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LEGAL NOTICE

City of Tacoma Final Modified Mitigated Determination of Environmental Nonsignificance

Lead Agency:  City of Tacoma

Applicant: 6th & Alder Partners
Proposal: Construction of 110-unit mixed-use apartment/commercial building
Location: 3118 6th Avenue

SEPA Public Information Center File No. LU16-0278

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services, has made a final determination that this
project does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the environment. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(9c). Per the
requirements in WAC197-11-550, the City has modified the Preliminary Determination as
issued February 8, 2017. This information is available to the public on www.tacomapermits.org
or upon request.

There is no administrative appeal opportunity for this Determination. Appeals may be filed at the
Superior Court of the State of Washington for Pierce County within 21 days after the building
permit is issued. Appeals to the Superior Court shall be taken in accordance with procedures
and limitations set forth in RCW 43.21C.075. A copy of the appeal shall be filed with Planning
and Development Services

The City of Tacoma does not discriminate on the basis of disability in any of its programs or
services. Upon request, special accommaodations will be provided within five (5) business days
by contacting 591-5363 (VOICE) or 591-5070 (TTY).

Issue/Publication Dates: April 17, 2017

The Tacoma Daily Index
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T'--ﬂ City of Tacoma
M Planning and Development Services
Final Determination
Revised Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS)
SEPA File Number: LU16-0278
To: All Departments and Agencies with Jurisdiction
Subject: Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance

In accordance with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-350, a copy of the Mitigated
Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) for the project described below is transmitted.

Applicant: 6th & Alder Partners, LLC, Contact: Mr. Kirk Rector, Address: 1145
Broadway Plaza, Suite 1405, Tacoma, WA 98402-3538

Proposal: Construction of a new 6-story 148,190 square foot building with 110
apartment dwelling units with ground level commercial space. The ground
level will consist of retail uses which comprise approximately 11,180 square
feet and a parking garage with 113 parking stalls. Also included is
demolition of approximately 10,000 square feet (four structures) and
filllgrade activity of approximately 13,000 cubic yards.

Location: 3118 6™ Avenue, Parcels 324500-3030, -3040, -3050, and -3060
Lead Agency: City of Tacoma

Issue Date: April 17, 2017

City Contact: Shirley Schultz

Principal Planner

Planning and Development Services

747 Market Street, Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org | 253-591-5121

The Responsible Official for the City of Tacoma hereby makes the following findings and
conclusions based upon a review of the environmental checklist and attachments, other
information on file with the City of Tacoma, and the policies, plans, and regulations designated
by the City of Tacoma as a basis for the exercise of substantive authority under the Washington
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pursuant to RCW 43.21C.

747 Market Street, Room 345 ] Tacoma, Washington 98402 | (253) 591-5577
http://www.tacomapermits.org


mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

On February 8, 2017, the City of Tacoma issued a Preliminary Mitigated Determination of
Nonsignificance (MDNS) for the above proposal. The comment period for the MDNS ended at
5:00 pm on March 13, 2017. Pursuant to WAC 197-11-340 the Responsible Official has
modified the MDNS based upon comments received (See Exhibit “A”). In addition to the
existing mitigating measures, the following mitigating measures shall apply to this project:

1. Utilize signage to limit the proposed garage access via Alder Street to right-in and right-out
only. Limited garage access directly on Alder Street will promote safe and efficient traffic
operations for existing and site generated traffic at Alder Street and the alley and Alder
Street and 6th Avenue by reducing left turn conflicts.

a. The proposed garage access on Alder Street is located within the functional area of the
nearby intersection and alley.

2. Update the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to include High-Turnover Restaurant as part of the
proposed use, as stated at the public meeting. A reduction of existing High-Turnover
Restaurant will be allowed in the total new trips generated. If the previous High-Turnover
Restaurant will not be returning to this site, then a description of the proposed 3,300 sq ft
retail space will be required to correct comments of future uses. The updated TIA will be
required prior approval of building permits.

There is no administrative appeal opportunity for this Determination. Appeals may be filed at the
Superior Court of the State of Washington for Pierce County within 21 days after the building
permit is issued. Appeals to the Superior Court shall be taken in accordance with procedures
and limitations set forth in RCW 43.21C.075. A copy of the appeal shall be filed with Planning
and Development Services.

The checklist for this project has previously been transmitted. Should you wish to receive a
copy of the checklist or if you require further information, please contact Shirley Schultz at (253)
591-5121 or shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org.

Responsible_Official: Peter Huffman

Position/Titl&; Di‘ to[\ IIanning and Development Services
I
I

Signature: l M

SEPA Officer Signature: )\;\g‘u.] . wc_!u ;E'(

NOTE: The issuance of this SEPA Detetmmatlon does not g/ﬂJstltute final project approval. The
applicant must comply with all other applicable requirementsof the City of Tacoma Departments
and other agencies with jurisdiction prior to receiving construction permits.

cc: Applicant
Central Neighborhood Council, Chairperson
6™ Avenue Business District Association
Nancy Graham, 3167 6™ Ave, Tacoma, WA 98406
M Marsillo, 3662 82™ Ave. Ct. W, University Place, WA 98466
Eric Shelton, 822 N Oakes St., Tacoma, WA 98406
Tammy Palusky, 2118 N Cedar St., Tacoma, WA 98406

LU16-0278 Final Revised Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance
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cc via email:
Central Neighborhood Council
North End Neighborhood Council
6™ Avenue Business District Association
Washington Department of Ecology, separegister@ecy.wa.gov, sepaunit@ecy.wa.gov
Angie Lokotz, angie.lokotz@gmail.com
Susan Ryan, sryan@harbornet.com
Shannon Cream, scream63@gmx.com
Charles Mann, bluetape.zipties2@gmail.com
John Wolters, John@wc-studio.com
Maria Remick, sittinpretty253@gmail.com
Matt Philichi, mphilichi@comcast.net
Chad & Patricia Kerth, oldmilwaukeecafetacomawa@gmail.com
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department, SEPA, SEPA@tpchd.org
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, sepa@pscleanair.org
Planning and Development Services, Reuben McKnight, Peter Huffman, lan Munce
Washington State Office of Archaeology & Historic Preservation, Gretchen Kaehler,
gretchen.kaehler@dahp.wa.gov
Pierce Transit - Bus Stop Program, Tina Vaslet, tvaslet@piercetransit.org
Pierce County Assessor Treasurer, Darci Brandvold, dbrandv@co.pierce.wa.us

LU16-0278 Final Revised Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance
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DATE: April 7, 2017

TO: Shirley Schultz
Planning and Development Services

FROM: Jennifer Kammerzell
Public Works Department/Engineering Division

RE: Updated SEPA Comments for 6" & Alder Mixed Use Development (LU16-
0278)

The City Engineering Division has reviewed the SEPA application and revised Traffic Impact Analysis for
the 6" & Alder Mixed Use Development that proposes one building that will support 110 apartment
units and 11,180 square feet of retail/restaurant space. The project is bounded by 6™ Avenue, Alder
Street and an alley.

After consideration of the applicant’s revised Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) conducted by Heath &
Associates, Inc. (dated March 28, 2017) the City has determined that the applicant and representative
have conducted a reasonable analysis of a probable traffic condition provided that minor corrections
are provided.

Based on the preliminary new trips generated, proposed parking for 111 stalls, and driveways, the
City has concluded that the development will impact the City’s transportation system. The following
updated comments and mitigating actions are based on the review of the revised TIA, public
comments, and the objective of reducing impacts to the neighborhood and city transportation
system.

The following comments and conditions are consistent with the Transportation Master Plan Goals and
Policies to “prioritize the movement of people and goods via modes that have the least
environmental impact and greatest contribution to livability in order to build a balanced
transportation network that provides mobility options, accessibility, and economic vitality for all
across all neighborhoods.” Itis also consistent with policies 2.3 Improve Safety, 2.4 Promote Health,
3.1 Complete Streets/Layered Network,

3.2 Green Hierarchy, 3.6 Street System Design, 3.7 Special Needs of Transportation Users, 3.9
Pedestrian Facilities, 3.10 Bicycle Facilities, 3.18 Roadway Capacity, and 6.3 20-Minute
Neighborhoods.

Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Vehicular Safety Conditions:

1. NEW: Utilize signage to limit the proposed garage access via Alder Street to right-in and right-
out only. Limited garage access directly on Alder Street will promote safe and efficient traffic
operations for existing and site generated traffic at Alder Street and the alley and Alder Street
and 6™ Avenue by reducing left turn conflicts.

a. The proposed garage access on Alder Street is located within the functional area of
the nearby intersection and alley.

2. NEW: Update the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to include High-Turnover Restaurant as part of
the proposed use, as stated at the public meeting. A reduction of existing High-Turnover



Restaurant will be allowed in the total new trips generated. If the previous High-Turnover
Restaurant will not be returning to this site, then a description of the proposed 3,300 sq ft
retail space will be required to correct comments of future uses. The updated TIA will be
required prior approval of building permits.

3. Atsite-adjacent locations where vehicles and pedestrians could conflict, such as the alley and
garage connection at Alder Street, ensure adequate sight distance is available as
recommended inthe TIA, in addition to the following mitigation measures.

a. The project shall install an audible warning device at the garage exit on Alder Street,
painted stop bar and STOP at garage accesses for vehicles exiting, large convex
mirrors at garage exits for visibility, and “Pedestrian Ahead” signs at garage accesses
for vehicles existing. Obstructions or signs associated with the building’s use placed
in the right-of- way may require a Right-of-Way Occupancy Permit.

4. The nature of the area and the Core Pedestrian Street designation for 6™ Avenue emphasizes
the need for the proper development of the site-adjacent pedestrian sidewalks and access.
Therefore, the City expectation will be that sidewalks are consistent with the character of the
area and in cases where the right-of-way does not allow for sidewalk expansion, a colonnade
onsite to allow for high pedestrian traffic will be allowed. Use of the sidewalk for cafes,
seating, landscaping, and bicycle facilities will be limited.

5. Access to the garage via the alley will require improving the alley between Alder and
Cedar Streets to accommodate increase in alley traffic.

Intersection and Traffic Operations Comments

6. The review of the PM peak hour traffic operations analysis, indicates that the overall number
of trips to be generated by the development and their distribution along multiple overall
access routes did not create any substantive impacts to most intersection operations in the
study area.

a. Any potential impacts to operations, increasing gaps for left turns, or traffic queuing
could be mitigated through minor signal timing adjustments carried out by the
applicant through the Work Order Permit process.

7. Asstated in the TIA, 6™ Avenue is designated as a transit corridor, potentially Streetcar or
Light Rail. Additional right-of-way would be required to maintain adequate sidewalk, on-
street parking, travel lanes, bicycle facilities, and transit access. This project does not
propose dedication of right-of-way, which would mean potential elimination of future on-
street parking or bicycle facilities when a Streetcar or Light Rail is proposed.

8. Off-site improvements will impact signal equipment and vehicle detection significantly. If any
loops are disabled within the intersection of 6th & Alder, GRIDSMART will be required for
upgrading the signal. Restoration to signal equipment includes junction boxes. In addition,
significant impacts to signal and pedestrian curb ramps will require installation of Accessible
Pedestrian Signals (APS). Work related to the signal or street light work shall be included in
the Work Order Permit.



Neighborhood Parking Comments:

10.

11.

12.

An on-street parking study including an occupancy and inventory analysis will be required
prior approval of a Work Order Permit. The parking study shall also include information
about proposed off-street parking, such as parking stall count clarification and parking
management. It is presumed that the 111 parking stalls outlined in the TIA will accommodate
residents primarily.

Operation of the garages shall not impede pedestrian or vehicular traffic, e.g. queuing shall
be provided onsite if the garages are secured with a gate.

Access to the nearest transit and bike facilities shall be provided to encourage use of
alternative modes of transportation. This includes providing improved/safe street crossings.

