
 

LEGAL NOTICE 
 
 
City of Tacoma Mitigated Determination of Environmental Non-Significance 
 
Lead Agency: City of Tacoma 
 
Applicant: Jensen Fey Architecture for Best Western Plus 
  
Proposal: 85-room, 54,000 square-foot hotel with parking for 55 cars    
 
Location: 8045 S Hosmer, Tacoma 
 
SEPA Public Information Center File No. LU17-0220 
 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services, has made a preliminary determination 
that, as mitigated, 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).  This decision was made after review of a completed environmental 
checklist and other information on file with the lead agency.  This information is available to the 
public on www.tacomapermits.org or upon request.  
 
Comments on this determination of environmental non-significance must be submitted by 5:00 
p.m. on February 7, 2018 to the Planning and Development Services Department, 747 Market 
Street, Tacoma, Washington 98402. The City will reconsider this determination based on timely 
comments and may retain, modify, or if significant adverse impacts are likely, withdraw the 
determination. 
 
Unless modified by the City, this determination will become a final determination on February 8, 
2018.  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 accommodations will be provided within five (5) business days 
by contacting 591-5363 (VOICE) or 591-5070 (TTY). 
 
Issue/Publication Date: January 24, 2018 
 
The Tacoma Daily Index 

http://www.tacomapermits.org/


 
 City of Tacoma 
 Planning and Development Services 
 

 
Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) 

 
SEPA File Number: LU17-0220  

Related File Numbers: BLDCN17-0097, SDEV17-0120, WO17-0187 
 
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: Jensen Fey Architecture and Planning for Best Western Plus 
 
Proposal: 85-room, 54,000 square-foot hotel with parking for 55 cars, on a site zoned 

C-2 General Community Commercial, with mitigation for traffic circulation.  
 
Location: 8045 S Hosmer, Parcel 0320326093 
 
Lead Agency: City of Tacoma 
 
City Contact: Shirley Schultz 
 Principal Planner 
 Planning and Development Services 
 747 Market Street, Room 345 
 Tacoma, WA 98402 
 253-591-5121 | shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
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. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
General: 
1. The applicant proposes to construct an 85-room, 54,000 square-foot hotel with parking for 

55 cars, on a site zoned C-2 General Community Commercial. 

An environmental review is required for the proposal in accordance with SEPA, RCW 
43.21C, Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11, and Tacoma Municipal Code 
(TMC) 13.12 Environmental Code. The 12,000 square foot threshold for a commercial 
building is being exceeded (WAC 197-11-800(1)(c)). 

  

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



Earth: 
2. The project proposes to comply with all regulations including the International Building Code 

(IBC) Appendix J (Grading) as adopted and amended by the City of Tacoma, as well as 
TMC Chapter 13.06 Zoning and Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas Ordinance. 

3. A geotechnical assessment, prepared by GeoResources and dated October, 2017, was 
submitted to and reviewed by Planning and Development Services (PDS) in association with 
this project. The results of the review confirmed the absence of any geologically hazardous 
areas on the project site as defined and regulated by TMC Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas 
Ordinance. 

4. Soil contamination issues associated with the Asarco Plume are addressed in the 
Environmental Health subsection of this document. 

Air: 
5. Watering of exposed soil during construction to suppress dust will ensure that no impacts to 

ambient air quality will result from the project. 

Water: 
6. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to the 

Stormwater Management Manual, the Critical Areas Ordinance and other City regulatory 
requirements related to stormwater.  

7. No regulated wetlands, streams, or associated buffers have been identified on the project 
site pursuant to TMC 13.11 Critical Areas Ordinance. 

8. The site is not located within a flood hazard and/or coastal high hazard area as regulated by 
TMC 13.11.600, 13.11.610 and 13.11.620 and Sections 2.12.040 and 2.12.050. 

Plants: 
9. The proposed project will meet TMC 13.06.502 Landscaping/Buffering Standards, including 

street tree installation and a landscaping buffer between the site and the adjacent residential 
use. 

Animals: 
10. No state or federal candidate, threatened or endangered plant or animal species, or habitat 

has been identified on the project site.  

Energy and Natural Resources: 
11. The proposed project will comply with the City’s Energy Code. 

Environmental Health: 
12. According to the Department of Ecology (Ecology) Facility/Site Atlas, the site is located 

within the Tacoma Smelter Plume with an arsenic concentration range of “Non-Detect to 
20.0 ppm”. Due to the facility atlas indicating that arsenic concentration is below the Model 
Toxics Control Act standards, no further review of the site relative to Asarco contamination is 
required at this time.  

13. All WAC noise levels shall be met. 

14. Activities at the site shall comply with all applicable provisions of TMC 8.122 Noise 
Enforcement. 
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Land Use: 
15. The project is a permitted use within the C-2 General Community Commercial District and 

will not require a discretionary land use permit. 

16. The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use designation for the site is General Commercial. 
The site is located within the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District; the project will 
meet all requirements of the overlay for protection of groundwater.  

Housing: 
17. The project will provide no units of housing. No adverse impacts to housing will result from 

the proposal. 

Aesthetics: 
18. The proposed project will meet TMC 13.06.501 Building Design Standards, TMC 13.06.502 

Landscaping/Buffering Standards, and TMC 13.06.503 Residential Compatibility Standards.  

Light and Glare: 
19. The proposed project will meet TMC 13.06.503 Residential Compatibility Standards related 

to parking lot and building lighting adjacent to residential development.  

Recreation: 
20. The project will not be developed on property designated as open space or public recreation 

area. No adverse impacts to recreation will result from the proposal. 

Historical and cultural preservation: 
21. The project is not located within or adjacent to any property listed on the Tacoma, 

Washington State or National Registers of Historic Places, and is not within proximity to any 
known archaeological site or archaeological site that is inventoried by the State of 
Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. Additional review of 
impacts to cultural resources may be required for projects under the jurisdiction of federal 
agencies under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800).  

Transportation: 
22. The project will comply with TMC 13.06.510 Off-street parking and storage areas. 

23. The City Engineering Division has reviewed the SEPA application and updated Traffic 
Impact Analysis for development of an 85 room Best Western hotel at South 82nd and 
Hosmer Street. After consideration of the applicant’s revised Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
conducted by Heath & Associates, Inc. (dated January 5, 2018) the City has determined that 
the applicant and representative have conducted a reasonable analysis of a probable traffic 
condition. Based on the new trips generated, the City has concluded that the development 
will impact the City’s transportation system and mitigation is required.  

24. The following Transportation Master Plan Goals and Policies pertain to traffic and circulation 
with the overarching goal 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”:  

• Policy 2.3 Improve Safety: Strive to reduce traffic deaths and serious injuries in 
Tacoma to zero by 2030 as part of the State of Washington’s traffic safety efforts 
using education, enforcement, engineering, emergency medical services, and 
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leadership / policy. Emphasize providing safety along routes used to access schools, 
including pursuing grants to fund improvements. 

• Policy 2.4 Promote Health: Improve the health of Tacoma’s residents and local 
ecology by implementing a transportation network that reduces auto mode share, 
increases the number of active travelers and transit riders of all ages and abilities, 
and improves safety in all neighborhoods. Work with the Tacoma-Pierce County 
Health Department and other agencies to promote active lifestyles through 
educational programs and safe and accessible routes for active travelers of all ages 
and abilities in all neighborhoods. 

