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TRANSPORTATION ASSESSMENT 

FALLBROOK POINT 
City of Los Angeles, California 

September 14, 2021 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Transportation Assessment Overview 
This transportation assessment has been conducted to identify and evaluate the potential 
transportation impacts of the proposed Fallbrook Point project (the “Project”) located at 22815-
22825 Roscoe Boulevard (the “Project Site”) on the surrounding street system.  The Project Site 
is located in the Chatsworth-Porter Ranch Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles, 
California (the “City”).  The Project Site is generally bounded by the neighboring Corporate 
Pointe at West Hills office park and associated surface parking to the north and west, Roscoe 
Boulevard to the south, and Fallbrook Avenue to the east.  The Project Site location and general 
vicinity are shown in Figure 1–1. 

The transportation analysis follows the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
Transportation Assessment Guidelines1 (TAG).  The City’s TAG are focused on transportation 
metrics that promote: the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
networks and access to diverse land uses, as well as safety, sustainability and smart growth.  In 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City’s TAG identify 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for evaluating a project’s transportation 
impacts along with whether the proposed project conflicts or is inconsistent with local plans and 
policies.  In addition, the City’s TAG require evaluation of non-CEQA mobility elements such as 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit access, project access and circulation, project construction, and the 
potential for residential street intrusion. 

This transportation assessment presents (i) a CEQA assessment of whether the Project conflicts 
or is inconsistent with local transportation-related plans and policies, (ii) a CEQA assessment of 
Project-related VMT, (iii) a CEQA assessment of whether the Project increases hazards due to a 
geometric design feature or incompatible use, (iv), a CEQA freeway safety analysis, (v) a non-
CEQA assessment of pedestrian, bicycle and transit access, (vi) a non-CEQA evaluation of 
Project access, safety and circulation, and (vii) a non-CEQA review of Project construction 
activities. 

1 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines, LADOT, July 2020. 
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1.2 Study Area 
The CEQA and non-CEQA analysis criteria for this transportation assessment were identified in 
consultation with LADOT staff.  The analysis criteria were determined based on the City’s TAG, 
the proposed Project description and location, and the characteristics of the surrounding 
transportation system.  As defined by the City as Lead Agency under CEQA, LADOT confirmed 
the appropriateness of the analysis criteria when it entered into a transportation assessment 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Project on June 21, 2021.  The approved MOU is 
contained in Appendix A. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Project Site Location 
The Project Site is located at 22815-22825 Roscoe Boulevard in the Chatsworth-Porter Ranch 
Community Plan Area of the City.  The Project Site is generally bounded by the neighboring 
Corporate Pointe at West Hills office park and associated surface parking to the north and west, 
Roscoe Boulevard to the south, and Fallbrook Avenue to the east.  The Project Site location and 
general vicinity are shown in Figure 1–1. 

2.2 Existing Project Site 
The Project Site comprises approximately 7.014 acres and is currently utilized as a surface 
parking lot.  Primary vehicular access to the existing Project Site is provided via one driveway 
along the west side of Fallbrook Avenue and one driveway along the north side of Roscoe 
Boulevard.  Additional vehicular access to the existing Project Site is provided via one driveway 
along the north side of Roscoe Boulevard, opposite Lena Avenue.  The Project Site is 
highlighted in an aerial photograph presented in Figure 2–1. 

The Project Site is part of the larger Corporate Pointe at West Hills office park which has been 
developed over the years with a 2009 entitlement (CPC-2007-237-ZC-GPA-CU-SPR) approved 
for development in two phases.  The most recent activity, in terms of entitlement, was a Q 
Clarification and T Amendment (DIR-2019-7507-ACI-CLQ) which redistributed Floor Area 
from one parcel identified in the 2009 entitlement to the Project Site.  The Project is the second 
phase of the overall development.  

2.3 Project Description 
As currently proposed, the Project will construct three new two-story warehouse/manufacturing 
buildings providing a total of 23,500 square feet of office floor area, 19,000 square feet of 
manufacturing floor area, and 56,114 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The southernmost 
building (Building 1) will provide 12,000 square feet of office floor area, 10,000 square feet of 
manufacturing floor area, and 27,892 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The central building 
(Building 2) will provide 9,500 square feet of office floor area, 7,000 square feet of 
manufacturing floor area, and 14,669 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The northernmost 
building (Building 3) will provide 2,000 square feet of office floor area, 2,000 square feet of 
manufacturing floor area, and 13,553 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The Project proposes 
to provide 262 vehicular parking spaces within onsite surface parking areas.  Construction and 
occupancy of the Project is proposed to be completed by the year 2023.  The site plan for the 
Project is illustrated in Figure 2–2. 

2.4 Vehicular Project Site Access 
No new driveways are proposed as part of the Project.  Primary vehicular access to the Project 
Site will continue to be provided via the existing driveway along the west side of Fallbrook 
Avenue and the existing driveway along the north side of Roscoe Boulevard.  Additional 
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vehicular access to the Project Site will continue to be provided via the existing driveway along 
the north side of Roscoe Boulevard, opposite Lena Avenue.  The driveways serving the Project 
Site will continue to accommodate full vehicular access (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and 
egress movements).   

2.5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Project Site Access 
Pedestrian access to the Project Site from the public right-of-way will continue to be provided 
via the existing driveways along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard.  Additionally, the 
Project proposes to provide pathways connecting Building 1 to Roscoe Boulevard and Building 3 
to Fallbrook Avenue.  The Project will provide access locations to ensure pedestrian safety in 
compliance with City standards (e.g., provide sidewalks and crosswalks, and other pedestrian 
traffic controls).   

Bicycle access to the Project Site will continue to be provided via Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe 
Boulevard.  The Project will provide bicycle parking onsite for employees and visitors of the 
Project.  Bicycle parking spaces will be installed in compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC).   

2.6 Project Parking 
The Project will provide a total of 262 vehicular parking spaces within the onsite surface parking 
areas. 

2.7 Project Loading 
All loading activities will occur off-street and internal to the Project Site.  Loading activities 
associated with service and delivery operations will occur within loading docks internal to each 
of the three buildings.  Additionally, each building will have its own covered trash/recycling 
enclosure.  Service and delivery vehicles will utilize either Project driveway to access the 
loading docks and trash/recycling enclosures located within each of the three Project buildings.  

2.8 Project Traffic Generation and Distribution 

2.8.1 Project Traffic Generation 
Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way vehicular movements, 
either entering or exiting the generating land use.  Traffic volumes expected to be generated by 
the Project during the weekday AM and PM peak hours were estimated using rates provided in 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual.2  The following trip 
generation rates were used to forecast the traffic volumes expected to be generated by the 
Project: 

 
2 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, Washington, D.C., 2017. 
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 Office: ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates 
were used to forecast the traffic volumes expected to be generated by the office 
component of the Project. 

 Manufacturing: ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) trip generation average rates 
were used to forecast the traffic volumes expected to be generated by the manufacturing 
component of the Project. 

 Warehouse: ITE Land Use Code 150 (Warehousing) trip generation average rates were 
used to forecast the traffic volumes expected to be generated by the warehouse 
component of the Project. 

The trip generation forecast for the Project was submitted for review and approval by LADOT 
staff.  As presented in Table 2–1, the Project is expected to generate 50 net new vehicle trips (40 
inbound trips and 9 outbound trips) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, the 
Project is expected to generate 51 net new vehicle trips (11 inbound trips and 40 outbound trips).   

The daily vehicle trips expected to be generated by the Project were estimated using Version 1.3 
of the City’s VMT Calculator.  Copies of the detailed VMT Calculator worksheets for the Project 
are contained in Appendix B.  As indicated in the summary VMT Calculator worksheet, the 
Project is forecasted to generate 421 net new daily vehicle trips.  The Project will incorporate 
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies as Project Design Features and Mitigation 
Measures.  Further discussion of the TDM strategies is provided in Section 2.9.  Further 
discussion of the VMT analysis is provided in Section 4.2. 

2.8.2 Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment 
Project traffic volumes both entering and exiting the Project Site have been distributed and 
assigned to the adjacent street system based on the following considerations: 

 The Project Site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Fallbrook Avenue, Roscoe 
Boulevard, US-101 Freeway, SR-118 Freeway, etc.); 

 Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization and 
presence of traffic signals; 

 Existing intersection traffic volumes; 

 Ingress/egress availability at the Project Site assuming the site access and circulation 
scheme described in Section 2.4; 

 The location of proposed parking areas; 

 Nearby population and employment; and 

 Input from LADOT staff. 

-8-



Table 2-1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION [1]

20-Jul-21

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]

LAND USE SIZE IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Proposed Project

Office [3] 23,500 GSF 23 4 27 4 23 27

Manufacturing [4] 19,000 GSF 9 3 12 4 9 13

Warehouse [5] 56,114 GSF 8 2 10 3 8 11

Subtotal 40 9 49 11 40 51

NET INCREASE DRIVEWAY TRIPS 40 9 49 11 40 51

[1] Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual,  10th Edition, 2017.
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates.

- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.16 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 86% inbound/14% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.15 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 16% inbound/84% outbound

[4] ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) trip generation average rates.
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.62 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 77% inbound/23% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.67 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 31% inbound/69% outbound

[5] ITE Land Use Code 150 (Warehousing) trip generation average rates.
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.17 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 77% inbound/23% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.19 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 27% inbound/73% outbound

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1
Fallbrook Point
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The general, directional traffic distribution patterns for Project-related trips bound to the Project 
Site is presented in Figure 2–3.  The forecast net new weekday AM and PM peak hour Project 
traffic volumes at the study intersections associated with the proposed Project are presented in 
Figure 2–4.  The traffic volume assignments presented in Figure 2–4 reflect the traffic 
distribution characteristics shown in Figure 2–3, and the Project traffic generation forecast 
presented in Table 2–1. 

2.9 Project Transportation Demand Management  
The Project includes three TDM strategies as Mitigation Measures or Project Design Features.  
The TDM strategies are listed in Table 2.2-2 of the TAG.  Further discussion of the TDM 
strategies is provided in the sections below.  Section 4.2.2 provides further discussion of the 
results on the VMT analysis.  The TDM strategies have been incorporated into the VMT 
calculation prepared for the Project.  Copies of the detailed VMT Calculator worksheets for the 
Project are contained in Appendix B.   

2.9.1 Promotions and Marketing 
As a Mitigation Measure, the Project will utilize promotional and marketing tools to educate and 
inform employees about alternative transportation options and the effects of their travel choices.  
Rather than two-way communication tools or tools that would encourage an individual to 
consider a different mode of travel at the time the trip is taken (i.e., smartphone application, daily 
email, etc.), this TDM strategy includes passive educational and promotional materials, such as 
posters, information boards, or a website with information that residents and employees can 
choose to read at their own leisure.  

2.9.2 Ride-Share Program 
As a Mitigation Measure, the Project will proactively aim to increase employee vehicle 
occupancy by providing ride-share matching services, designating preferred parking for ride-
share participants, designing adequate passenger loading/unloading and waiting areas for ride-
share vehicles, and providing a website or message board to connect riders and coordinate rides.  

2.9.3 Include Bike Parking per Los Angeles Municipal Code 
Table 12.21.A.16(a)(2) in the LAMC provides the required short-term and long-term bicycle 
parking spaces for the Project.  The Project will provide the LAMC-required number of short-
term and long-term bicycle parking spaces onsite as a Project Design Feature. 

The short-term bicycle parking ratios are as follows: 

 Building 1  

 Office (12,000 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces3). 

 
3 While the calculation would yield a requirement of one short-term bicycle parking space, Table 12.21 A.16(a)(2) 
states that a minimum of two short-term bicycle parking spaces are required for an office use. 

-10-



Pr
oj

ec
t T

rip
 D

is
tri

bu
tio

n

F
al

lb
ro

ok
 P

oi
nt

Fi
gu

re
 2

-3

Pr
oj

ec
t S

ite

Sa
m

ra

C
om

m
un

ity

Jason

Lena

Darlene

M
ic

ha
le

Capistrano

Ba
lta

r

C
an

ta
ra La
na

rk

C
ha

se

Ba
lta

r

Bl
yt

he

Sedan

Bu
rto

n

Fa
us

t

Melba

Amond

N
ap

a

M
al

de
n

M
al

de
n

Kentland

Royer

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn

Ba
lta

r

Ponce

Gustav

Me
lb

a

Maynard

Bobbyboyar

Sa
m

ra

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn

Royer

De
ni

se

Sedan

McLaren

Sedan

M
ic

ha
le

Ponce

C
an

ta
ra

Clemens

Capistrano

Joan

Sausalito

Faust

C
ha

se

R
od

ax

Quimby

St
ra

th
er

n

Sale

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn

St
ra

th
er

n

La
na

rk

Ducor

Jo
na

th
an

Bobbyboyar

Joan

Natalie
Natalie

N
ap

a

Denise

Ba
lta

r
Ba

lta
r

Ponce

Bu
rto

n

Capistrano

Vicky

Faust

Ponce

Maynard

Sadring
N

ap
a M

al
de

n

C arla

Woodlake

Bu
rto

n

Pinelake

Ducor

Maynard

La
na

rk

Sausalito

St
ra

th
er

n

C
an

ta
ra

Bu
rto

n

Kentland

Woodlake Ave

St
ra

th
er

n 
St

C
ha

se
St

Ju
st

ic
e

St

Ec
cl

es
 S

t

Fa
llb

roo
k Av

e

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

1
2

3 4 5

O
:\0

54
4\

gi
s

D
at

e:
 6

/1
/2

02
1

Ti
m

e:
 2

:3
5 

PM

¯

M
ax

ar

§̈
" Ã

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

! ! !

