allow for increased and enhanced 
public enjoyment of the bay.  The 
promenade and new public access 
features (i.e., benches) will provide 
enhanced open space and public access 
opportunities within the East Harbor Island 
subarea.  Proportionate to the type and 
extent of development or redevelopment, 
activating uses such as restaurants, 
outdoor seating and dining areas, and 
retail shops open to the public will be 
integrated into the hotel development or 
redevelopment.

A public promenade parallels the active 
ship channel of the bay and iensures 
pedestrian and bicycle coastal access.  
Landscaped open space on Harbor Island 
Drive is retained with the street design of 
an upgraded and modified “T” inter-
section.  Utility capacity is expanded to 
meet increased service needs. 
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TABLE 8 
Precise Plan Land and Water Use Allocation 

HARBOR ISLAND/LINDBERGH FIELD:  PLANNING DISTRICT 2 

LAND WATER TOTAL 
ACRES

%OF 
T0TALUSE ACRES USE ACRES

Existing Revised    Existing Revised 
COMMERCIAL 90.6 91.3 COMMERCIAL 105.8  196.4 197.1 20%

    
  Airport Related Commercial 38.0     
  Commercial Recreation 52.6 53.3 Recreational Boat Berthing 105.8     

    
INDUSTRIAL 631.8 INDUSTRIAL 11.2  643.0  65%

    
  Aviation Related Industrial 130.6        
  Industrial Business Park 33.1  Specialized Berthing 11.2     
  International Airport 468.1        

    
PUBLIC RECREATION 26.2 25.6 PUBLIC RECREATION 45.0  71.2 70.6 7%

    
  Open Space 7.5 6.1 Open Bay/Water 45.0     
  Park 16.4        
  Promenade 2.3 3.1       

       
PUBLIC FACILITIES 66.8 66.7 PUBLIC FACILITIES 18.0  84.8 84.7 8%
      
  Harbor Services 1.3  Harbor Services 5.3     
  Streets 65.5 65.4 Boat Navigation Corridor 12.7     
      

TOTAL LAND AREA 815.4 TOTAL WATER AREA 180.0    
     
PRECISE PLAN LAND AND WATER ACREAGE TOTAL 995.4 100%
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
Note:  Does not include:        
     Leased Federal Land 22.5 acres       
     State Submerged Tidelands 41.3 acres       
     Leased Uplands 4.1 acres       

     
Revised acreage includes:       
East Harbor Island Subarea PMPA – CCC on XXXX XX, 2013      

     
     

Revised: 06-20-13 
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Project List 

A listing of projects and appealable classifications is shown in Table 9. 

TABLE 9:  PROJECT LIST                               APPEALABLE 

HARBOR ISLAND/LINDBERGH FIELD:  PLANNING DISTRICT 2        DEVELOPER

             SUBAREA 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

    
1.    HOTEL(S) COMPLEX: on southwesternmost area of Subarea 23: up to two 

hotels 500 with a combined total of no more than 325 rooms, including 
restaurant, cocktail lounge, meeting and conference space; parking; 
landscapinge; public promenade 

23 T Y 1993-
942017-

20 

    
2.    PORT ADMINISTRATION BUILDING RENOVATION: Renovate building; 

Construct parking structure; install landscaping 
29 P N 1993-95 

    
3.    AIRPORT ACCESS ROAD: Construct 27 P Y 1995-96 

    
4.    FUEL FACILITY: Expansion to north side of airport 25 P N 1992-93 

    
5.    ACCESS ROADS: Revise airport internal road system 26 P N 1993-94 

    
6.    LAUREL STREET: Widen between Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway 27 P Y 1994-95 

    
7.    NEW AIRPORT TERMINAL: Construct facility; apron; taxiway 26 P N 1993-95 

    
8.    ANCHORAGE FACILITY: Install perimeter marker buoys at Anchorage A-9 23 P Y 1995-96 

    
9.    CONVAIR LAGOON: Sediment remediation  24 T N 1996-97 

    
10.  INTERIM EMPLOYEE PARKING LOT:  Construct airport employee parking 

lot and staging area for taxis, shuttle vans and charter buses; replace storm 
drain 

26 P N 2001-03 

11.  HOTEL: up to 175 rooms adjacent to marina, including limited meeting space; 
surface parking; landscaping; public promenade; realignment of traffic circle 
and roadway 

23 T Y 2014-16

    
    
    
    
    

P- Port District               N- No     
T- Tenant                      Y- Yes     
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