The City recommends committing to a partnership with the residents surrounding the
development through a deposit of a good faith bond, with the express purpose of addressing
any neighborhood parking concerns through purchase of residential parking permits for two
years which arise after the certificate of occupancy is issued and other mitigation measures
have been putin place. A suggested bond of $20,000 for one year after opening is
recommended. Parking spillover from the commercial and residential uses of this
development are neighborhood concerns. Neighborhood parking impacts would have to be
validated prior to expenditure of the bond.

If circumstances change and the project scope is modified, then the City reserves the right to

reconsider this recommendation. If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Kammerzell at
(253) 591-5511 orjkammerzell@cityoftacoma.org.




STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

PO Box 47775 - Olympia, Washington 98504-7775 - (360) 407-6300
711 for Washington Relay Service - Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341

March 10, 2017

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
Public Works Department

747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

Dear Ms. Schultz:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the mitigated determination of nonsignificance for
the 6" and Alder Construction Project (LU16-0278) located at 3118 6th Avenue as proposed by
Kirk Rector, 6th & Alder Partners LLC. The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the
environmental checklist and has the following comment(s):

TOXICS CLEANUP: Eva Barber (360) 407-7094

This property is within a quarter mile of two contaminated Sites. The Sites are Estate of
Charles Taylor, Facility Site ID (FSID) 16380 and Kobe Teriyaki, FSID 21254. To search
and access information concerning these Sites, visit Ecology’s website at:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/fs/ and https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/gsp/SiteSearchPage.aspx. If
contamination is suspected, discovered, or occurs during the proposed development of a
multi-family housing/ retail complex, testing of the potentially contaminated media must be
conducted. If contamination of soil or groundwater is readily apparent, or is revealed by
sampling, Ecology must be notified. Contact the Environmental Report Tracking System
Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office (SWRO) at (360) 407-6300. For assistance
and information about subsequent cleanup and to identify the type of testing that will be
required, contact Eva Barber with the SWRO, Toxics Cleanup Program at the phone number
given above.

This proposed project is located in an area that may have been contaminated with heavy
metals due to the air emissions originating from the old Asarco smelter in north Tacoma
(visit Ecology’s Tacoma Smelter Plume map search tool:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/smeltersearch/).

Soil contamination from the former Asarco smelter poses a risk to human health and the
environment. Children are at especially high risk from direct exposure to contaminated soil.


http://www.ecy.wa.gov/fs/
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/gsp/SiteSearchPage.aspx
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/smeltersearch/

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
March 10, 2017
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Construction workers, landscapers, gardeners, and others who work in the soils are also at

risk.

Ecology recommends that the lead agency include the following as conditions of approval,
prior to the issuance of any site development permits or the initiation of grading, filling, or
clearing:

Sample the soil and analyze for arsenic and lead following the 2012 Tacoma Smelter
Plume Guidance. If the project includes open space areas, contact the Technical
Assistance Coordinator, Eva Barber, for assistance in soil sampling methodology
within the open space area. The soil sampling results shall be sent to the local land
use permitting agency and Ecology for review.

If lead or arsenic are found at concentrations above the Model Toxics Control Act
(MTCA) cleanup levels (Chapter 173-340 WAC); the owners, potential buyers,
construction workers, and others shall be notified of their occurrence. The MTCA
cleanup level for arsenic is 20 parts per million (ppm) and lead is 250 ppm.

If lead, arsenic and/or other contaminants are found at concentrations above MTCA
cleanup levels, the applicant shall:

1) Develop soil remediation plan and enter into the Voluntary Cleanup Program with
Ecology. For more information on the Voluntary Cleanup Program, visit
Ecology’s website at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/vcp/vepmain.htm.

2) Obtain an opinion letter from Ecology stating that the proposed soil remediation
plan will likely result in no further action under MTCA. The applicant shall
provide to the local land use permitting agency the opinion letter from Ecology.

3) Prior to finalizing site development permits, provide to the local land use
permitting agency “No Further Action” determination from Ecology indicating
that the remediation plans were successfully implemented under MTCA.

e If soils are found to be contaminated with arsenic, lead, or other contaminants, extra
precautions shall be taken to avoid escaping dust, soil erosion, and water pollution during
grading and site construction. Site design shall include protective measures to isolate or
remove contaminated soils from public spaces, yards, and children’s play areas.
Contaminated soils generated during site construction shall be managed and disposed of
in accordance with state and local regulations, including the Solid Waste Handling
Standards regulation (Chapter 173-350 WAC). For information about soil disposal
contact the local health department in the jurisdiction where soils will be placed.


http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/sites_brochure/tacoma_smelter/2011/techAssist.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/sites_brochure/tacoma_smelter/2011/techAssist.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/vcp/vcpmain.htm

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
March 10, 2017
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The link below provides a fact sheet that explains more how the arsenic and lead clean-up
levels were set and why Ecology sees that they are protective for human health:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1109095.html.

For assistance and information about Tacoma Smelter Plume and soils contamination, the
applicant shall contact, Eva Barber with the SWRO, Toxic Cleanup Program at the phone
number given above or via email at Eva.Barber@ecy.wa.gov.

WATER QUALITY: Chris Montague-Breakwell (360) 407-6364

Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction.
These control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil
and other pollutants into surface water or stormdrains that lead to waters of the state. Sand,
silt, clay particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants.

The following construction activities require coverage under the Construction Stormwater
General Permit:

1. Clearing, grading and/or excavation that results in the disturbance of one or more
acres and discharges stormwater to surface waters of the State; and

2. Clearing, grading and/or excavation on sites smaller than one acre that are part of a
larger common plan of development or sale, if the common plan of development or
sale will ultimately disturb one acre or more and discharge stormwater to surface
waters of the State.

a) This includes forest practices (including, but not limited to, class IV conversions)
that are part of a construction activity that will result in the disturbance of one or
more acres, and discharge to surface waters of the State; and

3. Any size construction activity discharging stormwater to waters of the State that

Ecology:

a) Determines to be a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the State of
Washington.

b) Reasonably expects to cause a violation of any water quality standard.

If there are known soil/ground water contaminants present on-site, additional information
(including, but not limited to: temporary erosion and sediment control plans; stormwater
pollution prevention plan; list of known contaminants with concentrations and depths found;
a site map depicting the sample location(s); and additional studies/reports regarding
contaminant(s)) will be required to be submitted.

You may apply online or obtain an application from Ecology's website at:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wg/stormwater/construction/ - Application. Construction
site operators must apply for a permit at least 60 days prior to discharging stormwater from
construction activities and must submit it on or before the date of the first public notice.



https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1109095.html
mailto:Eva.Barber@ecy.wa.gov
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/#Application

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
March 10, 2017
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Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency. As such, they
may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal
requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action.

If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the
appropriate reviewing staff listed above.

Department of Ecology
Southwest Regional Office

(CA:17-0679)

cc: Eva Barber, TCP
Chris Montague-Breakwell, WQ
Kirk Rector, 6" & Alder partners LLC (Applicant)
Alex Campbell, AHBL, Inc. (Contact)



From: Angie

To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: RE: Comment on LU16-0278 | 6th & Alder Development
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 2:51:27 PM

Thank you for taking the time to answer. It's nice to know that these emails are
read by real people!

-Angie
--Angie

On Feb 28, 2017 2:39 PM, "Schultz, Shirley" <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Hi, Angie —

Thank you for your comments. I'm copying Jennifer Kammerzell on this email to answer the
garage door question.

As for the screening on the parking structure — there will be limited openings on Alder, which will
be mesh or screened. The rear (alley) of the garage would also be mesh/screened. Here is what
our code requires:

“Parking garage openings at the level of and facing a street, alley, courtyard, plaza, or open
parking area shall incorporate decorative grilles, architectural elements, planters, and/or artworks
that effectively reduce the visibility of vehicles within the garage while still allowing for limited
visibility into and out of the garage. Any portion of the screening that is between 3 and 7 feet
above the adjacent grade shall be at least 20% transparent but not more than 80% transparent.
Vehicular access openings shall be exempt from this standard.”

You raise a good point about security. | will be sure to pass that along to the applicant. | am fairly
sure the lower parking garage will be secure and available only to residents, but I’'m not sure how
the upper garage access will be controlled.

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services


mailto:angie.lokotz@gmail.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us

253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org

From: Angie [mailto:angie.lokotz@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 8:13 AM

To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comment on LU16-0278 | 6th & Alder Development

Hello,

| attended the SEPA meeting Wednesday evening, February 22, at Evergreen
College for the 6th & Alder Development. | subsequently went to the city's
permitting site and downloaded the information and sketches for the development.

| am posing my comments as a concerned neighbor of the development (I live
about two blocks away).

The sketches show a garage door at the Alder Street entrance to the parking area.
If the parking access off of Alder Street is intended for public access to the
businesses located at ground level of the structure, why is there a garage door at
the entrance? That would impact traffic on Alder street every time someone is
waiting for the door to go up. Is it the intention of the building owner to restrict that
parking lot during certain times?

I'm also curious if there will be a mesh-type wall to look into the parking structure,
or if it will be completely enclosed by walls. 6th Avenue has become attractive to
various homeless individuals who camp out in our business doorways. | wonder if a
sheltered parking structure would become a haven.

As a neighbor, | want a structure that's inviting to walk past. Parking garages tend
to give off a creepy vibe. | think keeping the street level parking open, airy, and
usable to all 24 hours a day is a way to make sure that there's activity at all hours
and discourage squatters.

Thank you,

Angie


tel:(253)%20591-5121
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
http://www.tacomapermits.org/
mailto:angie.lokotz@gmail.com

Angie Lokotz
SABD District Manager
on6thave.org | on6thavetacoma@gmail.com

I Eacebook/@6thAveTacoma

2802 6th Ave, Tacoma WA98406

angie.lokotz@gmail.com

p: 253.228.2337

The opinions expressed in this email are not necessarily those of the 6th Ave. Business District or its Board Members.


http://on6thave.org/
mailto:on6thavetacoma@gmail.com
https://www.facebook.com/6thAveTacoma/
mailto:angie.lokotz@gmail.com
tel:253.228.2337

2142 South L Street
Tacoma, Washington 98405.3415
March 13, 2017

VIA EMAIL

Ms. Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
Planning & Development Services
City of Tacoma

747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, Washington 98402

Subj: LU16-0278, 6th & Alder Partners' proposed 110-unit residential and commercial
Mixed Use Center (MUC) project at 3118 6th Avenue; comments

Dear Shirley:

I received this notice on or about 2/8 and am grateful you agreed to receive a Friday,
3/10, project comments voicemail followed by this letter.

Over the weekend I made time to thoroughly read the proposal. Generally, I thought
applicants provided significant, valuable details. Anecdotally, I heard Mr. Rector was
particularly receptive to participant comments at a project information forum (I was
unable to attend).

Hence, the right and left columns in the table below may reflect continuity or
discontinuity in my effort to adopt an enlightened understanding.

3/10 phone message 3/13 email/letter attachment

Support general increasing density trend,

. . Irrelevant.
discouraging sprawl.

By my calculations, compliance with TMC
13.06.510, Table 2, requires about 138
stalls. If the project delivers 140, and
despite the engineering analyses, parking
will be insufficient while meeting the TMC
requirement.

Sufficient parking for residents,
commercial tenants & customers, other
6th Avenue businesses.

Other than a partly green roof and planned
landscaping, the project doesn't indicate the
inclusion of art. 1%?

The notice is vague regarding art as a
livability design requirement.




Charles Mann letter re LU16-0278

March 13, 2017

6th & Alder arterial junction has robust
traffic volume. One project parking
entrance faces Alder. The design doesn't
adequately articulate consideration for
vendor parking and traffic calming
enhancing safe parking garage entry/exit
(while dodging pedestrians), without
impeding arterial traffic.

Support project's landscaping plan, hoping
installed trees are properly maintained.

May have included a comment that
photovoltaics (PVs) are, regrettably, not a
requirement of building design standards.

Page 2 of 2

Neither engineering study adequately
addresses traffic calming, vendor
parking/loading, parking garage access.