• Policy 3.1 Complete Streets / Layered Network: Develop and maintain a safe, 
accessible, and clean transportation network that accommodates all users, whether 
moving by an active mode, transit, truck, or car, while recognizing that not all streets 
provide the same quality of travel experience. Apply the Layered Network adopted as 
a part of the TMP in the planning and design for new construction, reconstruction, 
and major transportation improvement projects on all streets. The Layered Network 
and Complete Streets principles shall also be used to create over time a system of 
streets that meets user needs while recognizing the function and context of each 
street by evaluating potential transportation projects and amending or revising design 
manuals, regulations, standards, and programs as appropriate. 

• Policy 3.2 Green Hierarchy: Elevate active travelers and public transit riders in the 
planning and design of streets using the Green Transportation Hierarchy. 

• Policy 3.6 Street System Design: Facilitate transit and active transportation 
connections by encouraging street system design in a rectangular grid pattern with 
smaller block sizes, frequent interconnections, and clear wayfinding; strongly 
discourage cul-de-sacs or dead end streets and only allow them in new locations if a 
short multi-use path will connect the dead end to another street. 

• Policy 3.7 Special Needs of Transportation Users: Recognize and accommodate the 
special transportation needs of the elderly, children, and persons with disabilities in 
all aspects of transportation planning, programming, and implementation. Satisfy the 
community’s desire for a high level of accommodation for persons with disabilities 
using local, state, or federal design standards. 

• Policy 3.9 Pedestrian Facilities: Make all streets in Tacoma safe for walking and 
traveling with assistive devices using context sensitive designs for sidewalks, 
crosswalks, trails, and other pedestrian walkways or facilities. Pedestrian priority 
areas, transit corridors, recreational trails, streets experiencing frequent collisions 
involving pedestrians or other pedestrian safety problems, and streets connecting 
pedestrian-oriented land uses shall receive high quality pedestrian facilities and 
amenities that meet standards set by the United States Access Board as funding is 
available. 

• Policy 3.10 Bicycle Facilities: Complete and maintain a safe bicycling system that 
connects all parts of Tacoma and accommodates all types of bicyclists. Achieve the 
highest level Bicycle Friendly Community status as designated by the League of 
American Bicyclists, or an equivalent designation. 

• 3.18 Roadway Capacity:  Support multimodal mobility by assessing roadway 
capacity on the basis of a facility’s total people-carrying capacity and only increasing 
physical capacity when absolutely needed. 

• 6.3 20-Minute Neighborhoods: Prioritize infrastructure improvements within and 
between 20-minute neighborhoods based around Tacoma’s centers for growth and 
along identified corridors that connect residential areas to schools, local retail, 
business, and community services so residents can safely access more of the 
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services they need close to home by active modes, public transit, and using assistive 
devices. 

Public Services/Public Utilities: 
25. Project concurrency certification or an appropriate mitigation will be completed at the 

building permit review stage. 

26. The project will comply with emergency vehicle circulation requirements. 

27. Fire protection must be provided in accordance with the requirements of TMC 3.02 Fire 
Code. 

CONCLUSION OF THE RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: 
Existing regulations contained within the TMC address many of the potential environmental 
impacts associated with this project. These are noted on the environmental checklist for the 
project and in the MDNS. Potential environmental impacts identified during the project review 
that are not fully addressed by these or other existing regulations may be subject to mitigation 
through the adoption of additional conditions based upon the project’s consistency with 
applicable policy guidance set forth in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Based upon the policies 
set forth in the Findings of Fact Numbers 25-26 above, additional mitigating measures are 
necessary to address potential impacts associated with the proposal. 

Mitigation Measures: 
The following mitigation measures are required by the City and outside regulatory agencies to 
address and mitigate for the potential impact created by the proposed project. 

1. Traffic: 
• In order to address community concerns regarding increased traffic through the 

residential neighborhood, the driveway on South 82nd Street shall be restricted to right-
out only. This condition will be reflected on the associated site development (SDEV) and 
work order (WO) permits.  

• If the project scope changes, a revised Traffic Impact Study may be required. 

 
Issuance of MDNS: 
This MDNS is issued under WAC 197-11-350 (2). The City of Tacoma will not act on this 
proposal for 15 days from the date of issue. Comments must be submitted by closing of the 
comment deadline. The Responsible Official will reconsider the MDNS based on timely 
comments and may retain, modify, or, if significant adverse impacts are likely, withdraw the 
MDNS. If the MDNS is retained, it will be final after the expiration of the comment deadline. No 
permits may be issued, and the applicant shall not begin work, until the comment deadline has 
expired and any other necessary permits are issued. 

Additionally, the City of Tacoma has determined that this project does not have a probable 
significant adverse impact on the environment. The proposal will have no significant adverse 
environmental impacts to fish and wildlife, water, noise, transportation, air quality, environmental 
health, public services and utilities, or land and shoreline use. An environmental impact 
statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2). This decision was made after review 
of a completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This 
information is available to the public upon request. 
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1. REF. GENERAL NOTES FOR DIMENSION, ABBREVIATIONS AND 
OTHER GENERAL PROCEDURES.

2. ALL HANDRAILS SHALL BE STAINLESS STEEL U.N.O.
3. ALL STRUCTURAL METALS SHALL BE GALVANIZED, PRIMED 

AND PAINTED FLAT.  REF. EXTERIOR FINISH SCHEDULE FOR 
COLOR(S).

4. AT PERIMETER JOINT BETWEEN ALUMINUM FRAMING 
SYSTEMS AND DISSIMILAR MATERIALS, PROVIDE MINIM 3/8" 
CONTINUOUS BACKER ROD AND SEALANT JOINT ON ALL 
SIDES.

5. AT ALUMINUM FRAMING SYSTEMS, PROVIDE CONTINUOUS 
ALUMINUM SUB SILLS WITH END DAMS, WELDED JOINTS, 
TYP.

6. PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF EXTERIOR LOUVERS, HORNS, 
LIGHT FIXTURES, FIRE ALARM DEVICES, ETC. CONTRACTOR 
SHALL HAVE COORDINATION MEETING WITH ARCHITECT AND 
APPROPRIATE CONSULTANT TO VERIFY INSTALLATION 
HEIGHTS AND CLEARANCES.

7. COORDINATE LOCATION OF ALL CONTROL JOINTS WITH 
ARCHITECT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

8. ALL STOREFRONT AND WINDOW FRAME SHALL BE ANODIZED 
ALUMINUM U.N.O.

9. ALL VERTICAL EXPOSED CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A HAND 
RUBBED FINISH U.N.O.  ALL HORIZONTAL EXPOSED 
CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A LIGHT BROOM FINISH U.N.O.

10. BUILDING SIGNAGE IS PER OWNER UNDER SEPARATE 
PERMIT, CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ROUGH IN ELECTRICAL 
AND STRUCTURAL SUPPORTS AS OUTLINED WITHIN THESE 
DOCUMENTS.

11. CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT ALL FINISH SAMPLES FOR 
EXTERIORS AT A SINGLE TIME FOR APPROVAL OF EXTERIOR 
FINISH SYSTEM.
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
  
Purpose of checklist:  
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization 
or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental 
impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 
  
Instructions for applicants:   
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  You may need to consult 
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions.  You may use “not applicable” or 
"does not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown.  
You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports.  Complete and accurate 
answers to these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-
making process. 
 
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 
time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal 
or its environmental effects.  The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your 
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant 
adverse impact. 
 