! ! !
!

!
! !

!

!

!

!!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!
!

! ! ! ! !
!

!
!

! !!!

!
!

!
!

!

! ! ! ! !
!

!
!

!!! !
!

!
!

! ! ! ! !
!

!
!

!!!!

J

l

j

D

d

L

Dl

D

l

j

J

j
d

LJ J
D

lj

Fa
llb

ro
ok

 D
w

y

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn
 S

t

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

Fallbrook Ave Fallbrook Ave

Fallbrook AveLena Ave

Roscoe Dwy

1 2 3

4 5

20
%

10
%

20
%

20
%

50%

50%

25
%

15
%

25%
5%

10%

20
%

20%
20%

50
%

50%
25%
25%

5%15
%

St
ud

y 
In

te
rs

ec
tio

n

D
JL

In
bo

un
d 

Tr
ip

 D
is

tri
bu

tio
n

d
jl

O
ut

bo
un

d 
Tr

ip
 D

is
tri

bu
tio

n

#

-11-



N
et

 N
ew

 P
ro

je
ct

 T
ra

ffi
c 

Vo
lu

m
es

F
al

lb
ro

ok
 P

oi
nt

Fi
gu

re
 2

-4

Pr
oj

ec
t S

ite

Sa
m

ra

C
om

m
un

ity

Jason

Lena

Darlene

M
ic

ha
le

Capistrano

Ba
lta

r

C
an

ta
ra La
na

rk

C
ha

se

Ba
lta

r

Bl
yt

he

Sedan

Bu
rto

n

Fa
us

t

Melba

Amond

N
ap

a

M
al

de
n

M
al

de
n

Kentland

Royer

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn

Ba
lta

r

Ponce

Gustav

Me
lb

a

Maynard

Bobbyboyar

Sa
m

ra

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn

Royer

De
ni

se

Sedan

McLaren

Sedan

M
ic

ha
le

Ponce

C
an

ta
ra

Clemens

Capistrano

Joan

Sausalito

Faust

C
ha

se

R
od

ax

Quimby

St
ra

th
er

n

Sale

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn

St
ra

th
er

n

La
na

rk

Ducor

Jo
na

th
an

Bobbyboyar

Joan

Natalie
Natalie

N
ap

a

Denise

Ba
lta

r
Ba

lta
r

Ponce

Bu
rto

n

Capistrano

Vicky

Faust

Ponce

Maynard

Sadring
N

ap
a M

al
de

n

C arla

Woodlake

Bu
rto

n

Pinelake

Ducor

Maynard

La
na

rk

Sausalito

St
ra

th
er

n

C
an

ta
ra

Bu
rto

n

Kentland

Woodlake Ave

St
ra

th
er

n 
St

C
ha

se
St

Ju
st

ic
e

St

Ec
cl

es
 S

t

Fa
llb

roo
k Av

e

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

1
2

3 4 5

O
:\0

54
4\

gi
s

D
at

e:
 7

/2
3/

20
21

Ti
m

e:
 1

0:
33

 A
M

¯

M
ax

ar

§̈
" Ã

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

! ! !

! ! !
!

!
! !

!

!

!

!!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!
!
!

! ! ! ! !
!

!
!

! !!!

!
!
!
!

!

! ! ! ! !
!

!
!

!!! !
!
!
!

! ! ! ! !
!

!
!

!!!!

JL

J

D

D

L

DL

D

L

J

J

J
D

LJ J
D

LJ

Fa
llb

ro
ok

 D
w

y

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

Sc
ho

en
bo

rn
 S

t

R
os

co
e 

Bl
vd

Fallbrook Ave Fallbrook Ave

Fallbrook AveLena Ave

Roscoe Dwy

1 2 3

4 5

8 
/ 2

1 / 4

2 
/ 8

4 
/ 1

2 / 8

8 
/ 2

8 
/ 2

2 / 8

20 / 6

5 
/ 2

0

5 / 20

20 / 6

2 / 10
2 / 10

10
 / 

3
6 

/ 2

10 / 3
2 / 1

0 
/ 2

1 
/ 6

St
ud

y 
In

te
rs

ec
tio

n

D
JL

AM
/P

M
 P

ea
k 

H
ou

r V
ol

um
es

#

-12-



 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1 
Fallbrook Point 

O:\0544\report\0544-rpt1.doc 

 

 Warehouse (37,892 square feet4):  1 space per 10,000 square feet (4 spaces). 

 Building 2  

 Office (9,500 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces5). 

 Warehouse (21,669 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces). 

 Building 3  

 Office (2,000 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces6). 

 Warehouse (15,553 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces). 

The long-term bicycle parking ratios are as follows: 

 Building 1  

 Office (12,000 square feet):   1 space per 5,000 square feet (2 spaces). 

 Warehouse (37,892 square feet7):  1 space per 10,000 square feet (4 spaces). 

 Building 2  

 Office (9,500 square feet):   1 space per 5,000 square feet (2 spaces). 

 Warehouse (21,669 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces). 

 Building 3  

 Office (2,000 square feet):   1 space per 5,000 square feet (2 spaces8). 

 Warehouse (15,553 square feet):   1 space per 10,000 square feet (2 spaces). 

Based on the above, the Project is required to provide 14 short-term and 14 long-term bicycle 
parking spaces, for a total of 28 bicycle parking spaces.  The Project Applicant will confirm the 
number of LAMC-required bicycle parking spaces needed for the Project.  

 
4 For purposes of calculating the required number of short-term bicycle parking spaces, the Project’s warehouse and 
manufacturing components have been combined into a singular use. 
5 While the calculation would yield a requirement of one short-term bicycle parking space, Table 12.21 A.16(a)(2) 
states that a minimum of two short-term bicycle parking spaces are required for an office use. 
6 While the calculation would yield a requirement of one short-term bicycle parking space, Table 12.21 A.16(a)(2) 
states that a minimum of two short-term bicycle parking spaces are required for an office use. 
7 For purposes of calculating the required number of long-term bicycle parking spaces, the Project’s warehouse and 
manufacturing components have been combined into a singular use. 
8 While the calculation would yield a requirement of one long-term bicycle parking space, Table 12.21 A.16(a)(2) 
states that a minimum of two long-term bicycle parking spaces are required for an office use. 
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The Project Applicant will comply with the City’s existing TDM Ordinance in LAMC Section 
12.26.J.  It is noted that the City’s TDM Ordinance is currently being updated.  Although not yet 
adopted, the Project Applicant will comply with the terms of the proposed TDM Ordinance 
update, which is expected be completed prior to the anticipated construction of the Project.    
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3.0 PROJECT CONTEXT 

3.1 Non-Vehicle Transport System 

3.1.1 Pedestrian Framework 
Public sidewalks and pedestrian facilities are provided along the Project Site frontage on 
Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard.  Public sidewalks ranging in width from five feet to 10 
feet are provided along the Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard property frontages.  
Potential pedestrian destinations located within an approximately one-quarter mile radius (i.e., 
1,320 feet) from the Project Site are noted in Figure 3–1, per Section 3.2.4 of the TAG.  Figure 
3–2 shows the existing pedestrian and transit facilities within an approximately one-quarter mile 
radius (i.e., 1,320 feet) from the Project Site.  As presented in Figure 3–2, the following 
pedestrian facilities currently are provided in the direct vicinity of the Project Site: 

 American With Disabilities Act (ADA) access ramps, including some with the yellow 
truncated domes, are provided at the following intersections in the immediate vicinity of 
the Project Site: 

 Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

 Roscoe Boulevard Driveway / Roscoe Boulevard 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Fallbrook Avenue Driveway 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Schoenborn Street 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Baltar Street 

 Traditional parallel bar or continental style pedestrian crosswalks with varying widths of 
between approximately 14 feet and 16 feet are provided at the following intersections in 
the immediate vicinity of the Project Site: 

 Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

 Pedestrian crossing signals and push buttons are presently included as part of the traffic 
signal controls at the nearby signalized intersections that are noted in Figure 3–2.   

The Project has been designed to encourage pedestrian activity and walking as a transportation 
mode.  Pedestrian access to the Project Site from the public right-of-way will be provided via 
pathways within landscaped buffer areas connecting Building 1 to Roscoe Boulevard and 
Building 3 to Fallbrook Avenue.  The Project will provide access locations to ensure pedestrian 
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safety in compliance with City standards (e.g., provide sidewalks and crosswalks, and other 
pedestrian traffic controls).   

The City’s Mobility Plan 20359 identifies a collection of streets, known as the Neighborhood 
Enhanced Network (NEN), that provide comfortable and safe routes for non-motorized modes of 
travel such as walking.  Within the Project study area, Fallbrook Avenue north of Roscoe 
Boulevard has been identified within the NEN.  Roadways within the NEN within one-quarter 
mile of the Project Site are presented in Figure 3–3.     

3.1.2 Bicycle Network 
Bicycle access to the Project Site is facilitated by the City’s bicycle roadway network.  Existing 
bicycle facilities (e.g., Class I Bicycle Path, Class II Bicycle Lanes, Class III Bicycle Routes, 
Bicycle Friendly Streets, etc.) identified in the City’s 2010 Bicycle Plan are located within the 
immediate vicinity of the Project Site.10  The 2010 Bicycle Plan goals and policies have been 
folded into Mobility Plan 2035 to reflect a commitment to a balanced, multi-modal viewpoint.   

Within the Project study area, Class II Bicycle Lanes are currently provided in each direction on 
Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard within the Project study area.  The existing bicycle 
facilities within one-quarter mile of the Project Site are shown in Figure 3–4.   

3.2 Transit Framework 
The Project Site is currently served by local transit lines via stops located within convenient 
walking distance along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard.  Public transit service in the 
Project Site area is currently provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit 
Authority (Metro).  A summary of the existing transit service, including the transit route, 
destinations and peak hour headways is presented in Table 3–1.  The existing public transit 
routes in the Project Site vicinity are illustrated in Figure 3–5.   

3.3 Vehicle Network 

3.3.1 Regional Highway Access 
Regional vehicular access to the Project Site is primarily provided by the US-101 (Ventura) 
Freeway and SR-118 (Ronald Reagan) Freeway.  Brief descriptions of the US-101 Freeway and 
SR-118 Freeway are provided in the following paragraphs. 

US-101 (Ventura) Freeway is a north-south freeway that extends across Northern and Southern 
California.  In the Project vicinity, four mixed-flow freeway lanes are provided in each direction 
on the US-101 Freeway.  Northbound and southbound on-ramps are provided at Ventura 
Boulevard, which are located approximately 4.2 miles south of the Project Site.  An additional 

 
9 Mobility Plan 2035, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, December 2015.  

10 2010 Bicycle Plan, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Adopted March 1, 2011.  As noted in Mobility Plan 
2035, the 2010 Bicycle Plan and policies have been folded into the Mobility Plan to reflect a commitment to a 
balanced, multi-modal viewpoint. 
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northbound on-ramp is provided at Burbank Boulevard, which is located approximately 4.2 miles 
south of the Project Site.  Northbound off-ramps are provided at Shoup Avenue and Woodlake 
Avenue, which are located approximately 4.1 miles south of the Project Site.  A southbound off-
ramp is provided at Fallbrook Avenue, which is located approximately 3.9 miles south of the 
Project Site.    

SR-118 (Ronald Regan) Freeway is an east-west oriented freeway that extends from the Pacoima 
area of the City to Moorpark.  In the Project vicinity, five freeway lanes (four mixed-flow 
freeway lanes and one high-occupancy vehicle lane) are provided in each direction on the SR-
118 Freeway.  Eastbound and westbound on- and off-ramps are provided at Topanga Canyon 
Boulevard, which are located approximately 5.2 miles north of the Project Site.    

3.3.2 Local Roadway System 
The following intersections were selected in consultation with LADOT staff for analysis of 
potential traffic operations deficiencies due to the Project: 

1. Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

2. Roscoe Boulevard Driveway / Roscoe Boulevard 

3. Fallbrook Avenue / Fallbrook Avenue Driveway 

4. Fallbrook Avenue / Schoenborn Street 

5. Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

Two of the five study intersections are presently controlled by traffic signals.  The existing 
Roscoe Boulevard and Fallbrook Avenue driveways are two-way stop-controlled intersections 
(i.e., a stop sign faces the outbound driveway approach).  The Fallbrook Avenue / Schoenborn 
Street intersection is also a two-way stop-controlled intersection (i.e., stop sign faces the 
westbound Schoenborn Street approach).  The existing lane configurations at the five study 
intersections are displayed in Figure 3–6. 

A 2016 Letter of Clarification (DIR-2016-317-ACI-CLQ) provides a list of transportation 
improvement measures to be implemented as part of Phase 1.  In the immediate vicinity of the 
Project Site, a raised landscaped median (or alternative improvements approved by LADOT, the 
Bureau of Engineering, and Council District No. 12) will be installed along Fallbrook Avenue 
north of Roscoe Boulevard to restrict vehicles from making southbound left-turns from Fallbrook 
Avenue onto either Schoenborn Street or Eccles Street.  The 2016 Letter of Clarification 
provided improvements to be installed at the Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  
The improvements included restriping Fallbrook Avenue approaches to provide dual left-turn 
lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane in the northbound direction, and dual left-turn 
lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane in the southbound direction.  Additionally, the 
2016 Letter of Clarification stated that signal modification would be required to provide 
protected-only left-turn phasing in the northbound and southbound directions.  However, bike 
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lanes have since been installed on Fallbrook Avenue, and the improvements (i.e., restriping the 
northbound and southbound Fallbrook Avenue approaches) stated in the 2016 Letter of 
Clarification are no longer feasible.   