Restoration of Tacoma's green canopy is
critical. While trees at ground & roof levels
are included in the proposal, neither the
project nor TMC are particularly
prescriptive about reforestation.

Irrelevant.

However, I hope a future 13.06.510
revision mandates minimum one kilowatt
(kW) solar arrays on every Tacoma roof.

I decided against submitting this on behalf of my Central Neighborhood Council (for
which I am its chair). We didn't have time to review these comments and I'm reluctant to
represent the council without unanimity. I hope being a concerned Tacoma citizen is

sufficient.
Again, thanks for accepting my comments.

Sincerely,

OJ\N
Charles Mapn, Chair



From: sryan@harbornet.com

To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: public comment
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 11:54:55 AM

Thanks Shirley. Will the NENC get the notification or Central Neighborhood ? Or, both?

Susan
On Aug 30, 2016, at 10:11 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us> wrote:

> Susan -

>

> Thank you very much for your comment. | don't have a SEPA application (or any other application)
for 6th & Alder yet - they are still in the preapplication design process. The SEPA comment
period/preliminary determination will be sent out to the neighborhood council when it's ready, as well as
published on our website, etc. Be sure to check back in.

>

> In the meantime | will forward your comments/questions to our traffic division and our long-range
planning division, because they are very relevant to how we plan for growth and how we manage traffic
in Tacoma.

>

> Please feel free to check in with me over the coming weeks and I'll provide you updates on current
projects.

>

>

> Shirley Schultz

> City of Tacoma | Development Services

> 253-591-5121

> shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

> www.tacomapermits.org

>

>

>

> e Original Message-----

> From: sryan@harbornet.com [mailto:gardendigsdesign@gmail.com]

> Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 10:01 AM

> To: Schultz, Shirley

> Cc: Thoms, Robert

> Subject: public comment

>

> Dear Shirley,

>

> | do not know if there is any format for submitting comments in regards to the new proposed housing
complex at 6th and Alder, but | would like to have something noted regarding that project and others.
>

> My neighbor shared with me her recent parking experience in Proctor which led to further discussions
about new housing and planning for increased traffic in our neighborhoods.

>

> Last week she had arranged to meet a long time friend for breakfast at Knapp's restaurant in the
Proctor business district, across from Proctor Station. Unfortunately she had to walk several blocks to
find parking and was extremely exhausted upon returning home. She does not require the need of an
ADA placard however the distance was too far for her. With cities requiring less parking options please
keep in mind when there are no parking garages such as in downtown areas where transit is more
readily available, a portion of the population will be marginalized and forced to go elsewhere, hence
driving more.

>

> This conversation led to 6th & Alder. We both live 6 blocks from this intersection and travel it almost
daily. It is a main arterial for reaching many medical office facilities along S 19th and major retailers.


mailto:gardendigsdesign@gmail.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
mailto:gardendigsdesign@gmail.com

Alder is not a bus transit route. | pointed out to my neighbor that the driveway for the 6th & Alder
complex will not be allowed on 6th Ave. However, her being a snappy retired federal attorney said big
deal, so what. That does nothing to alleviate a huge increase in cars exiting and entering near that
intersection/alley. She makes a very good point, and that intersection and 6th Ave will truly be a mess if
the city continues to promote projects of this size and scope.

>

> | guess the question is how will the city be mitigating the traffic flow and who will pay for these
impacts. It is my understanding that the COT does not require impact fees. Allowing and encouraging
these large scale projects up against single family homes will continue to be a problem leading to the
deterioration of mine and my neighbors quality of life.

>

> As a side comment, it has been brought to the attention of Planning Department in the past by my
husband that focus should probably shift towards increasing density along and near S 19th where light
rail expansion is projected to take place.

>

> |n addition, after looking at the concept drawings for the large downtown parcel that Chinese
investors acquired, where is the high density buildings in those plans? Instead we get a nice village
based concept which seems appropriate for Tacoma, however | would expect high rise towers or at
least 6 stories like we are being forced to absorb in our small residential neighborhoods. We have been
told repeatedly that any housing under 6 stories is just not feasible for developers to invest in. This line
of reasoning fails me when | see plenty of new housing near the downtown core under 6 stories.

>

> | would appreciate these comments being added to any public record. If you have any updates on
the 6th & Alder project | would also appreciate learning more about them.

>

> Thank you Shirley,

>

> Susan Ryan

\
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From: Susan Ryan

To: Schultz, Shirley

Cc: Jodi. Cook

Subject: The Marc

Date: Friday, February 24, 2017 11:15:39 AM
Hi Shirley,

Can you give me some feedback on the meeting that took place for The Marc?

I am out of town helping my mom so unable to attend. | know there were about four other meetings
taking place that night that people were going to, including my husband at Landmarks.

In any event, | would like to learn more about it.

My concerns are: Excessive overall size, big box out of context design

Too close of proximity to the single family homes across the alley, negative
impact on others.

Alder is primary arterial, cars from building going where, alley on to Alder?

No transition zones

Buffer? There used to be buffering for new developments on 6th

Long solar shadows on others

View of sky taken away from others

Micro units are ridiculous, advocates for supporting this in Tacoma at this steep of
rent should be ashamed of themselves.

Other

Best,

Susan R.


mailto:sryan@harbornet.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
mailto:jodi.cook0983@gmail.com

From: Maria Remick

To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: 6th and alder land use comments
Date: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 11:11:08 AM

Hello Shirley, as a 40 year resident of the Northend , | do not approve of the use of
this land for 110 unit apartment building. As a mother of children in school, |
cannot get up and down 6th Avenue as it is after 1 o'clock in the afternoon we do
not need to add to the congestion with another 110 to 220 people trying to get in
and out of an intersection that is already congested. I think this is the wrong place

for for it. Thank you Maria Remick


mailto:sittinpretty253@gmail.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
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6TH & ALDER
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

. INTRODUCTION

This study serves to examine traffic impacts related to the proposed 6th & Alder project. The
main goals of this study focus on the assessment of existing traffic conditions and intersection
congestion, forecasts of newly generated project traffic, and estimations of future delay. The first
task includes the collection of general roadway information, road improvement information,
entering sight distance data, and peak hour traffic counts. Next, a detailed level of service
analysis of existing volumes is made to determine the present degree of intersection congestion.
Based on this analysis, forecasts of future traffic and dispersion patterns on the street system are
determined using established trip generation and trip distribution techniques. Following this
forecast, the future service levels for the key intersections are investigated. As a final step,
appropriate conclusions and possible off-site mitigation measures are defined.

Il.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project plans on constructing one new mixed-use building in the 6th Avenue
neighborhood. This area is considered 1 of the 18 Mixed Use Centers (MUCs) in the city of
Tacoma. The site is located on the southeast corner of 6th Avenue & South Alder Street
intersection. Preliminary site plans indicates removal of existing buildings on-site and
constructing a new 172,215 square foot building with up to 6 floors and 111 apartment dwelling
units with ground level commercial space. Ground level will consist of a 3,600 restaurant use and
3,046 square feet of general retail for a total of 6,646 square feet. The parking onsite will consist
of 111 parking stalls. During business hours the project would allocate 22 stalls to the
commercial portion with 15 stalls for the restaurant and 7 stalls for the remaining retail.

Access to the site will be via one entrance onto South Alder Street and one entrance onto the
existing alley abutting the south side. Street parking is currently available on 6th Avenue and
Cedar Street along with other residential streets in the area. As this project is a transit oriented
development, many trips can be expected to utilize public transit, walking, and bicycling. Under
the City of Tacoma’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP), Alder Street and 6th Avenue are in
future consideration for improved bicycle facilities and 6th Avenue is a classified “Designated
Pedestrian Corridor.” Moreover, 6th Avenue is also considered as a future streetcar network
route further enhancing the availability of alternative travel methods.

2021 was used as a horizon year in order to assess future impacts. Figure 1 on the following
page shows the site location and the local roadway system. The general configuration and the
design schematic is shown in Figure 2.
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. EXISTING CONDITIONS

A. Surrounding Roadway System

The street network serving the proposed project consists of a variety of roadways. Streets near
the site mainly consist of arterials and residential roadways. Characteristics for these roadways
vary with respect to lane widths, grades, speeds, and function. Differences are based on specific
designations and proximity to major employment areas in the region. The major roadways and
arterials surrounding the site are listed and described below.

6th Avenue is an east-west, principal arterial that borders the north edge of the project. The
roadway is also classified as a “Designated Core Pedestrian Street.” The road cross section
consists of one travel lane in each direction along with a two-way left turn lane. On-street parallel
parking is available on both sides of the roadway. Paving is asphalt concrete and lane widths are
roughly 11 feet. The posted speed limit is 30 mph. Grades are relatively flat to the east and
consist of mild vertical curvature to the west.

South Alder Street is a north-south, multi-lane minor arterial that borders the west edge of the
site. The posted speed limit in the vicinity of the site is 30 mph. A two-way left turn lane is
present near the vicinity of the site. Lane widths are approximately 11 feet and paving is asphalt.
Shoulders consist of curb/gutter/sidewalk. Grades are relatively flat and horizontal curvature
exists to the south.

South Cedar Street is a north-south, two-lane road that borders the east side of the site. The
posted speed limit is 25 mph and shoulder consist of either grass/gravel that transitions to
sidewalk or curb/gutter/sidewalk. Total roadway width is approximately 40 feet and parallel
parking is available along both sides of the roadway. Grades are flat.

B. Existing Peak Hour Volumes and Patterns

Field data collected for this study was taken in September of 2016. Traffic counts were taken
during the evening peak period between the hours of 4 PM and 6 PM. This specific peak period
was targeted for analysis purposes since it generally represents the worst case scenario with
respect to traffic conditions. This busiest time of the day is primarily due to the common 8 AM to
5 PM work schedule and the greater number of recreation and shopping trips associated with the
early evening period. Drivers often travel home after work at approximately the same time of day,
typically between 5 PM and 6 PM, which translates to a natural peak in intersection and arterial
traffic loads. Existing PM peak hour volumes for the key intersections of 6th Avenue & Alder
Street and 6th Avenue & Cedar Street can be found in Figure 3.
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C. Roadway Improvements

A review of a current City of Tacoma 6-Year Comprehensive Transportation Program indicates
there are no capacity related improvement projects near the vicinity of the site.

D. Existing Level of Service

Existing peak hour delays were determined through the use of the Highway Capacity Manual.
Capacity analysis is used to determine level of service (LOS) which is an established measure of
congestion for transportation facilities. LOS is defined for a variety of facilities including
intersections, freeways, arterials, etc. A complete definition of level of service and related criteria
can be found in the HCM.

The methodology for determining the LOS at signalized intersections strives to determine the

volume to capacity (V/c) ratios for the various intersection movements as well as the average
control delay for those movements. Delay is generally used to measure the degree of driver
discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost time. Control delay, in particular, includes
movements at slower speeds and stops on intersection approaches as vehicles move up in
queue position or slow down upstream of an intersection. Aside from the overall quantity of
traffic, three specific factors influence signalized intersection LOS. These include the type of
signal operation provided, the signal phasing pattern, and the specific allocation of green time.

The methodology for determining the LOS at unsignalized intersections strives to determine the
potential capacities for the various vehicle movements and ultimately determines the average
total delay for each movement. Potential Capacity represents the number of additional vehicles
that could effectively utilize a particular movement, which is essentially the equivalent of the
difference between the movement capacity and the existing movement volume. Total delay is
described as the elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of a queue until the vehicle
departs from the stop line. Average total delay is simply the mean total delay over the entire
stream. A number of factors influence potential capacity and total delay including the
availability/usefulness of gaps.

The range for intersection level of service is LOS A to LOS F with the former indicating the best
operating conditions with low control delays and the latter indicating the worst conditions with
heavy control delays. Existing LOS for the PM peak hour is shown below in Table 1. This
analysis involved the HCS 2010 intersection analysis program. As shown below, existing
analysis indicates mild delays in the LOS A to the LOS C range.