Instructions for Lead Agencies: 
 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed.  Additional information may be necessary to 
evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse 
impacts.  The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to 
make an adequate threshold determination.  Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is 
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 
 
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:  
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).  Please 
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 
site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead 
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements –that do not 
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal. 
 
A.  Background 
 
 
1.  Name of proposed project, if applicable: 
 Best Western Plus 
 
2.  Name of applicant: 
 Jensen Fey Architecture and Planning 
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3.  Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 
 Kurt Jensen 
 7730 Leary Way 
 Redmond, WA 
 425-216-0318 
 
4.  Date checklist prepared: 
 June 27, 2017 
 
5.  Agency requesting checklist: 
 City of Tacoma 
 
6.  Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

Construction to commence in Spring of 2018. 
 
7.  Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 
connected with this proposal?  If yes, explain. 

There are no plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to this 
proposal. 

 

8.  List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal.  A geotechnical engineering report that address both 
the City of Tacoma Critical Areas Ordinance Title 13, Section 6.4.7 for potential geologic 
hazards and the City of Tacoma 2016 Stormwater Management Manual has been prepared for 
the project.   
 
9.  Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain. 
 None known. 
 
10.  List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
 Clear and Grade permit 
 Fire sprinkler and fire alarm permits 
 WA Dept of Labor and Industries – Elevator permit 
 City of Tacoma – Street Improvements, Utility hook-ups 
 City of Tacoma – Site Development, Building Permit, MEP permits 
 
11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size 
of the project and site.  There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to 
describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those answers on this 
page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on project 
description.)  

4-story, 53,408 sf hotel (Best Western Plus) with 85 guest rooms, Meeting Rooms, 
Breakfast Dining Area, Lobby, Pool, Fitness and Commercial Laundry rooms. 

 
12.  Location of the proposal.  Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and 
range, if known.  If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
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boundaries of the site(s).  Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic 
map, if reasonably available.  While you should submit any plans required by the agency, you 
are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications 
related to this checklist. 

8045 South Hosmer Street, Tacoma, WA 98408 
Parcel number 0320326093 
Tax Description:  Section 32 Township 20 Range 03 Quarter 22 : L 3 OF S P 92-08-25-
0235 AN AMEND OF S P 88-02-04-0183 TOG/W EASE & RESTRICTIONS OF REC OUT OF 6-076 
SEG E0791JU 10/27/92BO 

   
  
 
B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 
 
 
1.  Earth  
a.  General description of the site: 
 
(circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other ___________  
   
b.  What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 4% 
 
c.  What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat,  

muck)?  If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in 
removing any of these soils.  The USDA Natural Resource Conservation Survey (NRCS) Web Soil 
Survey maps the site as being underlain by Alderwood gravelly sandy loam (1C) soils.  The Alderwood 
soils are derived from glacial till, form on slopes of 8 to 15 percent, have a “moderate” erosion hazard 
when exposed, and are included in hydrologic soils group B. Our test pits encountered relatively 
uniform subsurface conditions that generally confirmed the mapped stratigraphy at the site.  Test pits 
TP-1 to TP-7 generally encountered approximately 0 to ½ foot of topsoil mantling about 5.0 to 
13.0 feet of light brown to brown silty SAND with gravel, and occasional cobbles, wood debris, 
organics and construction debris in a loose to dense, dry to damp condition.  We interpret these 
upper surficial soils as undocumented fill material.  These surficial soils were underlain by 
approximately 1.0 to 3.1 feet of reddish brown weathered gravelly SAND/SAND with gravel and 
occasional cobbles in a medium dense to dense, moist condition over approximately 0.5 to 2.0 of 
brown grey gravelly SAND/SAND with gravel and occasional cobbles in a medium dense to dense, 
moist condition to the full depth explored.  We interpret these lower soils as native weathered 
recessional outwash over native recessional outwash.    

 
d.  Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so,  

describe.  The Geologic Map of the Tacoma South 7.5-minute Quadrangle, Washington (Troost, 
Booth, Borden) maps the site and the adjacent areas as being underlain by recessional outwash 
deposits (Qvr) and glacial till (Qvt) respectively .  These glacial soils were deposited during the Vashon 
State of the Fraser Glaciation, approximately 12,000 to 15,000 years ago.  The outwash consists of 
poorly sorted, lightly stratified mixture of sand and gravel that may contain localized deposits of clay 
and silt that were deposited by meltwater streams emanating from the advancing ice mass.  The 
recessional outwash is considered to be normally consolidated and exhibit moderate strength and 
compressibility characteristics where undisturbed.  The glacial till consists of a heterogeneous mixture 
of clay, silt, sand and gravel that was deposited and overridden by the continental ice mass.  As such, 
the glacial till is considered over-consolidated and exhibit high strength and low compressibility 
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characteristics where undisturbed.  No evidence of deep seated erosion or other active landslide 
activity was observed at the time of our site visit. No areas of landslide deposits or mass wasting are 
noted on the referenced map within the immediate vicinity of the site. 

 
e.  Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of 

any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. 
 
It is anticipated that the site will require minimal fill and/or grading.  Engineering plans will be 

reviewed and approved by the City of Tacoma prior to any earthwork.  Sources of fill, if 
applicable, will be from an approved site. 

 
f.  Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe 
 
Minimal erosion could occur due to clearing, construction and use of the site. 
 
g.  About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project  

construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)?  
 
84 % 

 
h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:   
 
Utilize best management practices for erosion control.  An erosion control plan will be prepared, 
submitted and reviewed as part of the site development plan. 
 

 
2. Air  
a.  What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, 

operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and 
give approximate quantities if known. 

The proposed project is expected to add small increases in air emissions due to both 
construction activities and after completion, vehicular traffic associated with the project. 
During Construction, there may be a small increase in exhaust emissions and odors 
from construction vehicle, equipment exhaust and ground particulates. 
During Operation, when the project is completed there may be an increase in exhaust 
emissions from vehicular transportation to and from the site.  Vehicular exhaust 
emissions would increase in proportion to the net increase in vehicular traffic associated 
with the site. 
The completed project is expected to meet or exceed air quality requirements either 
during construction or long-term operation. 

 
b.  Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so,  
generally describe. 
 No off-site sources of emissions or odors that would affect this project are known. 
 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 

During construction, contractors will be asked to use reasonable measures to control 
emissions during the construction of this project.  The measures may include meeting 
or exceeding the temporary erosion control design which will control dust and dirt on 
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the site, using well maintained equipment and using electric powered tools and 
equipment, whenever practical. 

  
  
3.  Water  
a.  Surface Water:   

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including 
year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)?  If yes, describe 
type and provide names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 
 
No. 
 

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described 
waters?  If yes, please describe and attach available plans. 

 

 No. 
 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed 
from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.  
Indicate the source of fill material. 

 
 None. 

 

 
4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general  

description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 
 

 No. 
 
5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 
 
 No. 

 
6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so,  

describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 
 

 No. 
 
b.  Ground Water:   

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, 
give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities 
withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

 Groundwater will not be withdrawn from a well.  Stormwater infiltration, if authorized 
within the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District, may be proposed in order to comply 
with Minimum Requirement #5 of the City of Tacoma’s 2016 SWMM.  
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2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or  
other sources, if any (for example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the 
following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the general size of the system, the 
number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 

 
No discharge from septic or other sources are anticipated as the site will be served with 

public sewer.. 
 

 

  
c.  Water runoff (including stormwater):  

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?   
Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. 
 