In August 2021, LADOT issued modifications11 to the improvements listed in the 2016 Letter of 
Clarification, which consist of the installation of protected-only left-turn phasing in the 
southbound direction of the Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  No left-turn 
phasing in the northbound direction was found to be warranted by the LADOT West Valley 
District Office.  Further, no changes to the existing striping at intersection are required.  The 
future lane configurations at the study intersections (i.e., reflecting the future prohibition of left-
turns from southbound Fallbrook Avenue at the Schoenborn Street intersection) are displayed in 
Figure 3–7. 

3.3.3 Roadway Descriptions 
Immediate access to the Project Site is provided via Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard.  A 
brief description12 of the roadways in the Project vicinity is provided in the following 
paragraphs. 

Lena Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway located west of the Project Site.  Within the 
Project study area, Lena Avenue is designated as a Collector south of Roscoe Boulevard by the 
City.  North of Roscoe Boulevard, Lena Avenue is an undesignated private roadway which 
provides access to the existing Corporate Pointe at West Hills business park.  One through travel 
lane is provided in each direction on Lena Avenue within the Project study area.  A separate 
exclusive right-turn lane is provided in the southbound direction on Lena Avenue at the Roscoe 
Boulevard intersection.  There is no speed limit posted on Lena Avenue within the Project study 
area, thus a prima facie speed limit of 25 miles per hour is assumed, consistent with California 
Vehicle Code Section 22352(b)(1).            

Fallbrook Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway that that borders the Project Site to the east.  
Within the Project study area, Fallbrook Avenue is designated as an Avenue II north of Roscoe 
Boulevard and as a Boulevard II south of Roscoe Boulevard by the City.  North of Roscoe 
Boulevard, one through travel lane is provided in the northbound direction and two through 
travel lanes are provided in the southbound direction on Fallbrook Avenue within the Project 
Study area.  South of Roscoe Boulevard, two through travel lanes provided in each direction on 
Fallbrook Avenue within the Project study area.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided 
in each direction on Fallbrook Avenue at major intersections.  Separate exclusive right-turn lanes 
are provided in each direction on Fallbrook Avenue at the Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  
Fallbrook Avenue has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour north of Roscoe Boulevard and a 
posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour south of Roscoe Boulevard within the Project study area. 

 
11 Modifications of Transportation Improvements for Letter of Clarification for Proposed Development at 8401 
North Fallbrook Avenue (DIR-2016-317-ACI-CLQ), LADOT, August 9, 2021.  

12 For reference, the street descriptions provided include designations under Mobility Plan 2035. 
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Schoenborn Street is an east-west oriented roadway located east of the Project Site.  Within the 
Project study area, Schoenborn Street is designated as a Local Street – Standard by the City.  
One through travel lane is provided in each direction on Schoenborn Street within the Project 
study area.  There is no speed limit posted on Schoenborn Street within the Project study area, 
thus a prima facie speed limit of 25 miles per hour is assumed, consistent with California Vehicle 
Code Section 22352(b)(1).      

Roscoe Boulevard is an east-west oriented roadway that that borders the Project Site to the south.  
Within the Project study area, Roscoe Boulevard is designated as a Boulevard II by the City.  
Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Roscoe Boulevard within the Project 
Study area.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in each direction on Roscoe 
Boulevard at major intersections.  Roscoe Boulevard has a posted speed limit of 40 miles per 
hour within the Project study area. 

3.3.4 City of Los Angeles High Injury Network 
Vision Zero13 is a citywide initiative which prioritizes the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists on 
public streets, with the understanding that roads which are safe for vulnerable users will be safer 
for all users, in an effort to eliminate traffic fatalities.  Key elements of the policy, such as 
reducing traffic speeds, are founded on the principles of engineering, education, enforcement, 
evaluation, and equity.  Originating in Sweden, the policy has been adopted in numerous other 
North American cities, including California cities such as San Francisco and San Diego. 

Mayor Eric Garcetti issued Executive Directive No. 10 in August 2015, formally launching the 
Vision Zero initiative in Los Angeles.  Vision Zero is also a stated safety objective in the 
Mobility Plan 2035, which sets the goal of zero traffic deaths by 2035.  Jointly directed by 
LADOT and the Police Department, Vision Zero takes a multi-disciplinary approach to 
identifying safety risk factors and implementing solutions on a citywide scale.  Using a 
methodology originally developed by the San Francisco Public Health Department, the Vision 
Zero Task Force has identified streets where investments in safety will have the most impact in 
reducing severe injuries and traffic fatalities in the City.  These roads are collectively known as 
the High Injury Network (HIN).  The HIN will be reviewed by the LADOT’s Vision Zero group 
for potential engineering re-design as well as educational and enforcement campaigns. 

As shown in Figure 3–8, roadways in the immediate vicinity of the Project which have been 
identified on the HIN are noted below: 

 Fallbrook Avenue, south of Roscoe Boulevard 

If a proposed project results in significant transportation impacts, LADOT’s Vision Zero group 
will review those specific locations and immediate vicinity for potential safety enhancements 
that are consistent with the City’s Vision Zero initiative.   

 
13 Vision Zero Los Angeles 2015-2025, August 2015. 
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3.4 Traffic Counts 
In April 2020, LADOT issued guidance14 to transportation consultants related to traffic count 
data to be used in transportation assessments prepared in accordance with the City’s TAG.  
Because traffic count data could not be collected at the study intersections due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, LADOT has directed transportation consultants to use historical data, with appropriate 
modifications to represent current (pre-pandemic) traffic volume conditions.  For this 
transportation assessment, the following techniques were used to estimate current year (2021) 
peak hour turning movement traffic volumes at the study intersections: 

 Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard:  Historical traffic count data at this intersection was 
unavailable.  Therefore, new weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic volume data was 
collected at this intersection on June 29, 2021.  

 Roscoe Boulevard Driveway / Roscoe Boulevard:  The traffic count data and subsequent 
adjustments approaching and departing the Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection 
were used to derive the eastbound and westbound through volumes during the weekday 
peak hours.  Further, peak hour turning movements at the intersection were derived based 
on application of trip generation rates to the size of the buildings within the Corporate 
Pointe at West Hills office park adjacent to the Project Site.  Trips associated with the 
existing buildings adjacent to the Project Site within the Corporate Pointe at West Hills 
office park were assigned to the existing driveways serving the office park, including the 
intersection.  Table 3–2 presents the trip generation forecast for the buildings adjacent to 
the Project Site within the Corporate Pointe at West Hills office park.  The general, 
directional traffic distribution patterns for the buildings adjacent to the Project Site within 
the Corporate Pointe at West Hills office park are presented in Figure 3–9.         

 Fallbrook Avenue / Fallbrook Avenue Driveway:  Peak hour traffic count collected at the 
Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street intersection to the north in 2017 were increased by a 
1.0% annual traffic growth rate through the year 2021 to estimate current year traffic 
volumes at the Fallbrook Avenue driveway intersection.  The traffic count data and 
subsequent adjustments approaching and departing the Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street 
intersection were used to derive the northbound and southbound through volumes at the 
Fallbrook Avenue driveway intersection.  Turning movements at the intersection were 
derived based on application of trip generation rates to the size of the buildings within the 
Corporate Pointe at West Hills office park adjacent to the Project Site.  Trips associated 
with the existing buildings adjacent to the Project Site within the Corporate Pointe at 
West Hills office park were assigned to the existing driveways serving the office park, 
including the intersection.  Table 3–2 presents the trip generation forecast for the 
buildings adjacent to the Project Site within the Corporate Pointe at West Hills office 
park.  The general, directional traffic distribution patterns for the buildings adjacent to the 
Project Site within the Corporate Pointe at West Hills office park are presented in Figure 
3–9.         

 
14 Pandemic-related updates to LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Requirements, LADOT, April 17, 2020. 
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Table 3-2
ADJACENT BUILDINGS TRIP GENERATION [1]

8403 FALLBROOK AVENUE AND 22801-22951 ROSCOE BOULEVARD
17-Aug-21

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]

LAND USE SIZE IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Existing Uses

Office [3] 179,985 GSF 180 29 209 33 174 207

Subtotal 180 29 209 33 174 207

NET INCREASE DRIVEWAY TRIPS 180 29 209 33 174 207

[1] Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual,  10th Edition, 2017.
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates.

- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.16 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 86% inbound/14% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.15 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 16% inbound/84% outbound

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1
Fallbrook Point
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 Fallbrook Avenue / Schoenborn Street:  Peak hour traffic count data collected at this 
intersection in 2006 were utilized for turning movements to and from Fallbrook Avenue.  
The traffic count data and subsequent adjustments approaching and departing the 
Fallbrook Avenue / Fallbrook Avenue Driveway intersection were used to derive the 
northbound and southbound through volumes on Fallbrook Avenue at the Schoenborn 
Street intersection. 

 Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard:  Historical traffic count data at this intersection 
was unavailable.  Therefore, new weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic volume data 
was collected at this intersection on June 29, 2021.   

The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak 
hours are shown in Figure 3–10.  Summary data worksheets of the manual traffic counts at the 
study intersections and the Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street intersection are contained in 
Appendix C. 

3.5 Cumulative Development Projects 

3.5.1 Related Projects 
A forecast of on-street traffic conditions prior to occupancy of the Project was prepared by 
incorporating the potential trips associated with other known development projects (related 
projects) in the area.  With this information, the potential impact of the Project can be evaluated 
within the context of the cumulative impact of all ongoing development.  The related projects 
research was based on information on file at LADOT.  Per the TAG, related projects within a 
radius of one-quarter mile from the farthest outlying study intersection should be included.  
Therefore, related projects within a 0.39-mile radius (one-quarter mile past the farthest outlying 
study intersection, Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard) of the Project Site were included.  The list 
of related projects in the Project Site area is presented in Table 3–3.  The location of the related 
projects is shown in Figure 3–11. 

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the related project were calculated using rates 
provided in the ITE Trip Generation Manual.  The related projects’ respective traffic generation 
for the weekday AM and PM peak hours, as well as on a daily basis for a typical weekday, is 
summarized in Table 3–3.  The distribution of the related projects traffic volumes to the study 
intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours are displayed in Figure 3–12. 

As noted in Section 3.4, the traffic count data used to derive the peak hour traffic volumes was 
collected at the Sedan Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard and the Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street 
intersections in 2015 and 2017, respectively.  The related project listed in Table 3–3 has been 
completed.  However, as noted in Section 3.4, peak hour traffic volume data was collected at the 
Sedan Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard and the Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street intersections in 
2015 and 2017, respectively, and this project had yet to be completed.  The completed project 
has been included in the cumulative baseline to provide a complete forecast of on-street traffic 
conditions prior to occupancy of the Project.   
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3.5.2 Ambient Traffic Growth 
In order to account for unknown related projects not included in this analysis, the existing traffic 
volumes were increased at an annual rate of 1.0% per year to and including the year 2023 (i.e., 
the anticipated year of Project buildout).  The ambient growth factor was based on general traffic 
growth factors provided in the 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County 
(“CMP manual”) and determined in consultation with LADOT staff.  It is noted that based on 
review of the general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP manual for the Project Site area 
(i.e., Regional Statistical Area [RSA] 12, West San Fernando Valley, which includes the Project 
Site), it is anticipated that the existing traffic volumes are expected to increase at an annual rate 
of approximately 0.40% per year between the years 2015 and 2023.  Thus, application of an 
annual growth factor of 1.0% annual growth results in a conservative, worst-case forecast of 
future traffic volumes in the area as it substantially exceeds the annual traffic growth rate 
published in the CMP manual.  Furthermore, the CMP manual’s traffic growth rate is intended to 
anticipate future traffic generated by development projects in the Project vicinity.  Thus, the 
inclusion in this traffic analysis of a forecast of traffic generated by known related projects plus 
the use of an ambient growth traffic factor based on CMP traffic model data results in an even 
more conservative estimate of future traffic volumes at the study intersections. 
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4.0 CEQA ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

4.1 Conflicting with Plans, Programs, Ordinances, or Policies (Threshold T-1) 
The City aims to achieve an accessible and sustainable transportation system that meets the 
needs of all users.  The City’s adopted transportation-related plans and policies affirm that streets 
should be safe and convenient for all users of the transportation system, including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists, public transit riders, disabled persons, senior citizens, children, and movers 
of commercial goods.  Therefore, the transportation requirements for proposed developments 
should be generally consistent with the City's transportation-related plans and policies. 

As stated in Section 2.1.1 of the TAG, proposed projects shall be analyzed to identify potential 
conflicts with adopted City plans and policies and, if there is a conflict, improvements that 
prioritize access for and improve the comfort of people walking, bicycling, and riding transit in 
order to provide safe and convenient streets for all users should be identified.  Projects designed 
to encourage sustainable travel help to reduce vehicle miles traveled.  This section provides a 
review of the screening criteria and a summary of the consistency of the Project with the City’s 
adopted plans and policies. 