TABLE 1
Existing Level of Service
Delays given in seconds per vehicle

Intersection: Alder Street & 6th Avenue

Control Approach LOS Delay

PM Peak Hour Signal Eastbound B 104
Westbound B 13.1

Northbound B 12.8

Southbound B 16.0

Overall B 12.8

Intersection: Cedar Street & 6th Avenue

Control Approach LOS Delay

PM Peak Hour Stop Eastbound LT A 9.2
Westbound LT A 8.8

Northbound C 16.3

Southbound C 15.9

E. Pedestrian and Bicycle Activity

Pedestrian and bicycle activity was observed on the nearby street segments studied for this
project. Observations were made during routine peak hour movement counts and during other
site visits. A significant amount of non-motorized vehicle activity was noted during field
observations. The area has well developed pedestrian facilities in the form of sidewalks that help
alleviate any impact between motorist and non-motorist traffic. The project plans for frontage
improvements include sidewalks to the City of Tacoma’s standards.

F. Public Transit

A review of the Pierce Transit regional bus schedule shows transit service is provided to the
vicinity of the project. Pierce Transit Routes 1, 11, 51, and 14 provide service in the area from
approximately 4:34 AM to 11:39 PM. The nearest stops to the project are provided via Routes 1
and 11 at the 6th & Alder intersection. Refer to the Pierce Transit schedule for detailed route
information.

It should also be noted that Tacoma’s Transportation Master Plan lists 6th Avenue as a
recommended streetcar corridor, further enhancing the areas public transit feasibility.



G. Sight Distance at Access Driveways

Analysis was made of the existing roadways near the site. According to AASHTO guidelines for
the 25 mph speed limit on the alley abutting the south side of the site and the 30 mph speed limit
on Alder Street approximately 280 and 335 feet of entering sight distance is needed to ensure
safety for project traffic exiting the site. Based on established standards and field notes, sight
distance is acceptable at the project alley access with vision well exceeding the minimum
requirements to the east and the west.

The existing access points on Alder Street has sufficient sight distance to the north and
approximately 280 feet to the south for the alley access off of Alder Street. Sight distance is
impeded from an off-site fence located directly to the south. Field notes indicate that pulling up 2-
3 feet, opens up a longer range of vision when looking southerly. Moreover, the proximity to the
signalized intersection of 6th & Alder typically results in reduced vehicular speeds and, ultimately,
decreases the amount of time to safely exit or enter the site.
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IV. FUTURE TRAFFIC DEMAND
A. Trip Generation

Data presented in this report was taken from the Institute of Transportation Engineer's publication
Trip Generation, 9th Edition. Table 2 below, depicts current conditions and uses with associated
square foot values. The total peak hour movements will then be reduced from the total new trips.
The applicable land uses codes for the existing uses are defined as High Turnover Restaurant
(LUC 932), General Office Building (LUC 710), Specialty Retail (LUC 826), and Dwelling Units of
Single Family Detached Housing (LUC 210). ITE average rates were used to determine peak
hour trips. The existing 2,991 square foot service garage was not accounted for as it was
unoccupied at the time of data acquisition.

TABLE 2
Existing Project Trip Generation

Restaurant Office Retail Single Family Total

Time Period 1.704 S.F. 1.079 S.F. 1.042 S.F. 2 units Reduction
AWDT 217 vpd 12 vpd 46 vpd 19 vpd -294 vpd
AM Peak Inbound 0 vph 2 vph 0 vph 0 vph -2 vph
AM Peak Outbound 0 vph 0 vph 0 vph 2 vph -2 vph
AM Peak Total 0 vph 2 vph 0 vph 2 vph -4 vph
PM Peak Inbound 10 vph 0 vph 1 vph 1 vph -12 vph
PM Peak Outbound 7 vph 2 vph 2 vph 1 vph -12 vph
PM Peak Total 17 vph 2 vph 3 vph 2 vph -24 vph

It should also be noted that the AM peak trip generation rates for the existing restaurant were
assumed to be zero due to the hours of operation which occur outside the 7-9 AM morning peak
hours.

Table 3 below depicts the trip generation based on the proposed uses with their associated
size/units. The applicable land use codes for the proposed uses are defined as High Turnover
Restaurant (LUC 932), Specialty Retail (LUC 826) and Dwelling Units of Apartments (LUC 220).
Refer to the appendix for all trip generation output.
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TABLE 3
Proposed Project Trip Generation — New Trips

Retail Apartments Total
Time Period 6,646 S.F. 111units New Trips
AWDT Total 395 vpd 738 vpd 1,133 vpd
AM Peak Inbound 0 vph 11 vph 11 vph
AM Peak Outbound 0 vph 46 vph 46 vph
AM Peak Total 0 vph 57 vph 57 vph
PM Peak Inbound 16 vph 44 vph 60 vph
PM Peak Outbound 12 vph 25 vph 37 vph
PM Peak Total 28 vph 69 vph 97 vph

Table 4 below depicts the net new trips the project is expected to create. This was derived by
taking “The Total Reduction Trips” of Table 2 and subtracting from the “Total New Trips” of Table
4 to estimate an expected net new trips coming to and from the site.

TABLE 4
Net New Project Trip Generation

Time Period Existing Proposed New Trips
AWDT Total -294 vpd 1,133 vpd 839 vpd
AM Peak Inbound -2 vph 11 vph 9 vph
AM Peak Outbound -2 vph 46 vph 44 vph
AM Peak Total -4 vph 57 vph 53 vph
PM Peak Inbound -12 vph 60 vph 48 vph
PM Peak Outbound -12 vph 37 vph 25 vph
PM Peak Total -24 vph 97 vph 73 vph

B. Trip Assignment and Distribution

The pattern by which project trips disperse on the roadway network is highly variable and largely
depends on driver behavior and psychological factors. Nonetheless, general estimations of traffic
distribution are needed to determine the impact of a project on nearby arterials. Trips generated
by the project are expected to follow the percent distribution and assignment as shown in Figure
4 for the PM peak hour. Distribution percentages are based on existing travel patterns and the
location of nearby major roadways. As shown in the figures, distribution is expected to come
from a number of the surrounding roadways, with a bulk of the traffic coming from the south.

Distributions are shown to be conservative and depict a “worst case scenario” in regards to traffic
demands. ltis likely that once buildout is complete, many of the project generated trips will be in

12



the form of internal trips, public transit, and non-vehicular trips causing a significant reduction in
net new trips. It should also be noted, that given the proximity to local amenities, this project is
expected to have an overall lower vehicular demand from residents. However, analysis is

demonstrating that the surrounding network has the available capacity for the incoming project.

C. Future Traffic Volumes With and Without the Project

A horizon year of 2021 was chosen for the future study period. The future 2021 traffic volumes
without the project were derived by applying a 1 percent annual growth rate through the year
2021 to the existing traffic volumes shown in Figure 3. This growth rate should be considered
conservative as count data at the 6th Avenue & Alder Street intersection shows a decrease in
vehicular volumes when compared to a 2009 field count. Much of the land in the area is already
developed, limiting the amount of traffic growth created by future new projects. Future 2021
volumes without project traffic included are shown in Figure 5. Future 2021 volumes with the 6th
& Alder project traffic are shown in Figure 6 for the PM peak hour.

13
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D. Future Level of Service

Level of service analyses were made of the future PM peak hour volumes without and with trips
from the project added to the key roadways and intersections. This analysis once again involved
the use of HCM software. Delays for the key intersections under future conditions are shown
below in Table 5.

TABLE 5
Future 2021 PM Level of Service

Delays given in seconds per vehicle

Intersection: Alder Street & 6th Avenue

Without Project With Project
Control Geometry LOS Delay LOS Delay
PM Peak Hour Signal Eastbound B 111 B 11.3
Westbound B 14.2 B 14.3
Northbound B 13.3 B 13.4
Southbound B 16.6 B 16.7
Overall B 13.5 B 13.7
Intersection: Cedar Street & 6th Avenue
Without Project With Project
Control Geometry LOS Delay LOS Delay
PM Peak Hour Stop Eastbound LT A 9.4 A 9.4
Westbound LT A 8.9 A 9.0
Northbound C 171 C 18.4
Southbound C 16.6 C 16.7
Intersection: Alder Street & Entrance
Without Project With Project
Control Geometry LOS Delay LOS Delay
PM Peak Hour Stop Westbound -- -- A 9.9
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Intersection: Alder Street & Alley

Without Project With Project
Control Geometry LOS Delay LOS Delay
PM Peak Hour Stop Westbound -- -- B 12.9
Intersection: Alley & Entrance
Without Project With Project
Control Geometry LOS Delay LOS Delay
PM Peak Hour Stop Eastbound LT - - A 7.3
Southbound - - A 8.5

As shown in Table 5, future delays with traffic are shown to continue to remain mild in the LOS C
or better range for the studied PM peak hour. Project traffic is shown to cause only a minor
increase in delays. All studied intersections and entrances are shown to operate satisfactorily
under future conditions. No significant impact to the local roadway is expected and the network
servicing the area has the available capacity for the incoming project traffic.

It should also be noted that the 95th percentile queue length is approximately 83 feet for the
northbound approach at 6th Avenue & Alder Street under future conditions. The alley access is
located roughly 120 feet south of the intersection northbound stop bar, indicating nominal
vehicular obstruction while exiting the site.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND MITIGATION

The proposed incoming multi-use development plans on constructing a new 6-story, 111 unit
apartment building and 6,460 square feet of retail in the 6th Avenue neighborhood along with a
111 parking stalls. The incoming development would remove the existing facilities on-site which
include a restaurant, retail building, office building, 2 dwelling units, and an unoccupied service
garage. Table 2 summarizes the trips from the existing uses along with associated square
footages.

The project is located on the southeast corner of the 6th Avenue & South Alder intersection and
is located in 1 of the 18 Mixed Use Centers (MUCs) in the city of Tacoma. This area offers a
number of public transit routes and is a potential future street-car network. Given the walkable
nature of the area, many trips may be in the form of pedestrian, bicycle, and/or public transit,
however, no trip reductions were assumed to remain conservative.

18



Access to the site will be provided via one right turn in and right turn out access on South Alder
Street and one alley garage access abutting the south side of the project. Existing LOS delays
are mild in the LOS C or better range.

Roughly 839 net new trips are expected to be generated on a typical weekday with 53 net new
trips in AM peak hour and 73 net new trips in the PM peak hour. A trip generation summary is
provided in Table 4. 2021 was used as a horizon year in order to assess future conditions at a 5-
year junction. Future 2021 delays for the PM peak hour are outlined in Table 5 and are expected
to remain mild in the LOS C or better range without or with project related traffic.

Proposed mitigation for the project is shown below.

The garage access to South Alder shall be constructed to allow only right turn in and right turn
out. The design of the access shall be as approved by the city of Tacoma. In addition, to

improve safety the following features shall be added:

1. Install an audible warning device at the garage exit on South Alder Street to enhance
pedestrian safety and increase driver awareness.

2. An 18 inch painted stop bar with a “STOP” warning painted on the project access before
the paint buffer for vehicles exiting.

3. Large convex mirrors located at garage exit for increased visibility.

4. A stop control on the garage side of buffer strip with “Pedestrian Ahead” signage.

5. Provide visual connection of pedestrians and cars through sight lines and transparency at
entrance.

Other measures ensuring project frontage is to current city standards may be required by the city.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE

The following are excerpts from the 20710 Highway Capacity Manual - Transportation Research
Board Special Report 209.

Quality of service requires quantitative measures to characterize operational conditions within a
traffic stream. Level of service (LOS) is a quality measure describing operational conditions
within a traffic stream, generally in terms of such service measures as speed and travel time,
freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience.

Six LOS are defined for each type of facility that has analysis procedures available. Letters
designate each level, from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and
LOS F the worst. Each level of service represents a range of operating conditions and the
driver’s perception of those conditions.

Level-of-Service definitions

The following definitions generally define the various levels of service for arterials.

Level of service A represents primarily free-flow operations at average travel speeds, usually
about 90 percent of the free-flow speed for the arterial classification. Vehicles are seldom
impeded in their ability to maneuver in the traffic stream. Delay at signalized intersections is
minimal.