The 2016 SWMM Minimum Requirement #5 necessitates that all development employ, 
where feasible and appropriate, onsite stormwater management BMPs to infiltrate, 
disperse, and retain stormwater runoff onsite to the maximum extent feasible.  If allowed, 
stormwater sill be treated and infiltrated.    

 
2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. 

 
Yes, oils, greases and fertilizers could enter surface water from traffic and landscape 
uses.  These surface will receive adequate water quality treatment. 

 
 
 
3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If 

so, describe 
 
No. 

 
 
d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage 
pattern impacts, if any:   
 
The designed stormwater systems shall comply with minimum requirements #1 through #10 as 
outlined in the 2016 SWMM.  Maintenance of the system, once constructed, will be provided by 
the property owner. 
 
 
 
4.  Plants 
 
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: 

 
____deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 
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____evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 
____shrubs 
_X__grass (Non-Irrigated scruff-grass) 
____pasture 
____crop or grain 
____ Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops. 
____ wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
____water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
____other types of vegetation 
 

 
b.  What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?   
The existing grass will be removed, no other vegetation exists on site. 
 
 
c.  List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.   
None. 
 

 
d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 

 vegetation on the site, if any:   
New ornamental and native plants will be proposed on site to meet the City of Tacoma 
landscape code.  Site perimeter planting will visually screen parking 

     from the two adjacent streets in addition to interior site landscape buffers to adjoining 
property.  Interior parking lot landscape will be provided to visually soften large areas of 
asphalt parking and to cool warm pavement surfaces.  New street trees will be installed along 

     both streetscapes with each street having a different tree variety.  Building foundation 
planting will soften the transition zone between parking lot and building with vertical accents 
to assist in visually reducing the scale of the building.  If space allows, deciduous canopy 
shade trees will be added at the south and west building exposures to provide passive 
cooling of the building during summer afternoons while during the winter will allow sun to 
warm the building when the trees are bare of leaves.  Pedestrian accent landscape will be 
provided at the building entry / port cochere in addition to shrubs to prevent vehicle 
headlights from shining into hotel rooms.  Emphasis will be made to select native plants and 
drought tolerant plants where appropriate. 

 
 

 

e.  List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.   

None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.  Animals  
a.  List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known 

to be on or near the site. 
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Examples include:    
 birds:  hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:         
 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:         
 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other ________ 
  
 Birds include Songbirds, pigeons, crows, sparrows, gulls.  Mammals include rodents and 

squirrels.    
 
b. List any threatened and  endangered species known to be on or near the site. 
 There are no known threatened or endangered animal species on or near the site. 
 
c. Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 

The Puget Sound area is part of the Pacific Flyway.  Birds that inhabit the area vary 
seasonally due to migrations.  The proposed project site is covered with structures and 
pavemen, and located in a highly urbanized area.  It offers no habitat attractive or 
essential to migrating birds. 

 
d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 
 In the absence of adverse impacts on animal species, no mitigating measures are 

proposed other than the planned landscaping. 
 
  

e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 
 There are no known invasive animal species on or near the site. 
 

 
6.  Energy and Natural Resources  
a.  What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet 

the completed project's energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating,  
manufacturing, etc. 

Electric energy and natural gas will be used for heating/cooling public areas and for 
domestic water heating.  Guest rooms will be electrically heated and cooled. 

 
 
b.  Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  

If so, generally describe. 
The proposed project may reduce, at various times during the year, some potential solar 
energy used by the adjacent properties.  If solar energy sources were to be located on 
the roof of these buildings, the proposed project will not affect their potential, although 
none of the buildings are known to be currently equipped for the use of solar energy. 
 

 
c.  What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? 

 List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: 
The project would meet or exceed the Washington State Energy Code and other applicable  
energy codes and water conservation through Tacoma Public Utilities.  
The proposed development would employ measures to reduce energy consumption  
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including: energy-saving lighting, high efficiency heating and air conditioning units and  
high efficiency water heaters. The mechanical systems would be designed to comply  
with applicable City of Tacoma and Washington State Energy Code requirements. 

 
7.  Environmental Health  
a.  Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk 

of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?  
If so, describe. 
 Construction 

There is a small chance for a spill or release of substances during demolition and  
construction of the proposed project.  These spills could include petroleum and lubricant  
products from construction equipment.  The expected amount of spillage that may occur  
should involve minor quantities.   
Operations 
The proposed building is intended for hotel use and no environmental health concerns  
are expected. 

 

1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 
The current site is vacant with no development.  There is no known contamination at the 
site. 

 
2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development 

and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines 
located within the project area and in the vicinity. 
There are no known hazardous chemicals/conditions that would affect the proposed 
project.  The project survey indicates a gas line south of the property line. 
 
 

3)  Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating 
life of the project. 
During constructon, no toxic or hazardous chemicals will be produced.  Construction 
related materials such as adhesives and paints will be stored and used on site.  
During operation, the hotel will have commercial laundry facilities, a warming kitchen 
and a swimming pool, and it is expected that chemicals will be stored and used for 
these functions related to cleaning and maintaining correct PH water levels. 
 

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 
No special emergency services would be required to serve the hotel guest or 
employees that would be present on the site, or occupants of neighboring structures.  
It is possible that normal fire, medical, and other emergency services may be needed 
from the City of Tacoma. 
 

5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: 
Construction 
For emergencies arising from construction at the project site, the risk of fire, explosion, 
and release of hazardous substances will be minimized through the use of Best 
Method Practices and standard construction practices. 
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b.  Noise  

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 
traffic, equipment, operation, other)? 
Off-site sources of noise in the project area include noise from nearby streets and 
nearby Interstate 5. 

 
2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a  
short-term or a long-term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indi- 
cate what hours noise would come from the site. 
 Construction 

Typical heavy machinery related to earth and concrete work.  Noise related to framing 
activities is also expected. 

 Operations 
 See below. 

 
3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

Construction 
Construction activities will comply with the Tacoma’s noise ordinance. Construction occurring 
outside of daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. weekdays, 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. weekends) 
would need to meet nighttime noise level limits.  
No significant impacts are expected from the temporary increases in noise due to construction 
that cannot be addressed through compliance with the City.  
Operations 
No significant impacts are expected from the long-term increases in noise. Heating, ventilating, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment and components would comply with the city’s noise 
ordinance. Because the increase in noise attributable to overall project traffic would be small, 
no additional mitigation beyond that required in the Noise Ordinance is planned. 
Measures to reduce or mitigate off-site noise to the project will include being sensitive to street 
noise, mainly from Interstate 5.  Design measures may include increased insulation, 
acoustically adjusted glazing (mainly facing west towards the freeway) and louvers and vents 
that are designed for off-site noise.  

 

 
8.  Land and Shoreline Use 
 
a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current 

land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. 
The current site is undeveloped.  To the North there is an existing retail store and 
Laundramat.  To the East and Southeast there is an existing multifamily complex.  To 
the South is an existing hotel and to the West there is an existing road, landscape berm 
and Interstate Highway. 
The proposed project would not affect land used on nearby or adjacent properties. 

 
b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. 

How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to 
other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, 
how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or 
nonforest use? 

  The site is in an urban area and does not appear to have been used for farmland or 
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forest land for some time. 
 

1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal 
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, 
tilling, and harvesting? If so, how: 

  The site is an urban area and there are no surrounding working farms or forest lands. 
 
c.  Describe any structures on the site. 
 There are no structures on the site. 
 
d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 
 There are no structures on the site. 
 
e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? 
 Zoning is currently classified as C-2, General Community Commercial District. 
 
f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 
 The current comprehensive plan designation of the site is General Commercial. 
 
g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 
 

N/A 
 
h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area  by the city or county?  If so, specify. 
 