4.1.1 Screening Criteria 
Per Section 2.1.2 of the TAG, if the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is yes 
to any of the following questions, further analysis is required to assess whether the Project would 
conflict with adopted City plans, programs, ordinances, or policies that establish the 
transportation planning framework for all travel modes: 

 Does the project require a discretionary action that requires the decision maker to find 
that the decision substantially conforms to the purpose, intent, and provisions of the 
General Plan? 

 Yes, the Project requires a discretionary action. 

 Is the project known to directly conflict with a transportation plan, policy, or program 
adopted to support multimodal transportation options or public safety? 

 No, the Project is not known to directly conflict with a transportation plan, policy, or 
program adopted to support multimodal transportation options or public safety. 

 Is the project proposing to, or required to make any voluntary or required modifications 
to the public right-of-way (i.e., street dedications, reconfigurations of curb line, etc.)? 

 Yes, a five-foot dedication is required for Roscoe Boulevard along the Project Site.   

As the answer is “yes” to two of the screening criteria questions, further analysis is required to 
assess whether the Project would conflict with adopted City plans, programs, ordinances, or 
policies. 

-38-



 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1 
Fallbrook Point 

O:\0544\report\0544-rpt1.doc 

 

4.1.2 Impact Criteria and Methodology 
The impact criteria set forth in Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, as well as Section 
2.1.3 of the City's TAG, regarding conflicts with plans, programs, ordinances, or policies 
(referred to as Threshold T-1 in the TAG) are as follows: 

 Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

The threshold test is to assess whether a project would conflict with an adopted program, policy, 
plan, or ordinance that is adopted to protect the environment.  In general, transportation policies 
or standards adopted to protect the environment are those that support multimodal transportation 
options and a reduction in VMT.  Conversely, a project would not always have a significant 
impact merely based on whether or not it would implement a particular transportation-related 
program, plan, policy, or ordinance.  Many of these programs must be implemented by the City 
itself over time, and over a broad area, and it is the intention of this threshold test to ensure that 
proposed development projects and plans do not preclude the City from implementing adopted 
programs, plans and policies.   

The methodology for determining a project's transportation impact associated with conflicts with 
plans, programs, ordinances, or policies is describe in the TAG as follows: 

 A project that generally conforms with and does not obstruct the City’s development 
policies and standards will generally be considered to be consistent.  The Project 
Applicant should review the documents and ordinances identified in the TAG (refer to 
Table 2.1-1 thereof) for City plans, policies, programs, ordinances and standards relevant 
to determining project consistency.  TAG Attachment D: Plan Consistency Worksheet 
provides questions that must be answered in order to help guide whether the project 
conflicts with City circulation system policies.  A “yes” or “no” answer to these questions 
does not determine a conflict.  Rather, as indicated in TAG Attachment D, the Project 
Applicant must provide substantiating information to help determine whether the 
proposed project precludes the City’s implementation of any adopted policy and/or 
program that was adopted to protect the environment.  A mere conflict with adopted 
transportation related policies, or standards that require administrative relief or legislative 
change does not in itself constitute an impact.  

 If vacation of a public right-of-way, or relief from a required street dedication is sought 
as part of a proposed project, an assessment should be made as to whether the right-of-
way in question is necessary to serve a long-term mobility need, as defined in Mobility 
Plan 2035, transportation specific plan, or other planned improvement in the future. 

Per Section 2.1.4 of the TAG, the analysis of cumulative impacts may be quantitative or 
qualitative.  Each of the plans, ordinances, and policies reviewed to assess potential conflicts 
with proposed projects should be reviewed to assess cumulative impacts that may result from the 
proposed project in combination with other development projects in the study area.  In addition, 
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the cumulative analysis should also consider planned transportation system improvements within 
the study area as identified in consultation with LADOT. 

Related projects to be considered in the cumulative analysis are known development projects 
located within a one-half mile radius of the Project Site.  Please refer to the list of related 
projects identified in Table 3–3 and Figure 3–11 for the location of the related projects in 
relation to the Project Site. 

4.1.3 Review of Project Consistency 
This section provides a summary of the consistency review that compares the characteristics of 
the Project and site design features (i.e., including the site access and circulation scheme) with 
the City’s relevant plans and policies.  Appendix D provides the Plans, Policies, and Programs 
Worksheet from the TAG, and provide additional detail regarding the plans, programs, 
ordinances, and policies review.   

As confirmed in Appendix D, the Project would not conflict with the relevant City plans, policies 
and programs and does not include any features that would preclude the City from completing 
and complying with these guiding documents and policy objectives.  The Project will not conflict 
with any plans or policies that govern the public right-of-way, such as LADOT’s Manual of 
Policy and Procedures (MPP) Section 321, Driveway Design, and the Citywide Design 
Guidelines – Guideline 2.  The Project has been found to be consistent with the greenhouse gas 
(GHG) reduction targets forecasted in the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) Region Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  
Additionally, the Project has been found to be consistent with the transportation-related elements 
of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles (Healthy LA), Vision Zero, the Mobility Hubs Reader’s 
Guide, the City’s Walkability Checklist, and the Chatsworth-Porter Ranch Community Plan 
Community Plan. 

Therefore, the Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, and the 
impact would therefore be “less than significant”.  Furthermore, the Project Applicant will 
comply with existing applicable City ordinances (e.g., the City’s existing TDM Ordinance in 
LAMC Section 12.26.J) and other requirements pursuant to the LAMC.  It is noted that the 
City’s TDM Ordinance is currently being updated.  Although not yet adopted, the Project 
Applicant will comply with the terms of the proposed TDM Ordinance update, which is expected 
be completed prior to the anticipated construction of the Project.    

4.1.4 Review of Cumulative Consistency 
Per Section 2.1.4 of the TAG, the analysis of cumulative consistency requires consultation and 
confirmation with LADOT and the City’s Department of City Planning (LADCP).   

As with the Project, the completed related project at 8500 Fallbrook Avenue includes adequate 
bicycle facilities and includes new single-family homes in proximity to the nearby multimodal 
transportation facilities.  The related project, as with the Project, would not conflict with adjacent 
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street designations and classifications.  No street widenings would be necessary for these 
projects.  Accordingly, there would be no significant cumulative impacts to which the Project, as 
well as other nearby related projects contribute to regarding transportation policies or standards 
adopted to protect the environment and support multimodal transportation options and a 
reduction in VMT. 

Based on the discussion and conclusion in the preceding Section 4.1.3, the guiding language 
contained in the City’s TAG, and review of related projects in the Project vicinity, this 
documentation is sufficient to demonstrate that there is also no cumulative inconsistency with the 
City’s plans, policies, ordinances and programs, and therefore, the cumulative impacts of the 
Project would be less than significant.  In addition, since the Project does not include any 
features that would preclude the City from completing and complying with these guiding 
documents and policy objectives, there is no cumulative inconsistency that can be determined. 

4.2 VMT Analysis (Threshold T-2.1) 
The State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued proposed 
updates to the CEQA Guidelines in November 2017 and an accompanying technical advisory 
guidance in April 2018 (OPR Technical Advisory) that amends the Appendix G question for 
transportation impacts to delete reference to vehicle delay and level of service and instead refer 
to Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines asking if the project will result in 
a substantial increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1) 
states the following: 

 Land Use Projects.  Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of 
significance may indicate a significant impact.  Generally, projects within one-half mile 
of either an existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high-quality transit 
corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.  
Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the project area compared to existing 
conditions should be considered to have a less than significant transportation impact.   

Comprehensive updates to the State CEQA Guidelines were certified and adopted by the 
California Natural Resources Agency in December 2018. Accordingly, the City adopted 
significance criteria for transportation impacts based on VMT for land use projects and plans in 
accordance with the amended Appendix G question: 

 Threshold T-2.1: For a land use project, would the project conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1)? 

For land use projects, the intent of this threshold is to assess whether a land use project causes 
substantial vehicle miles traveled.  The City has developed the following screening and impact 
criteria to address this question.  The criteria below are based on the OPR technical advisory but 
reflects local considerations. 
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If the project requires discretionary action, and the answer is no to either T-2.1-1 or T-2.1-2, 
further analysis will not be required for CEQA Threshold T-2.1, and a “no impact” determination 
can be made for that threshold: 

 T-2.1-1: Would the land use project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle 
trips? 

For purposes of screening the daily vehicle trips, a proposed project’s daily vehicle trips should 
be estimated using the City’s VMT Calculator tool or the most recent edition of the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual.  TDM strategies should not be considered for the purposes of screening.  If 
existing land uses are present on the project site or there were previously terminated land uses 
that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip generation methodology discussion 
(refer to Subsection 3.3.4.1 of the TAG), the daily vehicle trips generated by the existing or 
qualified terminated land uses can be estimated using the VMT Calculator tool and subtracted 
from the proposed project’s daily vehicle trips to determine the net increase in daily vehicle trips. 

 T-2.1-2: Would the project generate a net increase in daily VMT? 

For the purpose of screening the VMT, a project’s daily VMT should be estimated using the 
City’s VMT Calculator tool or the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) model.  TDM 
strategies should not be considered for the purpose of screening.  If existing land uses are present 
on the project site or there were previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip 
credits description in the trip generation methodology discussion (refer to Subsection 3.3.4.1 of 
the TAG), the daily VMT generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses can be 
estimated using the City VMT Calculator tool and subtracted from the project’s daily VMT to 
determine the net increase in daily VMT. 

In addition to the above screening criteria, the portion of, or the entirety of a project that contains 
small-scale or local serving retail uses15 are assumed to have less than significant VMT impacts.  
If the answer to the following question is no, then that portion of the project meets the screening 
criteria, and a no impact determination can be made for the portion of the project that contains 
retail uses.  However, if the retail project is part of a larger mixed-use project, then the remaining 
portion of the project may be subject to further analysis in accordance with the above screening 
criteria.  Projects that include retail uses in excess of the screening criteria would need to 
evaluate the entirety of the project’s VMT, as specified in Subsection 2.2.4 of the TAG. 

 If the project includes retail uses, does the portion of the project that contain retail uses 
exceed a net 50,000 square feet? 

4.2.1 Impact Criteria and Methodology 
For development projects, the proposed project will have a potential VMT impact if the project 
meets the following: 

 
15 As noted in the TAG, the definition of retail for this purpose includes restaurant. 
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 For residential projects, the project would generate household VMT per capita exceeding 
15% below the existing average household VMT per capita for the Area Planning 
Commission (APC) area in which the project is located. 

 For office projects, the project would generate work VMT per employee exceeding 15% 
below the existing average work VMT per employee for the APC in which the project is 
located. 

 For regional serving retail projects, the project would result in a net increase in VMT. 

 For other land use types, measure VMT impacts for the work trip element using the 
criteria for office projects above. 

Different VMT significance thresholds have been established for each APC boundary area as the 
characteristics of each are distinct in terms of land use, density, transit availability, employment, 
etc.  The City’s significance thresholds (i.e., provided on a daily household VMT per capita basis 
and a daily work VMT per employee basis) for each of the seven APC boundary areas are 
presented in Table 4–1.  As the Project Site is located within the North Valley APC, the VMT 
impact criteria (i.e., 15% below the APC average) applicable to the Project is 15.0 Daily Work 
VMT per Employee. 

The impact methodology set forth in the TAG for a mixed-use project such as the Project is as 
follows: 

 Mixed-Use Projects.  The project VMT impact should be considered significant if any 
one (or all) of the project land uses exceed the impact criteria for that particular land use, 
taking credit for internal capture.  In such cases, mitigation options that reduce the VMT 
generated by any or all of the land uses could be considered. 

4.2.2 Summary of Project VMT Analysis 
The daily vehicle trips and VMT expected to be generated by the Project were forecast using 
Version 1.3 of the City’s VMT Calculator tool.  Copies of the detailed City of Los Angeles VMT 
Calculator worksheets for the proposed project are contained in Appendix B.  As indicated in the 
summary VMT Calculator worksheet, the Project is forecast to generate the following: 

 As described in Section 2.9 herein, the Project will include bicycle parking per LAMC as 
a Project Design Feature.  

 The Project, with the inclusion of the bicycle parking per LAMC as a Project Design 
Feature, is estimated to generate a total of 454 daily vehicle trips. 

 The estimated Daily Work VMT per Employee for the Project with the inclusion of the 
Project Design Feature is 16.8 Daily Work VMT per Employee, which is greater than the 
North Valley APC significance threshold of 15.0 Daily Work VMT per Employee.  
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Table 4-1
CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT IMPACT CRITERIA [1]

15% BELOW APC CRITERIA [2]
AREA PLANNING 

COMMISSION
DAILY HOUSEHOLD VMT 

PER CAPITA
DAILY WORK VMT PER 

EMPLOYEE

Central 6.0 7.6

East Los Angeles 7.2 12.7

Harbor 9.2 12.3

North Valley 9.2 15.0

South Los Angeles 6.0 11.6

South Valley 9.4 11.6

West Los Angeles 7.4 11.1

[1] Source: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines,  July 2020.
[2] The development project will have a potential impact if the project meets the following:

- For residential projects, the project would generate household VMT per capita exceeding 15%
   below the existing average household VMT per capita for the APC area in which the project

  (refer to above [source: Table 2.2-1 of the TAG]).
- For office projects, the project would generate work VMT per employee exceeding 15% below
  the existing average work VMT per employee for the APC in which the project is located
  (refer to above [source: Table 2.2-1 of the TAG]).
- For retail projects, the project would result in a net increase in VMT.
- For other land use types, measure VMT impacts for the work trip element using the criteria
  for office project above (source: Table 2.2-1 of the TAG).