Level of service B represents reasonably unimpeded operations at average travel speeds, usually
about 70 percent of the free-flow speed for the arterial classification. The ability to maneuver in
the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and delays are not bothersome.

Level of service C represents stable operations; however, ability to maneuver and change lanes
in midblock locations may be more restricted than in LOS B, and longer queues, adverse signal
coordination, or both may contribute to lower average travel speeds of about 50 percent of the
average free-flow speed for the arterial classification.

Level of service D borders on a range in which small increases in flow may cause substantial
increases in approach delay and hence decreases in arterial speed. LOS D may be due to
adverse signal progression, inappropriate signal timing, high volumes, or some combination of
these. Average travel speeds are about 40 percent of free-flow speed.

Level of service E is characterized by significant delays and average travel speeds of one-third
the free-flow speed or less. Such operations are caused by some combination of adverse
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progression, high signal density, high volumes, extensive delays at critical intersections, and
inappropriate signal timing.

Level of service F characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds, from less than one-third to
one-quarter of the free-flow speed. Intersection congestion is likely at critical signalized locations,
with long delays and extensive queuing.

These definitions are general and conceptual in nature, and they apply primarily to uninterrupted
flow. Levels of service for interrupted flow facilities vary widely in terms of both the user's
perception of service quality and the operational variables used to describe them.

For each type of facility, levels of service are defined based on one or more operational
parameters that best describe operating quality for the subject facility type. While the concept of
level of service attempts to address a wide range of operating conditions, limitations on data
collection and availability make it impractical to treat the full range of operational parameters for
every type of facility. The parameters selected to define levels of service for each facility type are
called "measures of effectiveness" or "MOE's", and represent available measures that best
describe the quality of operation on the subject facility type.

Each level of service represents a range of conditions, as defined by a range in the parameters
given. Thus, a level of service is not a discrete condition, but rather a range of conditions for
which boundaries are established.

The following tables describe levels of service for signalized and unsignalized intersections.
Level of service for signalized intersections is defined in terms of average control delay. Delay is

a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption and lost travel time, as well as time
from movements at slower speeds and stops on intersection approaches as vehicles move up in
queue position or slow down upstream of an intersection. Level of service for unsignalized
intersections is determined by the computed or measured control delay and is determined for
each minor movement.

Signalized Intersections - Level of Service

Control Delay per

Level of Service Vehicle (sec)

A =10
>10and <20
>20and =35
>35and <55
> 55 and <80
>80

mm o O W
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Unsignalized Intersections - Level of Service

Average Total Delay

Level of Service per Vehicle (sec)

A =10
>10and =15
>15and <25
>25and <35
>35and <50
> 50

Mmoo O W

As described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, level of service breakpoints for all-way stop
controlled (AWSC) intersections are somewhat different than the criteria used for signalized
intersections. The primary reason for this difference is that drivers expect different levels of
performance from distinct kinds of transportation facilities. The expectation is that a signalized
intersection is designed to carry higher traffic volumes than an AWSC intersection. Thus a higher
level of control delay is acceptable at a signalized intersection for the same level of service.

AWSC Intersections - Level of Service

Average Total Delay

Level of Service per Vehicle (sec)

A =10
>10and <15
>15and <25
>25and <35
>35and <50
> 50

MmO O W
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Detailed Average Rate Trip Calculations
For 110 Dwelling Units of Apartments(220) - [R]

Project: 6th & Alder

Phase:

Description: Proposed Use

Open Date:
Analysis Date:

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway

Rate Deviation Factor Volume
Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 6.65 3.07 1.00 732
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 0.10 0.00 1.00 11
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit 0.41 0.00 1.00 45
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total 0.51 0.73 1.00 56
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 0.40 0.00 1.00 44
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 0.22 0.00 1.00 24
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 0.62 0.82 1.00 68
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 0.16 0.00 1.00 18
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 0.39 0.00 1.00 43
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 0.55 0.76 1.00 61
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 0.41 0.00 1.00 45
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 0.26 0.00 1.00 29
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 0.67 0.85 1.00 74
Saturday 2-Way Volume 6.39 2.99 1.00 703
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Total 0.52 0.74 1.00 57
Sunday 2-Way Volume 5.86 2.73 1.00 645
Sunday Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Total 0.51 0.75 1.00 56

Note: A zero indicates no data available.

Source:

Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERATION 2013, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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Detailed Average Rate Trip Calculations
For 11.180 Th.Sq.-Ft. GFA of Specialty Retail Center(826) - [R]

Project: 6th & Alder Open Date:
Phase: Analysis Date:

Description: Proposed Use

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway

Rate Deviation Factor Volume
Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 44 _32 15.52 1.00 495
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
7-9 AM Peak Hour EXxit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 1.19 0.00 1.00 13
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 1.52 0.00 1.00 17
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 2.71 1.83 1.00 30
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 3.28 0.00 1.00 37
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 3.56 0.00 1.00 39
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 6.84 3.55 1.00 76
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 2.81 0.00 1.00 31
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 2.21 0.00 1.00 25
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 5.02 2.31 1.00 56
Saturday 2-Way Volume 42 .04 13.97 1.00 470
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Total 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday 2-Way Volume 20.43 10.27 1.00 228
Sunday Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Total 0.00 0.00 1.00 0

Note: A zero indicates no data available.
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERATION 2013, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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Detailed Average Rate Trip Calculations
For 1.079 Th.Sq-Ft. GFA of General Office Building(710) - [R]

Project: 6th & Alder

Phase:

Description: Existing Use to be removed

Open Date:
Analysis Date:

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway

Rate Deviation Factor Volume
Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 11.03 6.15 1.00 12
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 1.37 0.00 1.00 1
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit 0.19 0.00 1.00 0
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total 1.56 1.40 1.00 2
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 0.25 0.00 1.00 0
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 1.24 0.00 1.00 2
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 1.49 1.37 1.00 2
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 1.37 0.00 1.00 1
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 0.19 0.00 1.00 0
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 1.56 1.40 1.00 2
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 0.25 0.00 1.00 0
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 1.24 0.00 1.00 2
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 1.49 1.37 1.00 2
Saturday 2-Way Volume 2.46 2.21 1.00 3
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 0.23 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 0.20 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Total 0.43 0.72 1.00 0
Sunday 2-Way Volume 1.05 1.43 1.00 1
Sunday Peak Hour Enter 0.09 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Exit 0.07 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Total 0.16 0.44 1.00 0

Note: A zero indicates no data available.

Source:

Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERATION 2013, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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Detailed Average Rate Trip Calculations
For 2 Dwelling Units of Single Family Detached Housing(210) - [R]

Project: 6th & Alder Open Date:
Phase: Analysis Date:

Description: Existing Use to be removed

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway
Rate Deviation Factor Volume
Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 9.52 - - 1
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 0.19 . .
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit 0.56 - -
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total 0.75 . .
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 0.63 . .
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 0.37 . .
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 1.00 . .
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 0.20 - -
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 0.57 . .

AM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 0.77
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 0.65

OO0 WOOOWROOOOOROOOOOW
COOWOOONOOOWOO0ODWVWO O
VOO0 OOONGTIOOROONOOO0DO0O0
RPRRPRRRPRRRPRRRRRRRRRRERRRERRR
0000000000000
'sfefeRefoRefeofelefoRefoRefoleRefoReRoReo o]
NRRENNRRONRRNNONRRENNOO

PM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 0.37 - -
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 1.02 - -
Saturday 2-Way Volume 9.91 . . 2
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 0.50 . .
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 0.43 - -
Saturday Peak Hour Total 0.93 - -
Sunday 2-Way Volume 8.62 . . 1
Sunday Peak Hour Enter 0.46 . .
Sunday Peak Hour Exit 0.40 - -
Sunday Peak Hour Total 0.86 - -

Note: A zero indicates no data available.
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERATION 2013, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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Detailed Average Rate Trip Calculations
For 1.704 Th.Sq.Ft. GFA of High Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant(932) - [R]

Project: 6th & Alder Open Date:
Phase: Analysis Date:

Description: Existing Use to be removed

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway

Rate Deviation Factor Volume
Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 127.15 41.77 1.00 217
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 5.95 0.00 1.00 10
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit 4.86 0.00 1.00 8
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total 10.81 6.59 1.00 18
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 5.91 0.00 1.00 10
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 3.94 0.00 1.00 7
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 9.85 8.54 1.00 17
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 7.06 0.00 1.00 12
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 6.27 0.00 1.00 11
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 13.33 9.44 1.00 23
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 9.98 0.00 1.00 17
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 8.51 0.00 1.00 15
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 18.49 13.32 1.00 32
Saturday 2-Way Volume 158.37 0.00 1.00 270
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 7.46 0.00 1.00 13
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 6.61 0.00 1.00 11
Saturday Peak Hour Total 14.07 12.19 1.00 24
Sunday 2-Way Volume 131.84 0.00 1.00 225
Sunday Peak Hour Enter 10.15 0.00 1.00 17
Sunday Peak Hour Exit 8.31 0.00 1.00 14
Sunday Peak Hour Total 18.46 13.74 1.00 31

Note: A zero indicates no data available.
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERATION 2013, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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Detailed Average Rate Trip Calculations
For 1.042 Th.Sq-Ft. GFA of Specialty Retail Center(826) - [R]

Project: 6th & Alder Open Date:
Phase: Analysis Date:

Description: Existing Use to be removed

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway

Rate Deviation Factor Volume
Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 44 _32 15.52 1.00 46
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 1.19 0.00 1.00 1
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 1.52 0.00 1.00 2
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 2.71 1.83 1.00 3
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 3.28 0.00 1.00 3
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 3.56 0.00 1.00 4
AM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 6.84 3.55 1.00 7
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Enter 2.81 0.00 1.00 3
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Exit 2.21 0.00 1.00 2
PM Pk Hr, Generator, Total 5.02 2.31 1.00 5
Saturday 2-Way Volume 42 .04 13.97 1.00 44
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Saturday Peak Hour Total 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday 2-Way Volume 20.43 10.27 1.00 21
Sunday Peak Hour Enter 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Exit 0.00 0.00 1.00 0
Sunday Peak Hour Total 0.00 0.00 1.00 0

Note: A zero indicates no data available.
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERATION 2013, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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Heath & Associates, Inc.