The site is located within the South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District (STGPD). 
 
i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 

The busiest shift may include up to 15 employees.  No employees are expected to 
reside at the hotel. 

 
 
j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

There are no structures on site, therefore no one will be displaced because of this 
project. 

 
k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:  
  

Not applicable.  
L. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land  

uses and plans, if any: 
 The proposed project will be constructed in accordance with the Tacoma Land Use 

Code. 
 
m. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term 

commercial significance, if any: 
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 Not applicable. 
 
9.  Housing  
a.  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, mid- 

dle, or low-income housing. 
 No housing is proposed as part of this development. 
 
b.  Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, 

middle, or low-income housing. 
 Not applicable. 
 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 
 Not applicable. 
 
10.  Aesthetics  
a.  What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is 

the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 
The maximum height is 45’ per zoning code.  There is an architectural canopy that runs 
the length of the building, which will be above the 45’ height.  
Exterior building material will be stucco or EIFS, with possible masonry feature walls on 
the east and west ends of the hotel.  

 
b.  What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

Immediate surroundings of project site hae mixed uses.  The Tacoma Municipal Code 
imposes no requirement for view protection from this property. 

 
b. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

The design of the building is intended to mix in with the other developments near the 
site.  Materials will be high quality and will meet and/or exceed the City of Tacoma’s 
development standards. 

 
11.  Light and Glare  
a.  What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly 

occur? 
The majority of light and glare will come from lights from the interior of the building and exterior 
accent and safety lighting.  Interior lighting will be mitigated by window coverings.  Additional 
exterior lighting will come from tenant signs. Parking lighting will be full cut off. 

 

 
b.  Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? 

Exterior lighting for the proposed project will use shielding and screening of exterior lighting, 
and will limit light poles to 40 feet. Minimal light and glare would be generated by the project.   
Interior lighting in the public areas will use tinted windows or window coverings.  Hotel guest 
room windows will use drapery to control light spillage at night. 
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c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

Off-site lighting from existing building that are near the edges of the site currently consists of 
streetlights, illuminated signage and additional lighting at the entrances to major buildings. 
Existing sources of light and glare would not affect the proposal.  

 

 
d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

Exterior lighting for the proposed project will use shielding and screening of exterior lighting, 
and will limit light poles to 40 feet. Minimal light and glare would be generated by the project.   
Interior lighting in the public areas will use tinted windows or window coverings.  Hotel guest 
room windows will use drapery to control light spillage at night. 

 
 
 
12.  Recreation  
a.  What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? 

Wards Lake Park is located 0.7 miles to the west.  Oak Tree Park is located 1.5 miles 
northwest of the project site.  Wapato Park is located 1.8 miles to the north and Wapato 
Hills Park is 1.9 miles to the north and west of the project site. 

 
b.  Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. 

Existing recreational uses will not be displaced by this project.   
 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 

opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: 
The proposed project will include streetscape improvement, which would enhance the 
pedestrian experience. 

 
13.  Historic and cultural preservation  
a.  Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years 

old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers ? If so, 
specifically describe. 

 There are no buildings on the site. 
 
b.  Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? 

This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, 
or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies 
conducted at the site to identify such resources. 

  Unknown. 
 
c.  Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources 

on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of 
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc. 

  

 



 
 
SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)  July 2016 Page 14 of 17 

 

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance 
to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. 

 Not applicable. 
 

 
14.  Transportation  
a.  Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and 

describe proposed access to the existing street system.  Show on site plans, if any. 
The site is served primarily by S Hosmer Street, S 84th Street, and S 82nd Street. 
Access will be provided by one driveway onto S 82nd Street and the existing shared 
access bordering the north side of the site. 

 

 
b.  Is the site or affected geographic  area currently served by public transit?  If so, generally 

describe.  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 
Pierce Transit Route 55 serve across the project frontage. The nearest stop is about 400 feet 
north of the site on S Hosmer Street. 

 

 
c.  How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 

have?  How many would the project or proposal eliminate? 
The proposed project will have a minimum of 54 new parking stalls.  The completed 
project will not eliminate any stalls. 

 
c. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, 

bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe 
(indicate whether public or private). 
Public Sidewalks, street lighting, and a new ADA ramp improvements are proposed for the 
frontage of the site.   

 
  
e.  Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 

transportation?  If so, generally describe.  
The project is not located in the immediate vicinity of any water, rail or air 
transportation facilities, and would not affect any water, rail or air transportation 
facilities. 

 
f.  How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? 

If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would 
be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation 
models were used to make these estimates? 

The hotel will generate 531 average daily trips.  The AM peak hour will generate 34 
trips and the PM peak hour will generate 39 trips. 
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g. Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and 
forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. 

No. 
 
h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 
See Traffic Impact Analysis. 
 
15.  Public Services  
a.  Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, 

police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally describe. 
The proposed project will have a slight increase in public services during construction and once 
it is in operation.  The minor need for public services will be for police and fire protection. 

 

 
b.  Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. 

Compliance with current codes for materials storage during construction would be required. During 
construction, the contractor would follow specific guidelines for public safety as required. 
Once opened, the proposed development will require a new fully sprinklered structure equipped 
with alarms.  All new construction would comply with fire codes as specified in the NFPA (National 
Fire Protection Association) pamphlet No. 307. Sprinklers, extinguishing equipment, fireproofing, 
and access ways would be included in the project as required. As part of the final design, a detailed 
fire protection plan would be developed in cooperation with the Tacoma Fire Department.  
Many potential impacts to public safety will be mitigated include good lighting of public spaces and 
design that encourages visibility and reduces loitering in hidden areas. 
While the potential increase in tenants and customers associated with the proposal may result in 
incrementally greater demand for emergency services, it is anticipated that adequate service 
capacity is available within the area to preclude the need for additional facilities/services. 

 

 
16.  Utilities  
a.   Circle utilities currently available at the site: 

electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system,  
other ___________ 

 

 
d. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, 

and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might 
be needed. 
Tacoma Water 
Tacoma Sewer 
Tacoma Power 
Puget Sound Energy – gas 
Century Link – phone 
Comcast - cable 
 

 

C.  Signature 
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wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or  
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 

 

 

 
 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it  

would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 
 
 
 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 
 

 

 

 
6.  How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 

services and utilities? 
 

 

 
 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 
 

 

 
7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or 

requirements for the protection of the environment.  
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BEST WESTERN HOSMER 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

This report summarizes traffic impacts related to the Best Western Hosmer.  The general 

goals of this impact study concentrate on 1) the assessment of existing roadway 

conditions and intersection congestion, 2) forecasts of newly generated project traffic, 3) 

estimations of future delay, and 4) recommendations for mitigation.  Preliminary tasks 

include the detailed collection of roadway information, road improvement information, and 

peak hour traffic counts.  A level of service analysis for existing traffic conditions is then 

made to determine the present degree of intersection congestion.  Based on this analysis, 

forecasts of future traffic levels on the surrounding street system are found.  Following this 

forecast, the future service levels for the key intersections are investigated.  As a final 

step, applicable conclusions and possible on-site or off-site mitigation measures are 

defined.   