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1
Fallbrook Point
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Therefore, the Project would result in a significant Daily Work VMT per Employee 
impact prior to consideration of potential mitigation measures. 

 Mitigation Measures have been identified to reduce the Daily Work VMT per Employee 
impact to a less than significant level.  As described in Section 2.9, the Project will 
utilize: 1) promotions and marketing tools to educate and inform employees about 
alternative transportation options and the effects of their travel choices; and 2) implement 
a ride-share program as Mitigation Measures.   

 The Project, with the inclusion of the Project Design Feature and Mitigation Measures 
described in Section 2.9 herein, is estimated to generate a total of 421 daily vehicle trips. 

 The estimated Daily Work VMT per Employee for the Project with the inclusion of the 
Project Design Feature and Mitigation Measures is 14.5 Daily Work VMT per Employee, 
which is less than the North Valley APC significance threshold of 15.0 Daily Work VMT 
per Employee. 

Based on the above, the Project, with inclusion of the TDM strategies as Project Design Features 
and Mitigation Measures, would not result in a significant Daily Work VMT per Employee 
impact.  Therefore, no further mitigation is necessary as it relates to VMT. 

4.2.3 Summary of Cumulative VMT Analysis 
As stated in the City’s TAG document (refer to Section 2.2.4 thereof), analyses should consider 
both short-term and long-term project effects on VMT.  Short-term effects are evaluated in the 
detailed Project-level VMT analysis summarized above.  Long-term, or cumulative, effects are 
determined through a consistency check with the Southern California Association of 
Government’s (SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS).  The RTP/SCS is the regional plan that demonstrates compliance with air quality 
conformity requirements and greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets.  As such, projects that are 
consistent with this plan in terms of development, location, density, and intensity, are part of the 
regional solution for meeting air pollution and GHG goals.  Projects that are deemed to be 
consistent would have a less than significant cumulative impact on VMT.  Development in a 
location where the RTP/SCS does not specify any development may indicate a significant impact 
on transportation.  However, as noted in the City’s TAG document, for projects that do not 
demonstrate a project impact by applying an efficiency-based impact threshold (i.e., VMT per 
capita or VMT per employee) in the analysis, a less than significant project impact conclusion is 
sufficient in demonstrating there is no cumulative VMT impact.  Projects that fall under the 
City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds are already shown to align with the long-term VMT 
and GHG reduction goals of SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 

Based on the above Project-related VMT analysis and the conclusions reported in Section 4.2.2 
(i.e., which conclude that the Project falls under the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds 
and thus are already shown to align with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction goals of 
SCAG’s RTP/SCS), the Project’s cumulative VMT impact would be less than significant. 
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4.3 Geometric Design (Threshold T-3) 
As stated in the City’s TAG (refer to Section 2.4.1 thereof), impacts regarding the potential 
increase of hazards due to a geometric design feature generally relate to the design of access 
points to and from the project site, and may include safety, operational, or capacity impacts.  
Impacts can be related to vehicle/vehicle, vehicle/bicycle, or vehicle/pedestrian conflicts as well 
as to operational delays caused by vehicles slowing and/or queuing to access a project site.  
These conflicts may be created by the driveway configuration or through the placement of 
project driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent to bicycle or pedestrian facilities, 
or too close to busy or congested intersections.  Evaluation of access impacts require details 
relative to project land use, size, design, location of access points, etc.  These impacts are 
typically evaluated for permanent conditions after project completion but can also be evaluated 
for temporary conditions during project construction.  Project access can be analyzed in 
qualitative and/or quantitative terms, and in conjunction with the review of internal site 
circulation and access to parking areas.  All proposed site access points should be evaluated. 

4.3.1 Screening Criteria 
If the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is “yes” to either of the following 
questions, further analysis will be required to assess whether the project would result in impacts 
due to geometric design hazards or incompatible uses: 

 Is the project proposing new driveways, or introducing new vehicle access to the property 
from the public right-of-way? 

 No, the Project proposes to utilize the existing driveways at northeasterly portion of 
the Project Site along the west side of Fallbrook Avenue and the southwesterly 
portion of the Project Site along the south side of Roscoe Boulevard.   

 Is the project proposing to, or required to make any voluntary or required modifications 
to the public right-of-way (i.e., street dedications, reconfigurations of curb line, etc.)?  

As stated in the City’s TAG document (refer to Section 2.4.2 thereof), for the purpose of 
the screening for projects that are making physical changes to the public right-of-way, 
determine the street designation and improvement standard for any project frontage along 
streets classified as an Avenue or Boulevard (as designated in the City’s General Plan) 
using the Mobility Plan 2035, or NavigateLA.  If any street fronting the project site is an 
Avenue or Boulevard and it is determined that additional dedication, or physical 
modifications to the public right-of-way are proposed or required, the answer to this 
question is yes.  For projects not subject to dedication and improvement requirements 
under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, though the project does propose dedications or 
physical modifications to the public right-of-way, the answer to this question is yes.  
Based on a review of the Project, the following answer is provided: 

 Yes, a five-foot dedication is required for Roscoe Boulevard along the Project Site.   
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As the answer is “yes” to one of the two screening criteria questions, further analysis is required 
to assess whether the Project would result in impacts due to geometric design hazards or 
incompatible uses.   

4.3.2 Impact Criteria and Methodology 
The impact criteria set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as the City’s TAG 
for substantially increasing hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use 
(referred to a Threshold T-3) is defined as follows: 

 Threshold T-3: Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment)? 

 No, the Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature.  Primary access the Project Site will continue to be provided via existing 
driveways along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard.  

Preliminary project access plans are to be reviewed in light of commonly accepted traffic 
engineering design standards to ascertain whether any deficiencies are apparent in the site access 
plans which would be considered significant.  The determination of significance shall be on a 
case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

 The relative amount of pedestrian activity at project access points. 

 Design features/physical configurations that affect the visibility of pedestrians and 
bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians 
and bicyclists. 

 The type of bicycle facilities the project driveway(s) crosses and the relative level of 
utilization. 

 The physical conditions of the site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walks, 
landscaping or other barriers, that could result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle, or 
vehicle/vehicle impacts. 

 The project location, or project-related changes to the public right-of-way, relative to 
proximity to the High Injury Network or a Safe Routes to School program area. 

 Any other conditions, including the approximate location of incompatible uses that would 
substantially increase a transportation hazard. 

With respect to vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian safety impacts, the City’s TAG (refer to Section 
2.4.4 thereof) indicate that a review of all project access points, internal circulation, and parking 
access from an operational and safety perspective (for example, turning radii, driveway queuing, 
line of sight for turns into and out of project driveway[s]) should be conducted.  Where project 
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driveways would cross pedestrian facilities or bicycle facilities (bike lanes or bike paths), 
operational and safety issues related to the potential for vehicle/pedestrian and vehicle/bicycle 
conflicts and the severity of consequences that could result should be considered.  In areas with 
moderate to high levels of pedestrian or bicycle activity, the collection of pedestrian or bicycle 
count data may be required. 

4.3.3 Qualitative Review of Site Access Points 
As discussed in Section 3.3.2 herein, the Project Site has frontage along Fallbrook Avenue, an 
Avenue II with a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour, and Roscoe Boulevard, a Boulevard II 
with a posted speed limit of 40 miles per hour.  As previously noted, the Project proposes to 
provide pathways connecting the Project Site to the sidewalks along the Project Site’s Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard frontages.  The pedestrian pathways will reduce the potential for 
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts at the driveways.  Excellent line of sight is provided for all modes of 
travel (motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists) at the Project Site driveways.  The Project Site is 
located within convenient walking distance to signalized crossings at the Fallbrook Avenue / 
Roscoe Boulevard and Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard frontages.  The Project will utilize 
existing driveways and will not add site access points along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue 
or Roscoe Boulevard frontages.  The Project Site and surrounding area are in good physical 
condition and the site access points are located on relatively flat terrain.  The physical condition 
of the Project Site and proposed entry/exit points would be improved in conjunction with the 
Project, therefore, the potential for vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle, or vehicle/vehicle impacts 
would be reduced.  Neither the Project Site’s frontages along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe 
Boulevard are noted in the City’s HIN.  However, south of Roscoe Boulevard, Fallbrook Avenue 
is noted in the City’s HIN.  Given the existing physical conditions of the Project Site, no safety 
concerns related to geometric design are noted.  The driveways would not require the removal or 
relocation of existing passenger transit stops and would be designed and configured to avoid or 
minimize potential conflicts with transit services and pedestrian traffic.  No security gates or 
other parking control features are proposed along the Project Site driveways in close proximity to 
the public right-of-way.  As discussed in a following section, no excessive vehicle queuing is 
anticipated at the Project Site driveways.  The driveways will continue to meet City standards to 
ensure adequate maneuvering by vehicles entering and exiting the Project Site.  Therefore, it can 
be determined that the Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature or incompatible use, and a less than significant impact determination can be reached. 

4.4 Freeway Safety Analysis 
It is noted that the City issued an interim guidance on the preparation of a freeway safety 
analysis for land use projects.16  If the answer is yes to the following question, a freeway safety 
analysis will be required to assess whether the project would lengthen a forecasted off-ramp 
queue and create speed differentials between vehicles exiting freeway off-ramps and vehicles 
operation on the freeway mainline: 

 
16 LADOT Transportation Assessments – Interim Guidance for Freeway Safety Analysis, City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation, May 2020. 
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 Does the land use project add 25 or more trips to any nearby freeway off-ramp serving 
the project site in either the morning or afternoon peak-hour? 

 No, as shown in Figure 4–1, the Project does not add 25 or more trips to any nearby 
freeway off-ramp serving the Project Site in either the morning or afternoon peak 
hour.   

As the answer is “no” to the screening criteria question (i.e., the Project will not add 25 or more 
trips to nearby freeway off-ramps serving the Project Site during either the AM of PM peak 
hour), a freeway safety analysis is not required, and both the Project would result in a less than 
significant freeway safety impact. 

4.5 CEQA Transportation Measures 

4.5.1 Transportation Demand Management 
The Project includes three TDM strategies as Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures 
and are described in detail in Section 2.9 above.  The TDM strategies include: 

 Promotions and Marketing;  

 Ride-Share Program; and 

 Include Bike Parking per LAMC.  

The Project Applicant will comply with existing applicable City ordinances (e.g., the City’s 
existing TDM Ordinance, referred to in the LAMC Section 12.26.J) and the other requirements 
per the City’s Municipal Code.  It is noted that the City’s TDM Ordinance is currently being 
updated.  Although not yet adopted, the Project Applicant will comply with the terms of the 
proposed TDM Ordinance update, which is expected be completed prior to the anticipated 
construction of the Project.    

4.5.2 CEQA Transportation Summary 
Based on the findings above, it can be determined that the Project will not conflict with City 
plans, policies, ordinances and programs, will not result in a significant VMT impact, will not 
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature, and will not cause a freeway 
safety impact.  Therefore, a “less than significant” determination can be made as related to the 
CEQA analysis. 
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5.0 NON-CEQA ANALYSIS 
The authority for requiring non-CEQA transportation analysis and potentially requiring 
improvements to address identified deficiencies lies in the City of Los Angeles’ Site Plan 
Review authority as established in LAMC Section 16.05.  As provided in Section 16.05: 

“The purposes of site plan review are to promote orderly development, evaluate 
and mitigate significant environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that development projects are properly related to their 
sites, surrounding properties, traffic circulation, sewers, other infrastructure and 
environmental setting; and to control or mitigate the development of projects 
which are likely to have a significant adverse effect on the environment as 
identified in the City’s environmental review process, or on surrounding 
properties by reason of inadequate site planning or improvements.” 

Additional authority is found in other City ordinances, such as certain transportation specific 
plans.  The impacts, also referred to as deficiencies, discussed in the City’s TAG are not intended 
to be interpreted as thresholds of significance, or significance criteria for purposes of CEQA 
review unless otherwise specifically identified (refer to Section 4.0). 

5.1 Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Access 
The assessment of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities is intended to determine a project’s 
potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the vicinity of a project.  The 
deficiencies could be physical (through removal, modification, or degradation of facilities) or 
demand-based (by adding pedestrian or bicycle demand to inadequate facilities). 

5.1.1 Screening Criteria 
Per Section 3.2.2 of the TAG, if the answer is yes to all of the following questions, further 
analysis is required to assess whether the Project would negatively affect existing pedestrian, 
bicycle, or transit facilities: 

 Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by 
LADCP? 

 Yes, the Project involved a discretionary action that would be under review by 
LADCP.   

 Does the land use project include the construction, or addition of 50 dwelling units or 
guestrooms or combination thereof, or 50,000 square feet of non-residential space? 

 Yes, the Project proposes the construction of three new two-story 
warehouse/manufacturing buildings providing a total of 23,500 square feet of office 
floor area, 19,000 square feet of manufacturing floor area, and 56,114 square feet of 
warehouse floor area.   
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 Would the project generate a net increase of 1,000 or more daily vehicle trips, or is the 
project’s frontage along a street classified as an Avenue or Boulevard (as designated in 
the City General Plan), 250 linear feet or more, or is the project’s building frontage 
encompassing an entire block along a street classified as an Avenue or Boulevard by the 
City’s General Plan? 