2214 Tacoma Road

Puyallup, WA 98371 File Name : 3834a
Site Code :00003834
Start Date :9/21/2016
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
North Alder Street 6th Avenue South Alder Street 6th Avenue
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left | Int. Total
Factor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
04:00 PM 16 61 13 10 132 19 20 77 12 6 116 6 488
04:15 PM 9 43 13 15 128 15 19 74 17 8 97 9 447
04:30 PM 11 39 8 15 135 13 22 69 15 6 103 12 448
04:45 PM 7 61 8 8 131 8 17 84 16 4 94 10 448
Total 43 204 42 48 526 55 78 304 60 24 410 37 1831
05:00 PM 15 54 14 12 143 10 18 72 16 5 101 10 470
05:15 PM 17 50 16 11 147 15 16 77 18 4 121 16 508
05:30 PM 17 49 14 19 118 15 19 75 26 12 126 13 503
05:45 PM 12 M 9 13 119 12 16 69 18 5 125 9 448
Total 61 194 53 55 527 52 69 293 78 26 473 48 1929
Grand Total 104 398 95 103 1053 107 147 597 138 50 883 85 3760
Apprch % 17.4 66.7 15.9 8.2 83.4 8.5 16.7 67.7 15.6 4.9 86.7 8.3
Total % 2.8 10.6 25 2.7 28.0 2.8 3.9 15.9 3.7 1.3 23.5 2.3
North Alder Street
Out In Total
[ 785] [ 597] [ 1382]
]
:R_i?ht TI'U LeLft’
= o
RN gl Py N
— E’J North L‘g &)
3 x| = B %
3 =/S Q2 = —=|_ >
s o E—> 9/21/2016 4:00:00 PM «—3 X535
e — 9/21/2016 5:45:00 PM @ 2
© o | |BE . - — °®
*Os @ hg:)j Unshifted rg N §',
L o
“ r
Left Thru Right
]
[ 555 [ 882] [ 1437]
Out In Total
South Alder Street
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Heath & Associates, Inc.
2214 Tacoma Road

Puyallup, WA 98371 File Name : 3834a
Site Code :00003834
Start Date :9/21/2016
Page No :2
North Alder Street 6th Avenue South Alder Street 6th Avenue
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
. . App. | o App. | o App. | o App. Int.
Start Time | Right | Thru | Left Total Right | Thru| Left Total Right | Thru| Left Total Right | Thru | Left Total | Total
Peak Hour From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Intersection 04:45 PM
Volume 56 214 52 322 50 539 48 637 70 308 76 454 25 442 49 516 1929
Percent 174 66.5 16.1 78 846 75 15.4 67.8 16.7 48 857 95
05:15
Volume 17 50 16 83 11 147 15 173 16 18 111 4 121 16 141 508
Peak Factor 0.949
High Int. 05:00 PM 05:15 PM 05:30 PM 05:30 PM
Volume 15 54 14 83 11 147 15 173 19 26 120 12 126 13 151
Peak Factor 0.970 0.921 0.946 0.854
North Alder Street
Out In Total
[ 407] [ 322] [ 729]
]
:R_i?ht Tzru LeLft’
=5 o
,2: (<] - o\
— E’J North L«g %]
S T o B %
g =|b gz = _ >
E SE— 9/21/2016 4:45:00 PM 3z B
c — 9/21/2016 5:30:00 PM 3 NS
E o | 9= . 5 —.°
*Os S hg:)j Unshifted rg IS < §',
=i
Left Thru Right
]
[ 287] [ 454] [ 741]
Out In Total
South Alder Street
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Heath & Associates, Inc.
2214 Tacoma Road
Puyallup, WA 98371 File Name : 3834b
Site Code :00003834
Start Date :9/21/2016

Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
North Cedar Street 6th Avenue South Cedar Street 6th Avenue
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left | Int. Total
Factor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
04:00 PM 4 0 2 4 165 2 1 0 2 3 153 5 341
04:15 PM 5 0 1 4 168 2 2 0 1 1 134 4 322
04:30 PM 7 0 2 7 188 1 0 0 2 2 153 4 366
04:45 PM 1 0 1 4 152 0 1 0 1 0 121 4 285
Total 17 0 6 19 673 5 4 0 6 6 561 17 1314
05:00 PM 2 0 2 4 151 0 3 0 2 2 127 2 295
05:15 PM 5 1 1 3 185 2 1 0 0 1 155 5 359
05:30 PM 8 0 0 3 164 2 1 0 2 2 158 7 347
05:45 PM 4 0 1 5 144 4 4 0 1 4 150 5 322
Total 19 1 4 15 644 8 9 0 5 9 590 19 1323
Grand Total 36 1 10 34 1317 13 13 0 11 15 1151 36 2637
Apprch % 76.6 2.1 21.3 25 96.6 1.0 54.2 0.0 45.8 1.2 95.8 3.0
Total % 1.4 0.0 0.4 1.3 49.9 0.5 0.5 0.0 04 0.6 43.6 1.4

North Cedar Street
Out In Total
[ 70] [ 47] [ 117]

L ]

:—'(_i?ht TI’U LeLft’

no

North

9/21/2016 4:00:00 PM
9/21/2016 5:45:00 PM

u|
9NUBAY Y19

6th Avenue

Unshifted

Tﬁ;ht Thlru Le[t'
yo1  nuyL 1utl>!:

Out
[ 1364] [ 1202] [ 2566]

el

[8€S2 | [¥9¢r | [PZit ]

q 1 p

Left Thru Right
[ 11 o[ 13
]

[_29] [ 24] [ 53
Out In Total
South Cedar Street
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Heath & Associates, Inc.
2214 Tacoma Road

Puyallup, WA 98371 File Name : 3834b
Site Code :00003834
Start Date :9/21/2016
Page No :2
North Cedar Street 6th Avenue South Cedar Street 6th Avenue
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
. . App. | o App. | o App. | o App. Int.
Start Time | Right | Thru| Left Total Right | Thru| Left Total Right | Thru| Left Total Right | Thru| Left Total Total
Peak Hour From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Intersection 05:00 PM
Volume 19 1 4 24 15 644 8 667 9 0 5 14 9 590 19 618 1323
Percent 79.2 42 16.7 22 96.6 1.2 64.3 0.0 357 15 955 3.1
05:15
Volume 5 1 1 7 3 185 190 1 0 0 1 1 155 5 161 359
Peak Factor 0.921
High Int. 05:30 PM 05:15 PM 05:00 PM 05:30 PM
Volume 8 0 0 8 3 185 2 190 3 0 2 5 2 158 7 167
Peak Factor 0.750 0.878 0.700 0.925
North Cedar Street
Out In Total
[ 34] [_24] [ 58]
]
:R_i?ht TI'U LeLft’
59 _
g = 4 t 2 2
— K North S ]
e g
2=° E— 0/21/2016 5:00:00 PM «3 252
e — 9/21/2016 5:45:00 PM < X2
e 5 Unshifted ) i
80 Dgi)j nshifte r:: ng
S
Left Thru Right
[ 5[ o[ 9
[ 18] [ 14] [ 32]
Out In Total
South Cedar Street
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

Existing PM Peak Hour Volumes

3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b | N | LT b |
Traffic Volume (vph) 49 442 25 48 539 50 76 308 70 52 214 56
Future Volume (vph) 49 442 25 48 539 50 76 308 70 52 214 56
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 140 0 140 0 170 0 160 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 09 09 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.992 0.987 0.972 0.969
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1867 0 1805 1858 0 1805 3509 0 1805 1841 0
Flt Permitted 0.286 0.401 0.545 0.517
Satd. Flow (perm) 543 1867 0 762 1858 0 1036 3509 0 982 1841 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 7 1 50 24
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 942 658 507 258
Travel Time (s) 214 15.0 11.5 5.9
Peak Hour Factor 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 095 09 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ad. Flow (vph) 52 465 26 51 567 53 80 324 74 55 225 59
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 52 491 0 51 620 0 80 398 0 55 284 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 12 12
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane Yes
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225
Total Split (s) 352 352 352 352 248 248 248 248
Total Split (%) 58.7% 58.7% 58.7% 58.7% 41.3% 41.3% 41.3% 41.3%
Maximum Green (s) 30.7 307 30.7 307 203 203 203 203
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None Min Min Min Min

Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report

Page 1
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing PM Peak Hour Volumes

3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 110 1.0 11.0 1.0 11.0 1.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 195 195 195 195 119 119 119 119
Actuated g/C Ratio 047 047 047 047 029 0.29 029 0.29

vic Ratio 020 055 014 070 027 0.38 019 052

Control Delay 9.1 10.6 7.7 136 158 122 149 16.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.1 10.6 7.7 136 158 122 149 16.2

LOS A B A B B B B B
Approach Delay 10.4 13.1 12.8 16.0
Approach LOS B B B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 6 65 5 90 13 31 9 47

Queue Length 95th (ft) 27 171 24 238 50 78 37 131

Internal Link Dist (ft) 862 578 427 178

Turn Bay Length (ft) 140 140 170 160

Base Capacity (vph) 420 1447 590 1440 555 1905 526 998
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 012 0.34 009 043 014  0.21 010 0.28

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 41.1

Natural Cycle: 55

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.70

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.8 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue

T:az —*4
24,81 | 35,22 |
7
5] 5]
2488 | 35.2s |
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC Existing PM Peak Hour Volumes

6: South Cedar Street/North Cedar Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 590 9 8 644 15 5 0 9 4 1 19
Future Vol, veh/h 19 590 9 8 644 15 5 0 9 4 1 19
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 1 - - 1 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 93 93 88 88 88 70 70 70 7% 75 715
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 20 634 10 9 732 17 7 0 13 5 1 25
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 749 0 0 644 0 0 1452 1447 639 1446 1444 740
Stage 1 - - - - - - 680 680 - 759 759 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 772 767 - 687 685 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 71 65 6.2 71 65 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 6.1 55 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 6.1 55 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 33 3.5 4 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 869 - - 951 - - 110 133 480 111 133 420
Stage 1 - - - - - - 444 454 - 402 418 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 395 414 - 440 451 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 869 - - 951 - - 100 129 480 105 129 420
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 221 248 - 231 252 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 434 444 - 393 414 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 366 410 - 418 441 -
Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0.1 16.3 15.9
HCM LOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 338 869 - - 951 - - 361
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.059 0.024 - - 0.01 - - 0.089
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.3 9.2 - - 88 - - 159
HCM Lane LOS C A - - A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 02 0.1 - - 0 - - 03
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes Without Project

3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b | N | LT b |
Traffic Volume (vph) 51 465 26 50 566 53 80 324 74 b5 225 59
Future Volume (vph) 51 465 26 50 566 53 80 324 74 55 225 59
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 140 0 140 0 170 0 160 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 09 09 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.992 0.987 0.972 0.969
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1867 0 1805 1858 0 1805 3509 0 1805 1841 0
Flt Permitted 0.260 0.378 0.515 0.507
Satd. Flow (perm) 494 1867 0 718 1858 0 978 3509 0 963 1841 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 7 12 49 24
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 942 658 507 258
Travel Time (s) 214 15.0 11.5 5.9
Peak Hour Factor 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 095 09 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ad. Flow (vph) 54 489 27 53 596 56 84 341 78 58 237 62
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 54 516 0 53 652 0 84 419 0 58 299 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 12 12
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane Yes
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225
Total Split (s) 352 352 352 352 248 248 248 248
Total Split (%) 58.7% 58.7% 58.7% 58.7% 41.3% 41.3% 41.3% 41.3%
Maximum Green (s) 30.7 307 30.7 307 203 203 203 203
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None Min Min Min Min
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes Without Project

3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 110 1.0 11.0 1.0 11.0 1.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 203 203 203 203 124 124 124 124
Actuated g/C Ratio 048 048 048 048 029 0.29 029 0.29
vic Ratio 023 058 015 0.73 029 040 0.21 0.54
Control Delay 10.1 11.2 82 147 166 126 153 16.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 10.1 11.2 82 147 166 126 153  16.8
LOS B B A B B B B B
Approach Delay 11.1 14.2 13.3 16.6
Approach LOS B B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 6 72 6 101 15 35 10 53
Queue Length 95th (ft) 29 189 26 265 52 82 38 138
Internal Link Dist (ft) 862 578 427 178
Turn Bay Length (ft) 140 140 170 160
Base Capacity (vph) 372 1407 540 1401 506 1841 498 965
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 015 0.37 010 047 017  0.23 012  0.31
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 42.5
Natural Cycle: 55
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.73
Intersection Signal Delay: 13.5 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
Splits and Phases:  3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue
T:az —*4

2488 | 35.2s8 |

i -+

53 s:]

2488 | 35.2s |
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HCM 2010 TWSC

2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes Without Project

6: South Cedar Street/North Cedar Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8
Movement EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 8 677 5 0 4 1 20
Future Vol, veh/h 20 8 677 5 0 4 1 20
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - - - - None
Storage Length 75 75 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 1 - 1 -
Grade, % - - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 88 88 70 70 7% 75 715
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 22 9 769 7 0 5 1 27
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 788 676 0 1526 1521 1518 1516 778
Stage 1 - - - 715 715 797 797 -
Stage 2 - - 811 806 721 719 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 4.1 71 65 71 65 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 6.1 55 6.1 55 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - 6.1 55 6.1 55 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 2.2 3.5 4 3.5 4 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 840 925 97 120 99 121 400
Stage 1 - - 425 438 383 401 -
Stage 2 376 398 422 436 -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 840 925 88 116 94 117 400
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 205 234 217 239 -
Stage 1 414 427 373 397 -
Stage 2 346 394 399 425
Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0.1 171 16.6
HCM LOS C C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 318 - 925
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.063 0.01
HCM Control Delay (s) 171 - 89
HCM Lane LOS C - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 0
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes With Project