 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

The Best Western Hosmer project proposes to construct an 85 room hotel.  The site is 

located on the northeast corner of the S Hosmer Street & S 82nd Street intersection in the 

City of Tacoma.  The area surrounding the project is primarily commercial with residential 

areas to the east.  Access to the site will be provided by the existing onsite driveway onto 

S 82nd Street and access will be shared with the existing driveway bordering the north 

side of the property that accesses S Hosmer Street.  The buildout year of the site is 

expected around 2018.  Figure 1 on the following page shows the vicinity of the area along 

with the street network servicing the site.  The general configuration of the project is 

shown on the site plan on Figure 2. 

 

3. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 

3.1 Surrounding Roadway System 
 

Roadways serving the proposed site consist of arterials and residential roadways which 

vary in width, terrain, and posted speeds.  As indicated by their specific arterial 

designations, these roadways also vary in their overall function as part of the general 

network.  The key streets near the site are described below. 

 

S Hosmer Street is a multi-lane, north-south major arterial that borders the west side of 

the site with a posted speed of 35 mph.  Paving is asphalt with around 11 foot lanes.  The 

typical cross section of the roadway is two lanes of travel in either direction along with a 

center two-way left turn lane.  Grades are level.  Shoulders are curb, gutter, and sidewalk.
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S 82nd Street is a two-lane, east-west roadway which borders the south side of the site.  

The speed limit is 25 mph.  Paving is asphalt with around 10 foot lanes with available 

width for on street parking.  Shoulders are curb, gutter, and sidewalk.  Grades are level. 

 

3.2 Existing Peak Hour Volumes and Patterns 
 

Field data collected for this study was taken in June of 2017 and August of 2016.  The 

traffic counts were taken during the evening peak period between the hours of 4 PM to  

6 PM.  These specific peak periods were targeted for analysis purposes since they 

generally represent a worst case scenario for roadways with respect to traffic conditions 

for residential developments.  This is primarily due to the common 8 AM to 5 PM work 

schedule and the greater number of personal trips occurring after work hours.  Most 

commuters leave and return to their dwellings at the same time of day which translates to 

a natural peak in intersection traffic loads.  Figure 3 on the following page shows the 

existing weekday PM peak hour volumes for the studied intersections of: 

• S Hosmer Street & S 84th Street 

• S Hosmer Street & S 82nd Street 
 

3.3 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  
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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 PM Peak Hour LOS is shown below in 

Table 1.  Delay analysis involved the use of the Synchro 9.1 analysis program for two-way 

stop and signal controlled intersections.  Table 1 indicates existing delays to be mostly 

mild at LOS C or better, operating with little disrupt to vehicular flow.   
 

Table 1 

Existing Level of Service 
Delays Given in Seconds per Vehicle 

     

Intersection Control Approach LOS Delay 

S Hosmer Street & 
S 82nd Street 

TWSC 
Westbound C 16.3 

Southbound LT A 9.7 

S Hosmer Street &  
S 84th Street 

SIGNAL 

Eastbound C 23.2 

Westbound C 24.7 

Northbound  B 11.6 

Southbound  A 9.3 

Overall B 17.6 

  (TWSC: Two-Way Stop Control) 
 

3.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Activity 
 

Observations for pedestrian and bicycle activity were made on the area roadways during 

the peak hour counts.  The surrounding area supports mild to moderate pedestrian 

volumes.  Pedestrian facilities generally in the form of sidewalks and crosswalks help 

alleviate any potential conflict between motorist and non-motorist traffic. 
 

3.5 Public Transit 
 

A review of the Pierce County Transit regional bus schedule shows transit service is 

provided in the area.  Route 48 serves from the Lakewood Transit Center to downtown 

Tacoma from around 5:20 AM to 9:55 PM.  The nearest stop is provided at 84th/Hosmer.  

Route 55 runs from the Parkland Transit Center to the Tacoma Mall Transit Center.  
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Service is provided from 6:15 AM to 10:40 PM.  Stops are provided along S Hosmer 

Street. 

 

4. FUTURE TRAFFIC DEMAND 
 

4.1 Trip Generation 

 

Trip generation is used to determine the magnitude of project impacts on the surrounding 

street system.  Data presented in this report was taken from the Institute of Transportation 

Engineer's publication Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  The designated land use for the site is 

defined as Apartments (LUC 220).  ITE rates were used.  Data for the peak hours are 

shown below in Table 2.  Given are average weekday daily trips (AWDT), AM peak hour, 

and PM peak hour trip generation volumes. 

 

TABLE 2 
Project Trip Generation 

85 Room Hotel 
 

Time Period Volume 

AWDT 694 vpd 

AM Peak Inbound 27 vph 

AM Peak Outbound 18 vph 

AM Peak Total 45 vph 

PM Peak Inbound 26 vph 

PM Peak Outbound 25 vph 

PM Peak Total 51 vph 

 (vpd: vehicles per day; vph: vehicles per hour) 

 

4.2 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.  Trips generated by the 

project are expected to follow the percent distribution and assignment as shown in Figure 

4 on the following page.  Distribution percentages are based on existing travel patterns 

and the location of nearby major roadways.  In order to present the worst case the project 

traffic is directed to South 82nd though traffic would split between this route and the 

driveway just north of the project. 
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4.3 Future Traffic Volumes With and Without the Project 

 

A five year horizon year of 2022 was used for future traffic volume estimations.  Future 

2022 traffic volumes were derived by applying a 1.2 percent compound annual growth rate 

to the existing volumes of Figure 3.  Future 2022 PM peak hour volumes without project 

traffic are given in Figure 5.  Figure 6 shows 2022 PM volumes with project traffic 

included. 

 

4.4 Future Level of Service 

 

Level of service analyses were made of the future 2022 PM peak hour volumes both 

without and with project traffic include.  This analysis once again involved the use of the 

Synchro 9.1.  Delays for the key intersections under future conditions are shown below in 

Table 3. 
 

Table 3 
2022 Level of Service 

Delays given in seconds per vehicle 
 

        Without Project        With Project 

Intersection Control  Approach LOS Delay LOS Delay 

S Hosmer Street 
& S 82nd Street 

TWSC 
Westbound C 17.3 C 20.0 

Southbound LT A 9.9 B 10.0 

S Hosmer Street 
& S 84th Street 

SIGNAL 

Eastbound C 23.7 C 24.6 

Westbound C 24.2 C 25.2 

Northbound  B 14.0 B 13.8 

Southbound  B 11.1 B 10.8 

Overall B 18.7 B 19.1 

(TWSC: Two-Way Stop Control; --: No Turning Movements) 

 

Future delays are expected to remain mild at LOS C or better for the PM peak hours of 

travel.  Only minor increases in delays due to project traffic are expected.  Overall, project 

traffic will have a minimal impact on the surrounding roadway system.  

 

5. CONCLUSIONS AND MITIGATION 
 

The Best Western Hosmer project proposes to construct a 85 room hotel in the City of 

Tacoma.  The site is located on the northeast corner of the S Hosmer Street & S 82nd 

Street intersection.  Access to the site will be provided by the existing onsite driveway onto 
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S 82nd Street and access will be shared with the existing driveway bordering the north 

side of the property that accesses S Hosmer Street.   

 

On a daily basis, roughly 694 new trip movements into and out of the site would be 

expected.  Of this total daily traffic, 45 trips will be associated with the AM peak hour and 

51 trips associated with the PM peak hour based on ITE data. 
 