 Yes, the Project Site’s frontage along Fallbrook Avenue, which is designated as an 
Avenue II by the City, is approximately 690 feet.  The Project Site’s frontage along 
Roscoe Boulevard, which is designated as a Boulevard II by the City, is 
approximately 520 feet.  The Project will not generate a net increase 1,000 or more 
daily vehicle trips.  As indicated on the Screening Tab of the City’s VMT Calculator 
(Page 1 of Appendix B), the Project will generate 457 net new daily vehicle trips.  The 
Project Site’s frontage does not encompass an entire block. 

As the answer is “yes” to all of the screening criteria, further analysis is required to assess 
whether the Project would negatively affect existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities. 

5.1.2 Evaluation Criteria  
Factors to consider when assessing a project’s potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle and transit 
facilities, include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Would a project directly or indirectly result in a permanent removal or modification that 
would lead to the degradation of pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, such as: 

 Removal or degradation of existing sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian refuge islands, 
and/or curb extensions/bulbouts 

 Removal or degradation of existing bikeways and/or supporting facilities (e.g., 
bikeshare stations, on-street bike racks/parking, bike corrals, etc.) 

 Removal or degradation of existing transit and/or local circulator facilities including 
stop, bench, shelter, concrete pad, bus lane, or other amenities 

 Removal of other existing transportation system elements supporting sustainable 
mobility 

 Increase street crossing distance for pedestrians; increase in number of travel/turning 
lanes; increase in turning radius or turning speeds 

 Removal, degradation, or narrowing of an existing sidewalk, path, crossing, or 
pedestrian access way 

 Removal or narrowing of existing sidewalk-street buffering elements (e.g., curb 
extension, parkway, planting strip, street trees, etc.) 

 Would a project intensify use of existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, such as: 
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 Increase in pedestrian or vehicle volume, and thereby increase the need or attraction 
to cross a street at unmarked pedestrian crossings or unsignalized or uncontrolled 
intersections where a crossing is not available without significant rerouting.  Refer to 
the Guidelines for Marked Crosswalks Across Uncontrolled Locations, in LADOT’s 
MPP Section 344, or Guidelines for Traffic Signals in MPP Section 353 to determine 
approval and warrant criteria for an additional crossing. 

 Result in new pedestrian demand between project site entries/exits and major 
destinations or transit stops expected to serve the development where there are 
missing pedestrian facilities (e.g., gaps in the sidewalk network) or substandard 
pedestrian facilities (e.g., narrow or uneven sidewalks, no crosswalks at intersections 
or mid-block, no marked crossing, or push button crossing rather than actuated, etc.). 

 Increase transit demand at bus stops that lack marked crossings, with insufficient 
sidewalks, or are in isolated, or unlit areas. 

The locations and descriptions of pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities in the Project Site 
vicinity that could be affected by Project-related traffic or by users traveling between the Project 
Site and nearby destinations is presented in Section 3.0 herein.  Potential pedestrian destinations 
located within an approximately one-quarter mile (i.e., 1,320 feet) radius from the Project Site 
are noted in Figure 3–1.  The existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities within a one-
quarter mile (i.e., 1,320 feet) radius from the Project Site are noted in Figure 3–2.  The location 
of the City’s NEN within the immediate Project Site vicinity and in the surrounding area is 
shown in Figure 3–3.  The location of the existing bicycle facilities within the immediate Project 
Site vicinity is shown in Figure 3–4.    

5.1.3 Results of Qualitative Access Review 
Table 5–1 summarizes the City’s criteria associated with the two guiding questions regarding the 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access assessment and the determination of potential Project-
related effect on the subject facilities in the vicinity of the Project.  The determination is based on 
whether the Project would create deficiencies that could be physical (through removal, 
modification, or degradation of facilities) or demand-based (by adding pedestrian or bicycle 
demand to inadequate facilities).  As indicated in Table 5–1, it is determined the Project does not 
include any features that would permanently remove, adversely modify, or degrade pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit facilities in the Project vicinity.  As also noted in Table 5–1, it is determined 
that it is possible that the Project may intensify use of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in 
the Project vicinity, however, such use is not expected to result in a deficient condition caused by 
the Project.  The Project has the potential to increase pedestrian activity to an existing unmarked 
crossing (e.g., across Fallbrook Avenue at the Fallbrook Avenue Driveway intersection and 
across Roscoe Boulevard at the Roscoe Boulevard Driveway intersection) but given the existing 
and sufficient pedestrian infrastructure available in the immediate Project Site vicinity, the 
increase in pedestrian activity across Fallbrook Avenue, Roscoe Boulevard, or any other 
roadway in the immediate Project Site vicinity is expected to be minimal and would not result in 
a deficient condition.   Based on this analysis, no Project-specific actions or improvements are 
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20-Jul-21

CRITERIA PROJECT RESPONSE
FURTHER 

QUANTITATIVE 
ASSESSMENT?

PERMANENT REMOVAL OR MODIFICATION OF FACILITIES
Removal or degradation of existing sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian refuge islands, 

and/or curb extensions/bulbouts.
No No

Removal or degradation of existing bikeways and/or supporting facilities (e.g., bikeshare 
stations, on-street bike racks/parking, bike corrals, etc.).

No No

Removal or degradation of existing transit and/or local circulator facilities including 
stop, bench, shelter, concrete pad, bus lane, or other amenities.

No No

Removal of other existing transportation system elements supporting sustainable 
mobility.

No No

Increase street crossing distance for pedestrians; increase in number of travel/turning 
lanes; increase in turning radius or turning speeds.

No No

Removal, degradation, or narrowing of an existing sidewalk, path, crossing, or 
pedestrian access way.

No No

Removal or narrowing of existing sidewalk-street buffering elements (e.g., curb 
extension, parkway, planting strip, street trees, etc.).

No No

INTENSIFY USE OF FACILITIES

Increase in pedestrian or vehicle volume, and thereby increase the need or attraction to 
cross a street at unmarked pedestrian crossings or unsignalized or uncontrolled 

intersections where a crossing is not available without significant rerouting.  Refer to the 
Guidelines for Marked Crosswalks Across Uncontrolled Locations, in LADOT’s 

Manual of Policies and Procedures (MPP) Section 344, or Guidelines for Traffic Signals 
in MPP Section 353 to determine approval and warrant criteria for an additional 

crossing.

The Project may nominally increase pedestrians 
attempting to cross Fallbrook Avenue and Rosoce 

Boulevard at the respective site access points.  
Signalized crossings are available approximately 690 

feet south of the Fallbrook Avenue driveway the 
Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  

Signalized crossings are available approximately 630 
feet west of the Roscoe Boulevard driveway at the 

Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection, and 520 
feet east of the Roscoe Boulevard driveway at the 

Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  
Therefore, the need for a marked crosswalk is not 

warranted per LADOT MPP Section 344.

No

Result in new pedestrian demand between project site entries/exits and major 
destinations or transit stops expected to serve the development where there are missing 

pedestrian facilities (e.g., gaps in the sidewalk network) or substandard pedestrian 
facilities (e.g., narrow or uneven sidewalks, no crosswalks at intersections or mid-block, 

no marked crossing, or push button crossing rather than actuated, etc.).

The Project may nominally increase pedestrians 
walking to local destinations and/or transit stops.  

There are no observed missing pedestrian facilities in 
the Project vicinity.

No

Increase transit demand at bus stops that lack marked crossings, with insufficient 
sidewalks, or are in isolated, unshaded, or unlit areas.

The Project may nominally increase pedestrians 
walking to local transit stops.  A northbound transit 

stop for Metro Line 152 is provided on Fallbrook 
Avenue, south of the Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  

Bus benches are provided at this stop.  The Fallbrook 
Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection is signalized 

and provides crosswalks with pedestrian phasing.

No

Table 5-1
PROJECT EVALUATION OF PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, AND TRANSIT ACCESS

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1
Fallbrook Point
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recommended as it relates to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access.  It is noted that Fallbrook 
Avenue, south of Roscoe Boulevard within the direct vicinity of the Project Site (e.g., within 
one-quarter mile) has been identified within the HIN.  If a proposed project results in significant 
transportation impacts, LADOT’s Vision Zero group will review those specific locations and 
immediate vicinity for potential safety enhancements that are consistent with the City’s Vision 
Zero initiative.   

5.2 Project Access and Circulation Review 
Project access and circulation constraints relate to the provision of access to and from the project 
site, and may include safety, operational, or capacity constraints.  Constraints can be related to 
vehicular/vehicular, vehicular/bicycle, or vehicular/pedestrian constraints as well as to 
operational delays.  These conflicts may be created by the driveway configuration or through the 
placement of Project driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent to bicycle or 
pedestrian facilities, or too close to an intersection or crosswalk.  The Project access and 
circulation has been evaluated for permanent conditions after Project completion.  Table 5–2 
summarizes the vehicle queuing analysis prepared for each of the study locations for the 
representative intersection traffic movements for the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  
Appendix E contains the analysis data worksheets for the study intersections. 

5.2.1 Screening Criteria 
For land use projects, if the answer is yes to all of the following questions (refer to Section 3.3.2 
of the TAG), further analysis will be required to assess whether the project would negatively 
affect project access and circulation: 

 Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by 
the Department of City Planning? 

 Yes, the Project will require a discretionary action that would be under review by the 
Department of City Planning. 

 Would the land use project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips? 

 Yes, the Project will generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips.  As 
indicated on the Screening Tab of the VMT Calculator (Page 1 of Appendix B), the 
Project would generate 457 net new daily vehicle trips.   

As the answer is “yes” to both of the screening criteria questions (i.e., the Project will require a 
discretionary action and the Project will generate more than 250 daily trips), further analysis is 
required to evaluate Project access, safety and circulation. 

5.2.2 Evaluation Criteria 
For operational evaluation of land use projects, the City’s TAG requires a quantitative evaluation 
of the Project’s expected access and circulation operations.  Project access is considered 
constrained if the Project’s traffic would contribute to unacceptable queuing on an Avenue or 
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Boulevard (as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) at Project driveway(s) or would cause or 
substantially extend queuing at nearby signalized intersections.  Unacceptable or extended 
queuing may be defined as follows: 

 Spill over from turn pockets into through lanes. 

 Block cross streets or alleys. 

 Contribute to gridlock congestion.  For the purposes of this section, “gridlock” is defined 
as the condition where traffic queues between closely spaced intersections and impedes 
the flow of traffic through upstream intersections. 

The City’s TAG acknowledges that demand for curbside space has substantially increased due to 
the continued expansion of driver-for-hire transportation network companies (TNCs) and shared 
mobility services.  As such, the TAG states that a transportation assessment should characterize 
the onsite loading demand of the project frontage and answer the following questions: 

 Would the project result in passenger loading demand that could not be accommodated 
within any proposed onsite passenger loading facility? 

 Not Anticipated.  It is envisioned that passenger loading at the Project Site will occur 
within the in the proposed onsite parking garage.  

 Would accommodating the passenger loading demand create pedestrian or bicycle 
conflicts?  Which curbside management options should be explored to better address 
passenger loading needs in the public right-of-way? 

 No, as discussed in Section 2.7, passenger loading and unloading for the Project will 
occur within the onsite surface parking area.  While passenger loading and unloading 
will occur internally to the Project Site, some intermittent curbside loading/unloading 
may occur along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard 
frontages.   

5.2.3 Operational and Passenger Loading Evaluation Methodology 
Based on coordination with LADOT staff and as presented in the transportation assessment 
MOU, the following five study intersections were identified for operational evaluation of 
whether the Project’s traffic would contribute to unacceptable queuing on an Avenue or 
Boulevard: 

1. Lena Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

2. Roscoe Boulevard Driveway / Roscoe Boulevard 

3. Fallbrook Avenue / Fallbrook Avenue Driveway 

4. Fallbrook Avenue / Schoenborn Street 
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5. Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard 

The study locations were based on proximity to the Project Site and the importance of the 
intersections in terms of the Project’s site access and circulation scheme. 

The analysis was prepared based on the Highway Capacity Manual17 (HCM) operational analysis 
methodology pursuant to the City’s TAG.  Intersection analyses were prepared utilizing the 
HCS7 software package, which implements the Highway Capacity Manual operational methods.  
In addition, specifics such as traffic volume data, lane configurations, available vehicle storage 
lengths, crosswalk locations, posted speed limits, traffic signal timing and phasing for signalized 
locations, etc., were coded in the HCS7 software.  The operational analysis was prepared 
utilizing the following data previously presented herein: 

 Project Peak Hour Traffic Generation: Refer to Subsection 2.8.1 

 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment: Refer to Subsection 2.8.2 

 Existing Vehicle Network: Refer to Subsection 3.3 

 Existing Weekday AM and PM Hour Traffic Count Data: Refer to Subsection 3.4 

 Related Projects (i.e., within a 0.39-mile radius) and Ambient Traffic Growth: Refer to 
Subsection 3.5 

LADOT confirmed the appropriateness of the above data in the transportation assessment MOU 
it approved for the Project.  The transportation assessment MOU is attached to this report in 
Appendix A. 

The operational analysis of vehicle queuing at the study intersections was prepared for the 
following conditions: 

(a) Existing (2021) conditions. 

(b) Condition (a) with completion and occupancy of the Project. 

(c) Condition (a) plus one 1.0% annual ambient traffic growth through year 2023 and with 
completion and occupancy of the related projects (i.e., Future Cumulative Baseline).  

(d) Condition (c) with completion and occupancy of the Project. 