3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b | N | LT b |
Traffic Volume (vph) 51 477 26 50 570 53 84 327 78 60 225 59
Future Volume (vph) 51 477 26 50 570 53 84 327 78 60 225 59
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 140 0 140 0 170 0 160 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 09 09 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.992 0.987 0.971 0.969
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1867 0 1805 1858 0 1805 3505 0 1805 1841 0
Flt Permitted 0.257 0.366 0.514 0.504
Satd. Flow (perm) 483 1867 0 695 1858 0 977 3505 0 958 1841 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 7 1 52 24
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 942 658 242 258
Travel Time (s) 214 15.0 55 5.9
Peak Hour Factor 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ad. Flow (vph) 54 502 27 53 600 56 88 344 82 63 237 62
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 54 529 0 53 656 0 88 426 0 63 299 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 12 12
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane Yes
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225
Total Split (s) 352 352 352 352 248 248 248 248
Total Split (%) 58.7% 58.7% 58.7% 58.7% 41.3% 41.3% 41.3% 41.3%
Maximum Green (s) 30.7 307 30.7 307 203 203 203 203
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None Min Min Min Min
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes With Project

3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 110 1.0 11.0 1.0 11.0 1.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 204 204 204 204 124 124 124 124
Actuated g/C Ratio 048 048 048 048 029 0.29 029 0.29

vic Ratio 023 059 016  0.73 0.31 0.40 022 054

Control Delay 102 114 83 1438 169 126 156  16.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 102 114 83 1438 169 126 156  16.9

LOS B B A B B B B B
Approach Delay 11.3 14.3 13.4 16.7
Approach LOS B B B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 6 75 6 103 16 35 11 53

Queue Length 95th (ft) 30 195 26 269 54 83 41 138
Internal Link Dist (ft) 862 578 162 178

Turn Bay Length (ft) 140 140 170 160

Base Capacity (vph) 366 1404 522 1398 504 1835 494 962
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 015 0.38 010 047 017  0.23 013  0.31

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 42.6

Natural Cycle: 55

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.73

Intersection Signal Delay: 13.7 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: South Alder Street/North Alder Street & 6th Avenue

T:az —*4
24,81 | 35,22 |
7
5] 5]
2488 | 35.2s |
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HCM 2010 TWSC 2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes With Project

6: South Cedar Street/North Cedar Street & 6th Avenue 10/7/2016
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.9
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 620 25 17 677 16 8 0 M 4 1 20
Future Vol, veh/h 20 620 25 17 677 16 8 0o M 4 1 20
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 1 - - 1 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 93 93 88 88 88 70 70 70 7% 75 715
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 22 667 27 19 769 18 1 0 16 5 1 27
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 788 0 0 694 0 0 1554 1549 680 1548 1554 778
Stage 1 - - - - - - 723 723 - 817 817 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 831 826 - 731 737 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 71 65 6.2 71 65 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 6.1 55 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 6.1 55 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 33 3.5 4 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 840 - - 911 - - 93 115 454 94 114 400
Stage 1 - - - - - - 421 434 - 373 393 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 367 389 - 416 428 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 840 - - 911 - - 83 110 454 88 109 400
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 199 227 - 208 228 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 410 423 - 363 385 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 334 381 - 391 417 -
Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0.2 18.4 16.7
HCM LOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 295 840 - - 9N - - 340
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.092 0.026 - - 0.021 - - 0.098
HCM Control Delay (s) 184 94 - - 9 - - 167
HCM Lane LOS C A - - A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 03 041 - - 041 - - 03
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC 2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes With Project

9: South Alder Street & Entrance 10/7/2016
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 11 478 17 0 301
Future Vol, veh/h 0 11 478 17 0 301
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 9% 9% 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 14 503 18 0 310
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 667 261 0 0 521 0
Stage 1 512 - - - - -
Stage 2 155 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 - - 41
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 58 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - : =
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 22
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 397 744 - - 1056
Stage 1 572 - - - -
Stage 2 863 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 397 744 - - 1056
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 479 - - - -
Stage 1 572 - - - -
Stage 2 863 - - - -
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.9 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 744 1056
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.018 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 99 0
HCM Lane LOS - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 041 0
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC 2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes With Project

11: South Alder Street & Alley 10/7/2016
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 0 495 16 0 301
Future Vol, veh/h 13 0 495 16 0 301
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - 50 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 1 0 - : 0
Grade, % 0 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 9% 9% 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 16 0 521 17 0 310
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 684 269 0 0 538 0
Stage 1 529 - - - - -
Stage 2 155 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 - - 41
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 58 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - : =
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 22
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 387 735 - - 1040
Stage 1 561 - - - -
Stage 2 863 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 387 735 - - 1040
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 470 - - - -
Stage 1 561 - - - -
Stage 2 863 - - - -
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.9 0 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 470 1040
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.035 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 129 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 041 0
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC 2021 PM Peak Hour Volumes With Project

13: Alley & Entrance 10/7/2016
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.9
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 0 0 12 5 13
Future Vol, veh/h 16 0 0 12 5 13
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 : 0 :
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 20 0 0 15 6 16
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 15 0 - 0 48 8
Stage 1 - - - - 8 -
Stage 2 - - - - 40 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1616 - - - 967 1080
Stage 1 - - - - 1020 -
Stage 2 - - - - 988 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1616 - - - 955 1080
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 955 -
Stage 1 - - - - 1020 -
Stage 2 - - - - 976 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 7.3 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1616 - - - 1042
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - - 0.022
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 85
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 041
Baseline Synchro 9 Light Report
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6TH & ALDER
PARKING ANALYSIS

PURPOSE

The purpose of the analysis is to understand the expected parking demand for the project and
ascertain the adequacy of the proposed parking on-site in conjunction with available parking off-
site. This mixed use site contains both commercial and retail/restaurant uses. These uses also
have different needs from a timing standpoint allowing co-use of parking stalls creating better
utilization of parking for the entire 24 hour day.

The 6th & Alder Mixed Use proposes to construct 111 apartment units and 111 parking stalls as
part of the development. The 111 stalls would be allocated toward the apartment units with the
exception of 15 stalls allocated to the 3,600 square foot restaurant and 7 stalls allocated to the
remaining 3,050 square foot of commercial space.

Parking needs

Apartment Parking

The ITE Parking Generation Manual identifies this type of use. The data from this document
yields the expected parking requirements and also when this occurs along with projected usage
throughout a 24 hour period.

ITE parking for LUC 221 Low/Mid Rise Apartments indicates about 1.2 stalls per unit maximum
with 100 percent of the stalls used expected from midnight to 4 AM. Usage at 9 PM is 77 percent
so that any surplus could be used for the commercial side. Attached is the ITE Parking
Generation excerpts for LUC 221.

Based on this, the following calculations indicate probable need.

111 units x 1.2 = 133 stalls needed from midnight to 4 AM. During this timeframe there is no
parking needed for the commercial portion.

Commercial Parking

The proposed 3,600 square foot restaurant is a sushi restaurant that is treated as a high turnover
sit down style restaurant under LUC 932. The remaining 3,050 is generic retail. The Parking
Generation Manual doesn’t identify generic retail under a LUC. Based on discussion with the
owner, the assumption is that the commercial portion of the project would close down around 9
PM.

Under LUC 932 parking requirements for an urban site, the weekday peak is estimated to be 5.5
stalls per 1,000 square feet yielding 19.8 or 20 stalls for the restaurant use. Higher needs are
expected for weekend use though data for urban sites are not available in the Parking Generation



Manual. An assumption is that the parking needs would range 50 percent higher or an estimated
30 stalls with the need for this parking occurring after 5 PM during for dinner.

The 3,050 of generic retail based on one stall per 200 square feet would indicate that the parking
needs would be 15 stalls with usage needed from 10 AM to 5 PM.

Parking Compilation

Project parking needs from 8 AM to 5 PM on a weekday
Apartments = 0.44 x 111 x 1.2 = 59 stalls

Restaurant = 3.6 x 5.5 = 20 stalls

Commercial = 3 x 5 = 15 stalls

Total weekday stalls = 94 stalls

Project parking needs from 5 PM to 9 PM on a weekday
Apartments = 0.77 x 111 x 1.2 = 103 stalls

Restaurant = 3.6 x 5.5 = 20 stalls

Commercial = 0 stalls

Total weekday stalls = 123 stalls

Project parking needs from 9 PM to 8 AM on a weekday
Apartments = 111 x 1.2 = 133 stalls

Restaurant = 0 stalls

Commercial = 0 stalls

Total weekday stalls = 133 stalls

The maximum weekday parking for the project is projected to occur after 9 PM with an
estimated 22 parking stalls needed

Weekend use would be similar with the exception of the weekend 8 AM to 5 PM timeframe where
the apartment parking utilization could be higher than 44 percent.

Parking Availability on the Street

Several field visits were made to determine the availability of street parking at various times of the
day. Included was a field visit at 2 AM in order to see what is available when parking demands
for the project are highest. The date of the study was Tuesday, March 7, 2017. In addition the
same streets were reviewed at 10 AM on Tuesday, March 21, 2017.

The following list indicates the number of stalls that are available for resident parking on the
street and the number that are occupied for the different time segments.



6th Avenue from Junett to Lawrence

27 spaces north side

28 spaces south side

Number of spaces used at 2 AM = 1, Available = 54 spaces
Number of spaces used at 10 AM = 11, Available = 44 spaces

Cedar Street from S 7th Street to N 7th Street

21 spaces west side

16 spaces east side

Number of spaces used at 2 AM = 10, Available = 26 spaces
Number of spaces used at 10 AM = 2, Available = 34 spaces

Alder Street from S 7th Street to N 7th Street

0 spaces west side

8 spaces east side

Number of spaces used at 2 AM = 0, Available = 8 spaces
Number of spaces used at 10 AM = 0, Available = 8 spaces

Lawrence Street from S 7th Street to N 7th Street

18 spaces west side

18 spaces east side

Number of spaces used at 2 AM = 13, Available = 23 spaces
Number of spaces used at 10 AM = 4, Available = 32 spaces

The preliminary review of parking in the vicinity of the project on the segments identified above
shows 111 spaces available on the street at 2 AM and 118 spaces at 10 AM on a weekday.

Conclusions

A preliminary review of street parking was made to determine the availability of street parking in
the immediate vicinity of the 6th & Alder project. With 111 on-site stalls provided by the project
and an estimated 133 spaces at highest need, the extra 22 cars could easily be accommodated
by nearby on-street parking.

The city is requiring that a full local street parking analysis be performed once the project is
occupied. The owner of 6th & Alder should provide a bond to perform the study at the time as
required.
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Land Use: 221
Low/Mid-Rise Apartment

Description

Low/mid-rise apartments are rental dwelling units located within the same building with at least three
other dwelling units: for example, quadraplexes and all types of apartment buildings. The study sites in
this land use have one, two, three, or four levels. High-rise apartment (Land Use 222) is a related use.

Database Description

The database consisted of a mix of suburban and urban sites. Parking demand rates at the suburban
sites differed from those at urban sites and, therefore, the data were analyzed separately.

o Average parking supply ratio: 1.4 parking spaces per dwelling unit (68 study sites). This ratio was the
same at both the suburban and urban sites.

o Suburban site data: average size of the dwelling units at suburban study sites was 1.7 bedrooms,
and the average parking supply ratio was 0.9 parking spaces per bedroom (three study sites).

« Urban site data: average size of the dwelling units was 1.9 bedrooms with an average parking supply

ratio of 1.0 space per bedroom (11 study sites).

Saturday parking demand data were only provided at two suburban sites. One site with 1,236 dwelling
units had a parking demand ratio of 1.33 vehicles per dwelling unit based on a single hourly count
between 10:00 and 11:00 p.m. The other site with 55 dwelling units had a parking demand ratio of 0.92
vehicles per dwelling unit based on counts between the hours of 12:00 and 5:00 a.m.