Existing delays at the studied intersections near the site, given in Table 1, are mild at  

LOS A to LOS C.  Future 2022 LOS delays will remain mild at LOS C or better.  Overall, 

the project will have a minimal impact on the surrounding roadway system. 
 

Based on the findings of the report, no mitigation is identified at this time. 
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LEVEL OF SERVICE 

 

 

The following are excerpts from the 2010 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 
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adverse 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 

 B >10 and ≤20 

 C >20 and ≤35 

 D >35 and ≤55 

 E >55 and ≤80 

 F >80 
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Unsignalized Intersections - Level of Service 

 

  Average Total Delay 

 Level of Service per Vehicle (sec) 

 A ≤10 

 B >10 and ≤15 

 C >15 and ≤25 

 D >25 and ≤35 

 E >35 and ≤50 

 F >50 

 

 

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 

 B >10 and ≤15 

 C >15 and ≤25 

 D >25 and ≤35 

 E >35 and ≤50 

 F >50 
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Detailed Land Use Data

Project:

Open Date:

Analysis Date:Best Western Hosmer

7/17/2017

7/17/2017

For 85 Rooms of HOTEL 1

( 310 ) Hotel

Day / Period Rate

Avg

Rate

Min

Rate

Max

Dev

Std

Trips

Pass-By

Size

Avg

Enter Exit

% %

Eq.

Use

Equation R2Trips

Total

Weekday Average Daily Trips 8.17 3.47 3.389.58 476 50 50 False T = 8.95(X) - 373.16 0.98694 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Weekday AM Peak Hour of Generator 0.52 0.16 0.751.42 279 54 46 False Ln(T) = 0.85 Ln(X) + 0.12 0.5644 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Weekday AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 0.53 0.2 0.761.03 204 59 41 False45 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Weekday PM Peak Hour of Generator 0.61 0.2 0.811.23 294 58 42 False52 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Weekday PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 0.6 0.21 0.811.06 200 51 49 False51 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Saturday Average Daily Trips 8.19 6.35 3.139.79 206 50 50 False T = 9.62(X) - 294.56 0.93696 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Saturday Peak Hour of Generator 0.72 0.49 0.871.23 194 56 44 False T = 0.69(X) + 4.32 0.861 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Sunday Average Daily Trips 5.95 4.01 2.898.48 206 50 50 False506 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

Sunday Peak Hour of Generator 0.56 0.39 0.750.72 206 46 54 False T = 0.70(X) - 29.89 0.8748 0

Trip Generation Manual 9th EditionSource :

1TRIP GENERATION 2014,  TRAFFICWARE, LLC

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers,  Trip Generation Manual 9th Edition, 2012
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Project Name: Best Western Hosmer

Intersection: S Hosmer Street & S 84th Street Date of Count: 

Jurisdiction: City of Tacoma Project Number: 

HV R T L HV R T L HV R T L HV R T L Total

4:00 PM 32 78 19 22 100 24 33 139 70 108 135 19 779

4:15 PM 29 87 14 28 78 23 48 133 59 111 148 17 775

4:30 PM 31 96 13 23 71 14 56 143 62 91 147 19 766

4:45 PM 41 111 19 32 81 17 68 162 67 113 117 40 868

5:00 PM 35 104 24 26 93 15 64 147 59 116 142 22 847

5:15 PM 26 84 27 30 92 26 51 137 40 120 163 46 842

5:30 PM 39 95 23 15 96 17 59 124 61 130 171 25 855

5:45 PM 35 102 16 35 93 23 68 127 48 135 158 34 874
6:00

0 268 757 155 0 211 704 159 0 447 1,112 466 0 924 1,181 222

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM

0 135 385 90 0 106 374 81 0 242 535 208 0 501 634 127

Heath & Associates, Inc.

2214 Tacoma Road

Puyallup, WA 98371

S Hosmer Street

8/31/2016

3975

Peak Hour

Peak Total

Heavy Veh.

PHF

Total

S 84th Street

Southbound Westbound Northbound

0.0%0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

0.94 0.93 0.91 0.96

Eastbound
Time  

Period
S Hosmer Street S 84th Street S Hosmer Street

5:00 5:00 5:00 5:00 0.2 847

842

855

610 768 874

135 385 90

106

717 374 561

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 81 1,527

1,979 127 Intersection PHF: 0.98

1,262 634 966

501

208 535 242 129 146 242 262

130 129 240 276

967 985 140 108 261 257

171 130 297 270

163 134 270 280 163 134 270 280

137 148 228 329 137 148 228 329

157 128 244 326 157 128 244 326

153 151 243 327 153 151 243 327

S Hosmer Street

1,378

1,952

S Hosmer Street

S 84th Street S 84th Street
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Project Name: Best Western Hosmer

Intersection: S Hosmer Street & S 82nd Street Date of Count: 

Jurisdiction: City of Tacoma Project Number: 

HV R T L HV R T L HV R T L HV R T L Total

4:00 PM 1 152 4 0 4 10 3 2 178 350

4:15 PM 0 145 7 1 11 11 1 3 187 364

4:30 PM 2 153 7 0 8 8 1 12 201 389

4:45 PM 2 162 10 0 0 6 1 6 171 355

5:00 PM 1 160 7 0 9 10 3 6 190 382

5:15 PM 0 186 5 0 9 5 0 8 193 406

5:30 PM 1 139 7 0 9 7 1 9 182 353

5:45 PM 0 162 6 0 8 10 0 13 194 393
6:00

7 1,259 53 1 58 67 10 59 1,496

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM

2 647 25 0 35 0 32 4 36 759

Heath & Associates, Inc.

2214 Tacoma Road

Puyallup, WA 98371

S Hosmer Street

6/15/2017

3975

Peak Hour

Peak Total

Heavy Veh.

PHF

Total

Southbound Westbound Northbound

0.5% 0.8% 0.6%

0.88 0.88 0.96

Eastbound
Time  

Period
S Hosmer Street S 82nd Street S Hosmer Street

5:00 5:00 5:00 5:00 0.2 382

406

353

672 794 393

647 25

35

67

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 32 128

Intersection PHF: 0.94

61

759 36 156 14 180 0

152 22 190 0

679 795 160 16 213 0

172 6 177 0

167 19 196 0 167 19 196 0

191 14 201 0 191 14 201 0

146 16 191 0 146 16 191 0

168 18 207 0 168 18 207 0

S Hosmer Street

1,466

1,474

S Hosmer Street

S 82nd Street
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HCM 6th TWSC EXISTIN PM PEAK

8: S Hosmer Street & S 82nd Street 06/29/2017

   Baseline Synchro 10 Light Report

Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 32 35 759 36 25 647

Future Vol, veh/h 32 35 759 36 25 647

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 - - - 150 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 0 0 2

Mvmt Flow 34 37 807 38 27 688

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1224 423 0 0 845 0

          Stage 1 826 - - - - -

          Stage 2 398 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 174 585 - - 800 -

          Stage 1 395 - - - - -

          Stage 2 653 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 168 585 - - 800 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 286 - - - - -

          Stage 1 382 - - - - -

          Stage 2 653 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 16.3 0 0.4

HCM LOS C

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 390 800 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.183 0.033 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 16.3 9.7 -

HCM Lane LOS - - C A -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.7 0.1 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings EXISTING PM PEAK

5: S Hosmer Street & S 84th Street 06/29/2017

   Baseline Synchro 10 Light Report

Page 1

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

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 127 634 501 81 374 106 208 535 242 90 385 135