Pursuant to the City’s TAG, the HCM methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
was utilized to calculate vehicle queuing.  The operation analysis reports the control delay (in 
seconds), Levels of Service (LOS), and 95th percentile queues (in feet) for all approaches for the 
signalized intersections and the minor street approaches for the unsignalized intersections.  The 

 
17 Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition, Transportation Research Board of the National Academies of Sciences-
Engineering-Medicine, 2016. 
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95th percentile queue is the maximum back of queue with 95th percentile traffic volumes.  The 
HCM 6th Edition methodology worksheets report queues in number of vehicles.  As such, an 
average vehicle length of 25 feet, which includes the length of the vehicle and spacing between 
vehicles, was assumed for analysis purposes.  The reported queues therefore represent the 
calculated maximum back of queue in feet.  The summary of the operational analysis of the 
study intersections is provided in Table 5–2.  The HCM methodology worksheets for the 
analyzed intersections are contained in Appendix E. 

The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak 
hours are displayed in Figure 3–10.  The “Existing with Project” traffic volumes at the study 
intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in Figure 5–1.   

As discussed in Section 3.3.2 herein, improvements on Fallbrook Avenue will be installed in 
conjunction with Phase 1.  Specifically, a raised landscaped median (or alternative improvements 
approved by LADOT, the Bureau of Engineering, and Council District No. 12) will be installed 
along Fallbrook Avenue north of Roscoe Boulevard to restrict vehicles from making southbound 
left-turns from Fallbrook Avenue onto either Schoenborn Street or Eccles Street.  Additionally, 
protected-only left-turn phasing in the southbound direction will be installed at the Fallbrook 
Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection by the developer of Phase 1.  Therefore, all left-turn 
movements at the Fallbrook Avenue / Eccles Street and Fallbrook Avenue / Schoenborn Street 
intersection have been assumed to continue southbound on Fallbrook Avenue and make a left-
turn at the improved Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection.   

The “Future Cumulative Baseline” (existing, ambient growth and related projects) traffic 
volumes at the study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours are presented in 
Figure 5–2.  The “Future Cumulative with Project” (existing, ambient growth, related projects, 
and Project) traffic volumes at the study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak 
hours are illustrated in Figure 5–3. 

As presented in Table 5–2, the Project would not cause or substantially extend vehicle queuing at 
any of the five study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  At these 
intersections, the change in queue length for individual traffic movements associated with the 
Project ranges from no change to a maximum of 46.8 feet (i.e., less than two vehicles).  
Furthermore, the Project is not expected to result in left-turn queues spilling over into adjacent 
through lanes.   

While Project-related traffic would not cause or substantially extend vehicle queuing at any of 
the five study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, it is noted that forecast 
peak queues on multiple approaches at the Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection are 
expected to exceed the available storage under “Future Cumulative Baseline” and “Future 
Cumulative with Project” conditions.  The approaches include the northbound right-turn 
approach on Fallbrook Avenue (PM peak hour), the southbound left-turn approach on Fallbrook 
Avenue (PM peak hour), and the westbound left-turn approach on Roscoe Boulevard (AM and 
PM peak hours).   
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While Project-related traffic is not the cause of the extended peak queues, potential 
improvements have been identified to reduce the forecast peak queues mentioned above at the 
Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection.  The improvements consist of changing the 
existing traffic signal equipment to provide a right-turn phase for northbound Fallbrook Avenue 
to overlap with the existing left-turn phase for westbound Roscoe Boulevard, as well as updating 
the traffic signal timing plan to allocate additional green time for the westbound Roscoe 
Boulevard left-turn approach.  No striping changes would be needed as part of the improvement.  
As presented in Table 5–2, with the potential installation of the northbound right-turn overlap 
phase and modification to traffic signal timing, the change in the forecast peak vehicle queue 
lengths in the PM peak hour under “Future Cumulative with Project” conditions is reduced as 
follows: 

 Northbound Fallbrook Avenue right-turn:  From 790 feet to 436 feet 

 Southbound Fallbrook Avenue left-turn:  From 562 feet to 255 feet 

 Westbound Roscoe Boulevard left-turn:  From 409 feet to 250 feet 

In summary, with the installation of the northbound right-turn overlap phase and updating of the 
traffic signal timing plan, the forecast peak queues on the southbound Fallbrook Avenue and 
westbound Roscoe Boulevard left-turn approaches would be expected to be accommodated by 
the available left-turn storage under “Future Cumulative with Project” conditions.  Additionally, 
the forecast peak queues on the northbound Fallbrook Avenue right-turn approach under “Future 
Cumulative with Project” conditions would be drastically reduced when compared to “Future 
Cumulative Baseline” conditions.  It is noted that the updating of the traffic signal timing plan 
may slightly increase the forecast peak queues on other approaches at the intersection.  However, 
the forecast peak queues would be expected to be accommodated by the available left-turn and 
right-turn storage.  LADOT would need to review the effects related to installing the right-turn 
overlap phasing and modifying the traffic signal timing at the intersection. 

It is envisioned that passenger loading/unloading will occur within the onsite surface parking lot.  
No pedestrian or bicycle conflicts due to potential loading/unloading activities are anticipated to 
occur.  While not currently proposed, appropriate signage and pavement/curb markings will be 
required by the City and installed by the Project Applicant for any curbside loading/unloading 
zones that may be proposed by the Project Applicant in the future.  Any installations that fall 
within the City’s (public) right-of-way will require prior review and approval by LADOT.  Thus, 
it is envisioned that should any curbside loading/unloading zones be proposed by the Project 
Applicant, on-street parking along the direct Project frontages will not be allowed and some or 
most of the curbside space would be repurposed for loading/unloading operations.  

5.3 Project Construction Effect on Nearby Mobility 
The project construction evaluation addresses activity associated with project construction and 
major in-street construction of infrastructure projects. 
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5.3.1 Screening Criteria 
For land use projects, if the answer is yes to any of the following questions, further analysis will 
be required to assess whether project construction would negatively affect pedestrian, bicycle, 
transit, or vehicle circulation: 

 Would a project that requires construction activities to take place within the right-of-way 
of a Boulevard or Avenue (as designated in Mobility Plan 2035) which would necessitate 
temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than one day (including day and evening 
hours, and overnight closures if on a residential street)? 

 No.  Construction activities are not planned to require the closure of any vehicle 
travel lanes.  This is due primarily to the location of the Project Site away from the 
public right-of-way.  

 Would a project require construction activities to take place within the right-of-way of a 
Collector or Local Street (as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) which would 
necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than seven days (including 
day and evening hours, and including overnight closures if on a residential street)? 

 No.  The Project Site does not have frontage along a Collector or Local Street. 

 Would in-street construction activities result in the loss of regular vehicle, bicycle, or 
pedestrian access, including loss of existing bicycle parking to an existing land use for 
more than one day, including day and evening hours and overnight closures if access is 
lost to residential units?  

 Yes.  Temporary closures of the sidewalks along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue 
and Roscoe Boulevard frontage may be required during portions of the construction 
period.  However, signs would be posted advising pedestrians of temporary sidewalk 
closures and providing alternative routes.  No bicycle routes/lanes in the Project study 
area would require temporary closure.  A detailed Construction Staging and Traffic 
Management Plan (CSTMP) including the measures described herein will address 
temporary construction-related closures to minimize conflicts between construction 
activities and vehicular traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 

 Would in-street construction activities result in the loss of regular ADA pedestrian access 
to an existing transit station, stop, or facility (e.g., layover zone) during revenue hours?  

 Yes.  Temporary closures of the sidewalks adjacent to the Project Site on Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard may be required during portions of the construction 
period.  However, signs would be posted advising pedestrians of temporary sidewalk 
closures and providing alternative ADA routes to nearby transit stops located near the 
Project Site on Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard.  As noted above, the 
CSTMP will include measures to address temporary construction-related closures to 
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minimize conflicts between construction activities and vehicular traffic, bicyclists, 
and pedestrians. 

 Would in-street construction activities result in the temporary loss for more than one day 
of an existing bus stop or rerouting of a bus route that serves the project site?  

 No.  Construction activities will not require the temporary closure or relocation of 
existing bus stops in the vicinity of the Project Site.   

 Would construction activities result in the temporary removal and/or loss of on-street 
metered parking for more than 30 days? 

 No.  Parking is not permitted along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe 
Boulevard frontages.  

 Would the project involve a discretionary action to construct new building of more than 
1,000 square feet that require access for hauling construction materials and equipment 
from streets of less than 24-feet wide in a hillside area? 

 No.  The Project Site is not located within a hillside area. 

As the answer is “yes” to two of the screening criteria questions, further analysis is required to 
evaluate whether Project construction would negatively affect pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or 
vehicle circulation. 

5.3.2 Evaluation Criteria and Methodology 
The evaluation criteria for project construction are focused on whether the proposed project 
would adversely affect mobility in the project vicinity during the construction process.  
Specifically, the City’s TAG asks the following question: “Would construction of a project 
substantially interfere with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to 
adjoining areas?”  Factors to be considered are the location of the project site, the functional 
classification of the adjacent street(s), the availability of alternate routes or additional capacity, 
temporary loss of bicycle parking, temporary loss of bus stops or rerouting of transit lines, the 
duration of temporary loss of access, the affected land uses, and the magnitude of the temporary 
construction activities. 

Factors to consider when assessing a project construction’s potential effect on mobility in the 
project area include the following: 

 Temporary transportation constraints: 

 The length of time of temporary street closures or closures of two or more travel 
lanes; 

 The classification of the street (major arterial, state highway) affected; 
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 The existing congestion levels on the affected street segments and intersections; 

 Whether the affected street directly leads to a freeway on- or off-ramp or other state 
highway; 

 Potential safety issues involved with street or lane closures; and 

 The presence of emergency services (fire, hospital, etc.) located nearby that regularly 
use the affected street. 

 Temporary loss of access: 

 The length of time of any loss of pedestrian or bicycle circulation past a construction 
area; 

 The length of time of any loss of vehicular, bicycle, or pedestrian access to a parcel 
fronting the construction area; 

 The length of time of any loss of ADA pedestrian access to a transit station, stop, or 
facility; 

 The availability of nearby vehicular or pedestrian access within ¼ mile of the lost 
access; and 

 The type of land uses affected, and related safety, convenience, and/or economic 
issues. 

 Temporary Loss of Bus Stops or Rerouting of Bus Lines: 

 The length of time that an existing bus stop would be unavailable or that existing 
service would be interrupted; 

 The availability of a nearby location (within one-quarter mile) to which the bus stop or 
route can be temporarily relocated; 

 The existence of other bus stops or routes with similar routes/destinations within a ¼- 
mile radius of the affected stops or routes; and 

 Whether the interruption would occur on a weekday, weekend or holiday, and 
whether the existing bus route typically provides service that/those day(s). 

Descriptions of the Project location and physical setting are provided in Subsection 2.1, Project 
Site Location, and Section 3.0, Project Context, herein that apply to this analysis.  The Project 
location and Project setting data items such as adjacent street classifications, public bicycle 
parking, inventory of existing transit lines, bus stops, etc.  Per Section 3.4.4 of the TAG, the 
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evaluation of the Project construction includes a review of whether construction activity within 
the street right-of-way would require any of the following: 

 Street, sidewalk, or lane closures. 

 Block existing vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian access along a street or to parcels fronting 
the street. 

 Modification of access to transit stations, stops, or facilities during revenue hours. 

 Closure or movement of an existing bus stop or rerouting of an existing bus line. 

 Creation of transportation hazards. 

The City’s TAG notes that a comparison of the results to the evaluation criteria are to be 
provided in order to determine the level of impact.  The summary of the Project construction 
evaluation criteria review in order to determine level of impact is provided in Table 5–3.   

As presented in Table 5–3, it is concluded that Project construction would not result in the 
closure of any vehicle travel lanes, would not result in the temporary loss of bicycle access, 
would not require the relocation of an existing transit stop, and would not impede emergency 
access.  However, Project construction may result in the temporary loss of regular pedestrian 
access along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard frontages. 

5.3.3 Recommended Project-Specific Action Items 
Due to the short-term nature of construction activities and the variable characteristics and needs 
of a specific project’s construction phase(s), it is recommended that a construction work site 
traffic control plan be submitted to LADOT’s Citywide Temporary Traffic Control Section or 
Permit Plan Review Section for review and approval prior to the start of construction activity.  
The construction work site traffic control plan is required to identify the location of all temporary 
roadway lane and/or sidewalk closures needed during project construction.  Additionally, if 
pedestrian detours and/or temporary travel lane closures are proposed, LADOT requires 
submission and approval of a traffic control/management plan prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 

Consistent with LADOT’s recommendation and requirements, the Project Applicant would 
prepare a detailed CSTMP, which would include any applicable street/lane/sidewalk closure 
information, a detour plan, haul route(s), and a staging plan.  The plan would be based on the 
nature and timing of the Project’s specific construction activities and would consider other 
projects under construction in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site.  The CSTMP also 
would include features such as notification to adjacent project owners and occupants of 
upcoming construction activities, advance notification regarding any temporary transit stop 
relocations, and limitation of any potential roadway lane closure(s) to off-peak travel periods, to 
the extent feasible. 
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6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 Project Description – As currently proposed, the Project will construct three new two-

story warehouse/manufacturing buildings providing a total of 23,500 square feet of office 
floor area, 19,000 square feet of manufacturing floor area, and 56,114 square feet of 
warehouse floor area.  The southernmost building (Building 1) will provide 12,000 
square feet of office floor area, 10,000 square feet of manufacturing floor area, and 
27,892 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The central building (Building 2) will 
provide 9,500 square feet of office floor area, 7,000 square feet of manufacturing floor 
area, and 14,669 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The northernmost building 
(Building 3) will provide 2,000 square feet of office floor area, 2,000 square feet of 
manufacturing floor area, and 13,553 square feet of warehouse floor area.  The Project 
proposes to provide 262 vehicular parking spaces within onsite surface parking areas.  
Construction and occupancy of the Project is proposed to be completed by the year 2023.   