Sunday parking demand data were only provided at two urban sites. One site with 15 dwelling units was
counted during consecutive hours between 1:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. The peak parking demand ratio at
this site was 1.00 vehicle per dwelling unit. The peak parking demand occurred between 12:00 and 5:00
a.m. The other site with 438 dwelling units had a parking demand ratio of 1.10 vehicles per dwelling unit
based on a single hourly count between 11:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. ’

Four of the urban sites were identified as affordable housing.

Several of the suburban study sites provided data regarding the number of bedrooms in the apartment
complex. Although these data represented only a subset of the complete database for this iand use, they
demonstrated a correlation between number of bedrooms and peak parking demand. Study sites with an
average of less than 1.5 bedrooms per dwelling unit in the apartment complex reported peak parking
demand at 92 percent of the average peak parking demand for all study sites with bedroom data. Study
sites with less than 2.0 but greater than or equal to 1.5 bedrooms per dwelling unit reported peak parking
demand at 98 percent of the average. Study sites with an average of 2.0 or greater bedrooms per
dwelling unit reported peak parking demand at 13 percent greater than the average.

For the urban study sites, the parking demand data consisted of single or discontinuous hourly counts
and therefore a time-of-day distribution was not produced. The following table presents a time-of-day
distribution of parking demand at the suburban study sites.
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Land Use: 221
Low/Mid-Rise Apartment

5:00 a.m. 96 14
6:00 a.m. 92 14
7:00 a.m. 74 1
8:00 a.m. 64 1
9:00 a.m. — 0
10:00 a.m. - 0
11:00 a.m. - 0
12:00 p.m. - 0
1:00 p.m. - 0
2:00 p.m. - 0
3:00 p.m. - 0
4.00 p.m. 44 1
5:00 p.m. 59 1
6:00 p.m. 69 1
7:00p.m. 66 9
8:00 p.m. 75 9
9:00 p.m. 77 10
10:00 p.m. 92 14
11:00 p.m. 94 14

* Subset of database

Parking studies of apartments should attempt to obtain information on occupancy rate and on the
mix of apartment sizes (in other words, number of bedrooms per apartment and number of units
in the complex). Future parking studies should also indicate the number of levels contained in the
apartment building.

Additional Data

* Apartment occupancy can affect parking demand ratio. In the United States, successful apartment
complexes commonly have a vacancy rate between 5 and 10 percent.’

Study Sites/Years
Canada:

Central City, Not Downtown:
Brooks, AB (1998)

Puerto Rico:

Central City, Not Downtown:
Mayaguez, PR (2007)

! Rental and Homeowner Vacancy Rates for the United States: 1960 and 1965 to 2009, U.S. Census Bureau.
hitp://www.census.gov/hhesiwww/housing/hvs/qtr309/q309tab1.html
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Land Use: 221
Low/Mid-Rise Apartment

Average Peak Period Parking Demand vs. Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday
Location: Urban

10:00 p.m.-5:00 a.m.
Number of Study Sites 40
Average Size of Study Sites 70 dwelling units
Average Peak Period Parking Demand 1.20 vehicles per dwelling unit
Standard Deviation 0.42
Coefficient of Variation 35%
95% Confidence Interval 1.07—1.33 vehicles per dwelling unit
Range 0.66—2.50 vehicles per dwelling unit
85th Percentile 1.61 vehicles per dwelling unit
33rd Percentile 0.93 vehicles per dwelling unit

Weekday Urban Peak Period
Parking Demand
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Land Use: 221
Low/Mid-Rise Apartment

Average Peak Period Parking Demand vs. Dwelling Units
On a: Saturday
Location: Urban

Peak Period No clear peak period emerged from the data;
likely to fall between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.

Number of Study Sites 8

Average Size of Study Sites 147 dwelling units

Average Peak Period Parking Demand 1.03 vehicles per dwelling unit

Standard Deviation 0.19

Coefficient of Variation 19%

Range 0.80—1.43 vehicles per dwelling unit

85th Percentile 1.14 vehicles per dwelling unit

33rd Percentile 0.93 vehicles per dwelling unit

Saturday Urban Peak Period
Parking Demand
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Land Use: 932
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

Description

This land use consists of sit-down, full-service eating establishments with turnover rates of approximately
one hour or less. This type of restaurant is usually moderately priced and frequently belongs to a
restaurant chain. Generally, these restaurants serve lunch and dinner; they may also be open for
breakfast and are sometimes open 24 hours per day. These restaurants typically do not take
reservations. Patrons commonly wait to be seated, are served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus
and pay for their meal after they eat. Some facilities contained within this land use may also contain a bar
area for serving food and alcoholic drinks. Quality restaurant (Land Use 931), fast-food restaurant without
drive-through window (Land Use 933) and fast-food restaurant with drive-through window (Land Use 934)
are related uses.

Database Description

The analysis of parking demand for this land use has identified different parking demand rates between
high-turnover restaurants with and without bars. The term “family restaurant” is used interchangeably as
an abbreviated version of “high-turnover (sit-down) restaurant without bar or lounge facilities.”

The database consisted of a mix of suburban and urban sites, as well as one rural site. Parking demand
rates appeared to differ only for family restaurants during the weekday time period. For Saturdays and
Sundays, only suburban data were submitted.

o Average parking supply ratios at family restaurants: 14.3 spaces per 1,000 square feet (sq. ft.) gross
floor area (GFA) (39 study sites) and 0.53 spaces per seat (20 study sites).

o Average parking supply ratios at restaurants with a bar or lounge: 17.3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
(20 study sites) and 0.53 spaces per seat (21 study sites).

o Average employee density at family restaurants: 2.4 employees per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA (five study
sites).

o Average employee density at restaurants with a bar or lounge: 4 employees per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA (six
study sites).

One urban family restaurant study site with weekday parking demand data is not included in the data
plots because of its size. The site was 11,170 sq. ft. GFA and it had 360 seats. The parking supply ratios
were 10.92 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA and 0.34 spaces per seat. Peak parking demand occurred
between 12:00 and 1:00 p.m. and was 10.74 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA and 0.33 vehicles per seat.

Data were scattered among several weekdays. Friday had the largest peak weekday parking demand.
For suburban family restaurants, Friday peak parking demand was approximately 20 percent higher than
the peak parking demand for other weekdays. For suburban bar/lounge restaurants, the Friday parking
demand rates were approximately 80 percent higher than for other weekdays.
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Land Use: 932.

High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

The following tables present the time-of-day distribution for the variation in parking demand during the
course of the weekday. The data represent a combination of urban and rural study sites.

i
;
i

12:00-4:00 a.m. 0

5:00 a.m. 9 1 — 0
6:00 a.m. 26 4 — 0
7:00 a.m. 44 5 - 0
8:00 a.m. 57 8 — 0
9:00 a.m. 76 9 5 1
10:00 a.m. 85 9 7 1
11:00 a.m. 92 11 16 1
12:00 p.m. 100 12 49 1
1:00 p.m. 90 11 39 1
2:.00 p.m. 53 12 27 1
3:00pm: 42 11 19 -1
4:00 p.m. 42 12 22 1
5:00 p.m. 76 11 60 5
6:00 p.m. 83 12 94 5
7:00 p.m. 63 10 100 5
8:00 p.m. 66 10 81 5
9:00 p.m. 63 7 84 1
10:00 p.m. 48 5 — 0
11:00 p.m. 44 2 - 0

* Subset of database

5:00 a.m - — 0
6:00 a.m 20 - 0
7:00 a.m 30 - 0
8:00 a.m 51 - 0
9:00 a.m 73 5 1
10:00 a.m 94 7 1
11:00 a.m 100 20 1
12:00 p.m a3 41 1
1:00 p.m 84 53 1
2:00 p.m 63 46 1
3:00 p.m 39 38 1
4:00 p.m 48 63 1
5:00 p.m 55 80 1
6:00 p.m 63 100 1
7:00 p.m 74 93 1
8:00 p.m 55 70 1
9:00 p.m 39 33 1
10:00 p.m 40 9 1
11:00 p.m. 53 - 0
* Subset of database
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Land Use: 932
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

Additional Data

The National Restaurant Association identifies August as the most popular month to eat out and Saturday
as the most popular day of the week for dining out.’

Monthly parking variation cannot be derived from the available data. However, the following full-service
restaurant sales information (averaged for the period 1999 through 2008 from the U.S. Census) is
provided as a reference to peak month activity. The full-service restaurants that comprise the U.S.
Census data set may not have the same land use characteristics as sites contained in the ITE Parking
Generation database for this land use. ‘

Full-Service Restaurant Sales Variation Data

January 91
February 9
March 101
April 99
May 104
June 103
July 105
| August 106
September 99
October 102
November 97
December ‘ 104

SOURCE: Unadjusted Estimates of Monthly Retail and Food Services Sales by Kind of
Business: 1999-2008. Monthly Retail Service Branch, U.S. Census. August 2009, NAICS
Code 722. (www.census.gov/mrts/www/mrts.htmi)

Study Sites/Years
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant without Bar/Lounge (Family Restaurant)

Bossier City, LA (1978); Cupertino, CA (1982); Sunnyvale, CA (1982); Anaheim, CA (1983); Orange, CA
(1983); Tustin, CA (1983); Anaheim, CA (1984); Dewitt, NY (1984); Fayetteville, NY (1984); Naugatuck,
CT (1984); Syracuse, NY (1984); Waterbury, CT (1984); Glenview, IL (1986); Oklahoma City, OK (1986);
Oklahoma City, OK (1987); Syracuse, NY (1987); Syracuse, NY (1988); Seattle, WA (1999); Clearwater,
FL (2001); Tampa, FL (2001); Tampa, FL (2002); Carpentersville, IL (2003); Indianapolis, IN (2003); Long
Beach, CA (2003); Los Angeles, CA (2003); Mooresville, IN (2003); Oak Lawn, IL (2003), Pasadena, CA
(2003); Santa Monica, CA (2003); Springfield, PA (2003); Tampa, CA (2003)

High-T'urnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant with Bar/Lounge

Beaverton, OR (1994); Hillsboro, OR (1994); Lake Oswego, OR (1994); Portland, OR (1994); Tampa, FL
(2001, 2002); Los Angeles, CA (2003); Bedford Park, IL (2003); Burbank, CA (2003); Burbank, IL (2003);
West Dundee, L (2003); Greenwood, IN (2003); Indianapolis, IN (2003); Andover, MA (2003); Methuen,
MA (2003); West Norriton, PA (2003); Wayne, PA (2003)

' National Restaurant Association. www.restaurant.org/aboutus/fags.cfm
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Land Use: 932
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

Average Peak Period Parking Demand vs. 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
On a: Weekday
Land Use Code Subset: Family Restaurant (No Bar or Lounge)
Location: Suburban

Peak Period

11:00 a.m.—2:00 p.m

Number of Study Sites

20

Average Size of Study Sites

4,750 sq. ft. GFA

10.60 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Average Peak Period Parking Demand

Standard Deviation , 5.42

Coefficient of Variation 51%

95% Confidence Interval 8.22-12.98 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Range 2.59-21.78 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

85th Percentile

16.30 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

33rd Percentile

7.40 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Weekday Suburban Peak Period Parking
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Demand

(Family Restaurant)
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Land Use: 932
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

Average Peak Period Parking Demand vs. 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
On a: Weekday
Land Use Code Subset: Family Restaurant (No Bar or Lounge)
Location: Urban

ol

Peak Period :00 a.m.—~1:00 p.m.; 6:

Number of Study Sites 10

Average Size of Study Sites 3,200 sq. ft. GFA

Average Peak Period Parking Demand 5.55 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Standard Deviation 2.69

Coefficient of Variation 48%

Range 3.13-12.41 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

85th Percentile 6.37 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
1.33rd Percentile. L ; 3.86 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Weekday Urban Peak Period
Parking Demand
(Family Restaurant)

50
40 *
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