Future Volume (vph) 127 634 501 81 374 106 208 535 242 90 385 135

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

Storage Length (ft) 200 200 200 50 200 0 200 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frt 0.850 0.850 0.953 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583 1770 3373 0 1770 3539 1583

Flt Permitted 0.458 0.257 0.515 0.308

Satd. Flow (perm) 853 3539 1583 479 3539 1583 959 3373 0 574 3539 1583

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 371 89 82 138

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 505 578 802 670

Travel Time (s) 11.5 13.1 18.2 15.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 130 647 511 83 382 108 212 546 247 92 393 138

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 130 647 511 83 382 108 212 793 0 92 393 138

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 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 6 6

Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 8 2 2 6 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5

Total Split (s) 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0

Total Split (%) 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 50.8% 50.8% 50.8% 50.8% 50.8%

Maximum Green (s) 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None None None None None None Max Max Max Max Max

Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings EXISTING PM PEAK
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Flash Dont Walk (s) 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 29.6 29.6 29.6 29.6 29.6 29.6 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

v/c Ratio 0.49 0.59 0.69 0.56 0.35 0.20 0.37 0.39 0.27 0.19 0.14

Control Delay 33.0 29.6 12.5 42.5 25.7 7.6 14.5 10.9 14.6 10.4 2.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 33.0 29.6 12.5 42.5 25.7 7.6 14.5 10.9 14.6 10.4 2.6

LOS C C B D C A B B B B A

Approach Delay 23.2 24.7 11.6 9.3

Approach LOS C C B A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 63 172 64 41 93 8 60 105 24 51 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 117 223 171 92 129 42 155 208 76 106 30

Internal Link Dist (ft) 425 498 722 590

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200 200 50 200 200 200

Base Capacity (vph) 490 2033 1067 275 2033 947 571 2042 341 2108 998

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.27 0.32 0.48 0.30 0.19 0.11 0.37 0.39 0.27 0.19 0.14

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 95.6

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.69

Intersection Signal Delay: 17.6 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     5: S Hosmer Street & S 84th Street
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 34 37 806 38 27 687

Future Vol, veh/h 34 37 806 38 27 687

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 - - - 150 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 0 0 2

Mvmt Flow 36 39 857 40 29 731

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1301 449 0 0 897 0

          Stage 1 877 - - - - -

          Stage 2 424 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 155 563 - - 765 -

          Stage 1 372 - - - - -

          Stage 2 634 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 149 563 - - 765 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 267 - - - - -

          Stage 1 358 - - - - -

          Stage 2 634 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 17.3 0 0.4

HCM LOS C

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 368 765 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.205 0.038 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 17.3 9.9 -

HCM Lane LOS - - C A -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.8 0.1 -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 135 673 532 86 397 113 221 568 257 96 409 143

Future Volume (vph) 135 673 532 86 397 113 221 568 257 96 409 143

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

Storage Length (ft) 200 200 200 50 200 0 200 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frt 0.850 0.850 0.953 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583 1770 3373 0 1770 3539 1583

Flt Permitted 0.445 0.247 0.496 0.281

Satd. Flow (perm) 829 3539 1583 460 3539 1583 924 3373 0 523 3539 1583

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 346 89 82 146

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 505 578 802 670

Travel Time (s) 11.5 13.1 18.2 15.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 138 687 543 88 405 115 226 580 262 98 417 146

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 138 687 543 88 405 115 226 842 0 98 417 146

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 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 6 6

Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 8 2 2 6 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5

Total Split (s) 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0

Total Split (%) 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 50.8% 50.8% 50.8% 50.8% 50.8%

Maximum Green (s) 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None None None None None None Max Max Max Max Max

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

Flash Dont Walk (s) 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 57.2 57.2 57.2 57.2 57.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58

v/c Ratio 0.50 0.58 0.72 0.58 0.34 0.20 0.42 0.43 0.33 0.20 0.15

Control Delay 32.3 28.8 15.0 42.3 24.9 7.6 17.9 13.0 18.4 12.2 3.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 32.3 28.8 15.0 42.3 24.9 7.6 17.9 13.0 18.4 12.2 3.0

LOS C C B D C A B B B B A

Approach Delay 23.7 24.2 14.0 11.1

Approach LOS C C B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 68 185 102 45 99 11 70 122 28 58 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 124 236 216 98 135 45 198 264 98 132 35

Internal Link Dist (ft) 425 498 722 590

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200 200 50 200 200 200

Base Capacity (vph) 460 1966 1033 255 1966 919 532 1977 301 2038 973

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.30 0.35 0.53 0.35 0.21 0.13 0.42 0.43 0.33 0.20 0.15

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 99.3

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.72

Intersection Signal Delay: 18.7 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.6% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     5: S Hosmer Street & S 84th Street
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 53 43 806 58 33 687

Future Vol, veh/h 53 43 806 58 33 687

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 - - - 150 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 0 0 2

Mvmt Flow 56 46 857 62 35 731

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1324 460 0 0 919 0

          Stage 1 888 - - - - -

          Stage 2 436 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 150 554 - - 751 -

          Stage 1 367 - - - - -

          Stage 2 625 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 143 554 - - 751 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 260 - - - - -

          Stage 1 350 - - - - -

          Stage 2 625 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 20 0 0.5

HCM LOS C

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 341 751 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.299 0.047 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 20 10 -

HCM Lane LOS - - C B -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 1.2 0.1 -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 151 673 532 86 397 114 221 571 257 97 412 154

Future Volume (vph) 151 673 532 86 397 114 221 571 257 97 412 154

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

Storage Length (ft) 200 200 200 50 200 0 200 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frt 0.850 0.850 0.953 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583 1770 3373 0 1770 3539 1583

Flt Permitted 0.442 0.243 0.494 0.281

Satd. Flow (perm) 823 3539 1583 453 3539 1583 920 3373 0 523 3539 1583

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 358 87 84 157

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 505 578 802 670

Travel Time (s) 11.5 13.1 18.2 15.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Adj. Flow (vph) 154 687 543 88 405 116 226 583 262 99 420 157

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 154 687 543 88 405 116 226 845 0 99 420 157

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 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 6 6

Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 8 2 2 6 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5

Total Split (s) 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0

Total Split (%) 47.5% 47.5% 47.5% 47.5% 47.5% 47.5% 52.5% 52.5% 52.5% 52.5% 52.5%

Maximum Green (s) 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None None None None None None Max Max Max Max Max

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

Flash Dont Walk (s) 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 33.4 33.4 33.4 33.4 33.4 33.4 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58

v/c Ratio 0.57 0.59 0.71 0.59 0.35 0.20 0.42 0.42 0.33 0.20 0.16

Control Delay 36.1 29.9 14.7 44.8 25.8 8.2 17.6 12.8 18.2 12.1 2.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 36.1 29.9 14.7 44.8 25.8 8.2 17.6 12.8 18.2 12.1 2.8

LOS D C B D C A B B B B A

Approach Delay 24.6 25.2 13.8 10.8

Approach LOS C C B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 81 191 98 47 102 13 74 128 30 61 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 144 244 213 102 139 48 194 260 97 130 35

Internal Link Dist (ft) 425 498 722 590

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200 200 50 200 200 200

Base Capacity (vph) 429 1847 997 236 1847 867 535 1996 304 2058 986

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.36 0.37 0.54 0.37 0.22 0.13 0.42 0.42 0.33 0.20 0.16

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 101.7

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71

Intersection Signal Delay: 19.1 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     5: S Hosmer Street & S 84th Street
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