 Study Scope – This transportation assessment presents (i) a CEQA assessment of whether 
the Project conflicts or is inconsistent with local transportation-related plans and policies, 
(ii) a CEQA assessment of Project-related VMT, (iii) a CEQA assessment of whether the 
Project increases hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use, (iv), a 
CEQA freeway safety analysis, (v) a non-CEQA assessment of pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit access, (vi) a non-CEQA evaluation of Project access, safety and circulation, and 
(vii) a non-CEQA review of Project construction activities.  LADOT confirmed the 
appropriateness of the analysis criteria when it entered into a transportation assessment 
MOU for the Project. 

 Project Trip Generation – The Project is expected to generate 49 net new vehicle trips 
(40 inbound trips and 9 outbound trips) during the weekday AM peak hour.  During the 
weekday PM peak hour, the Project is expected to generate 51 net new vehicle trips (11 
inbound trips and 40 outbound trips).  The Project is expected to generate 421 net new 
daily vehicle trips. 

 CEQA Analysis 

 Project Consistency with Local Plans and Policies:  The Project has been found to be 
consistent with the relevant City transportation plans, programs, ordinances, or 
policies, and does not include any features that would preclude the City from 
completing and complying with these guiding documents and policy objectives.  
Therefore, a determination of less than significant can be made for the Project with 
respect to consistency with transportation plans, programs, ordinances, or policies.  
Furthermore, the Project Applicant will comply with existing applicable City 
ordinances (e.g., the City’s existing TDM Ordinance) and the other requirements 
pursuant to the LAMC.  It is noted that the City’s TDM Ordinance is currently being 
updated.  Although not yet adopted, the Project Applicant will comply with the terms 
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of the proposed TDM Ordinance update, which is expected be completed prior to the 
anticipated construction of the Project.    

 VMT Analysis:  As outlined in Section 2.9, the Project, with inclusion of bike parking 
per the LAMC as a Project Design Feature, would result in a significant VMT impact.  
Two TDM strategies to be incorporated as Mitigation Measures have been identified 
to reduce the VMT impact to a less than significant level.  Furthermore, based on 
those TDM strategies, as well as the Project-related VMT analysis and the 
conclusions discussed in Section 4.2.3 (which demonstrate that the Project falls under 
the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds and thus are already shown to align 
with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction goals of SCAG’s RTP/SCS), 
cumulatively significant VMT impacts are not anticipated. 

 Geometric Design Review:  Given the existing physical condition of the Project Site, 
surrounding land uses, and planned pedestrian enhancements, no safety concerns 
related to geometric design are noted.  It is noted that the Project proposes to maintain 
the existing Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard driveways.  Additionally, it is 
noted that the Project is not along the City’s HIN.  Therefore, it can be determined 
that the Project will not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature or incompatible use, resulting in a less than significant impact determination. 

 Freeway Safety Analysis:  Given that the Project would not add 25 or more net new 
vehicle trips to any nearby freeway off-ramp during either the AM or PM peak hours, 
the Project would not result in a significant freeway safety impact. 

 Non-CEQA Analysis 

 Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Access:  It is determined the Project does not include 
any features that would permanently remove, adversely modify, or degrade 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the Project vicinity.  As noted herein, it is 
determined that it is possible that the Project may intensify use of pedestrian, bicycle, 
and transit facilities in the Project vicinity, however, such use is not expected to result 
in a deficient condition caused by the Project.   

 Project Access and Circulation Review:  The Project's weekday AM and PM peak 
hour traffic volumes will not cause or substantially extend vehicle queuing at the any 
of the five study intersections analyzed (as discussed in Section 5.2.3 herein).  At the 
Fallbrook Avenue / Roscoe Boulevard intersection, peak queues are expected to 
exceed available storage under “Future Cumulative Baseline” and “Future 
Cumulative with Project” conditions on the following approaches: northbound 
Fallbrook Avenue right-turn approach (PM peak hour); southbound Fallbrook 
Avenue left-turn approach (PM peak hour); and westbound Roscoe Boulevard left-
turn approach (AM and PM peak hours).  Installation of a right-turn traffic signal 
phase for northbound Fallbrook Avenue overlapping with the existing left-turn phase 
for westbound Roscoe Boulevard, as well as potential modifications to the existing 
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traffic signal timing plan at this intersection, have been identified and are shown to 
reduce the forecast peak vehicle queues at the approaches listed above.  Any 
modifications to existing traffic signal equipment and signal timing would be 
implemented by LADOT at their discretion.      

 Project Construction Effect on Nearby Mobility:  It is concluded that Project 
construction would not result in the closure of any vehicle travel lanes, would not 
result in the temporary loss of regular bicycle access, would not require the temporary 
relocation of an existing bus transit stop or route, and would not impede emergency 
access.  However, Project construction may result in the temporary loss of regular 
pedestrian access along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard 
frontages.  The Project Applicant will prepare a construction work site traffic control 
plan be submitted to LADOT’s Citywide Temporary Traffic Control Section or 
Permit Plan Review Section for review and approval prior to the start of construction 
activity should any lane closure(s) be proposed.  Consistent with LADOT’s 
recommendation and requirements, the Project Applicant would also prepare a 
detailed CSTMP, which includes any applicable street/lane/sidewalk closure 
information, a detour plan, haul route(s), and a staging plan.   
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Table 2-1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION [1]

01-Jun-21

DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
TRIP ENDS [2] VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]

LAND USE SIZE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Proposed Project

Office [3] 25,500 GSF 248 26 4 30 5 24 29

Manufacturing [4] 20,500 GSF 81 10 3 13 4 10 14

Warehouse [5] 53,614 GSF 93 7 2 9 3 7 10

Subtotal 422 43 9 52 12 41 53

Transit Trips [6]

Office (5%) (12) (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) (1)

Manufacturing (5%) (4) (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) (1)

Warehouse (5%) (5) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Subtotal (21) (2) 0 (2) 0 (1) (1)

NET INCREASE DRIVEWAY TRIPS 401 41 9 50 12 40 52

[1] Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual,  10th Edition, 2017.
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates.

- Daily Trip Rate: 9.74 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 50% inbound/50% outbound
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.16 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 86% inbound/14% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.15 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 16% inbound/84% outbound

[4] ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) trip generation average rates.
- Daily Trip Rate: 3.93 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 50% inbound/50% outbound
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.62 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 77% inbound/23% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.67 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 31% inbound/69% outbound

[5] ITE Land Use Code 150 (Warehousing) trip generation average rates.
- Daily Trip Rate: 1.74 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 50% inbound/50% outbound
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.17 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 77% inbound/23% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.19 trips/1,000 SF of floor area; 27% inbound/73% outbound

[6] The transit reduction is based on the Project Site being located within one-quarter mile walking distance of Metro bus stops.
The trip reduction for transit trips has been applied to the proposed Project based on the LADOT Transportation
Assessment Guidelines, July 2020 for developments within one-quarter mile walking distance of a Metro bus stop.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1
Fallbrook Point
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MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT DATA 
 

  



City Of Los Angeles

Department Of Transportation

MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

STREET:
North/South Lena Ave

East/West Roscoe Blvd

Day: Date: Weather: SUNNY

Hours:   Chekrs: NDS

School Day:     I/S CODE

N/B S/B E/B W/B
DUAL-
WHEELED 0 10 50 71
BIKES 0 1 15 14
BUSES 0 0 0 0

N/B TIME S/B TIME E/B TIME W/B TIME

AM PK 15 MIN 8 8.00 7 7.00 128 8.00 129 8.15

PM PK 15 MIN 10 16.15 22 16.30 157 17.00 173 17.30

AM PK HOUR 26 7.15 19 9.00 482 8.30 485 7.30

PM PK HOUR 19 16.15 67 16.00 565 17.00 602 16.15

NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL XING S/L XING N/L

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 4 0 15 19 7-8 12 0 1 13 32 7 0 1 0
8-9 4 1 14 19 8-9 6 0 4 10 29 7 0 4 0
9-10 4 2 12 18 9-10 14 0 5 19 37 1 0 0 0
15-16 4 0 10 14 15-16 31 0 13 44 58 1 0 1 0
16-17 1 0 15 16 16-17 45 1 21 67 83 0 0 1 0
17-18 5 0 12 17 17-18 35 0 9 44 61 1 0 2 0

TOTAL 22 3 78 103 TOTAL 143 1 53 197 300 17 0 9 0

EASTBOUND Approach WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL XING W/L XING E/L 

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 11 381 3 395 7-8 9 355 37 401 796 1 0 4 0
8-9 9 452 7 468 8-9 8 448 27 483 951 0 0 1 0
9-10 9 435 6 450 9-10 20 413 19 452 902 1 0 0 0
15-16 6 521 6 533 15-16 14 478 13 505 1038 0 0 0 0
16-17 1 496 6 503 16-17 13 554 19 586 1089 0 0 0 0
17-18 8 548 9 565 17-18 24 558 13 595 1160 0 0 1 0

TOTAL 44 2833 37 2914 TOTAL 88 2806 128 3022 5936 2 0 6 0

Tuesday 06/29/2021

Yes



Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

ID: 21-020185-001 Day:
City: Canoga Park Date:

AM 3 0 9 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 9 0 35 0 PM

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

1 1 0 0 0 13 0 15

3 558 0 446

2 0 0 0 1 24 0 9

6 0 8 1 TEV 984 0 1221 0 0 0 2

467 0 548 3 PHF 0.95 0.91

7 0 9 0 0 0 1 0

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

PM 0 5 0 12 PM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

AM 0 3 1 14 AM

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count

33

Cars (PM) HT (PM)

Lena Ave & Roscoe Blvd

Tuesday
06/29/2021

CONTROL

W
E

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

08:30 AM - 09:30 AM

Cars (NOON)

Pedestrians (Crosswalks)
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National Data & Surveying Services

Intersection Turning Movement Count
Location: Lena Ave & Roscoe Blvd

City: Canoga Park Project ID: 21-020185-001
Control: Signalized Date:

NS/EW Streets:

0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 3 87 1 0 2 65 7 0 173
7:15 AM 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 96 0 0 2 82 10 0 198
7:30 AM 1 0 4 0 2 0 1 0 4 105 0 0 4 94 7 0 222
7:45 AM 2 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 3 93 2 0 1 114 13 0 235
8:00 AM 3 1 4 0 4 0 0 0 3 122 3 0 4 107 12 0 263
8:15 AM 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 99 0 0 3 117 9 0 236
8:30 AM 0 0 6 0 0 0 2 0 1 107 3 0 0 99 3 0 221
8:45 AM 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 124 1 0 1 125 3 0 260
9:00 AM 3 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 2 124 1 1 5 110 7 1 260
9:15 AM 0 1 3 0 4 0 0 0 2 112 2 1 3 112 2 1 243
9:30 AM 1 1 4 0 3 0 2 0 2 107 0 0 5 85 3 0 213
9:45 AM 0 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 1 92 3 0 4 106 7 1 223

NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 12 3 41 0 32 0 10 0 27 1268 16 2 34 1216 83 3 2747
APPROACH %'s : 21.43% 5.36% 73.21% 0.00% 76.19% 0.00% 23.81% 0.00% 2.06% 96.57% 1.22% 0.15% 2.54% 91.02% 6.21% 0.22%

PEAK HR : 08:30 AM 43 37 48 08:45 AM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 3 1 14 0 9 0 3 0 6 467 7 2 9 446 15 2 984

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.250 0.250 0.583 0.000 0.563 0.000 0.375 0.000 0.750 0.942 0.583 0.500 0.450 0.892 0.536 0.500

Headers NBL NBT NBR NBU SBL SBT SBR SBU EBL EBT EBR EBU WBL WBT WBR WBU

0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL

3:00 PM 2 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 2 123 2 0 1 124 1 0 261
3:15 PM 1 0 4 0 13 0 5 0 0 124 0 0 4 107 2 0 260
3:30 PM 0 0 2 0 11 0 4 0 1 149 4 0 6 121 1 0 299
3:45 PM 1 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 125 0 0 2 126 9 1 276
4:00 PM 1 0 0 0 13 0 8 0 0 126 0 0 1 132 2 0 283
4:15 PM 0 0 10 0 5 0 4 0 1 136 1 0 2 141 10 0 310
4:30 PM 0 0 2 0 15 0 7 0 0 117 3 0 3 150 3 0 300
4:45 PM 0 0 3 0 12 1 2 0 0 117 2 0 7 131 4 0 279
5:00 PM 1 0 3 0 16 0 2 0 2 155 0 0 4 142 5 0 330
5:15 PM 1 0 2 0 5 0 2 0 1 134 1 0 1 115 1 0 263
5:30 PM 2 0 3 0 9 0 2 0 0 143 4 0 11 160 2 0 336
5:45 PM 1 0 4 0 5 0 3 0 5 116 4 0 8 141 5 0 292

NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 10 0 37 0 111 1 43 0 15 1565 21 0 50 1590 45 1 3489
APPROACH %'s : 21.28% 0.00% 78.72% 0.00% 71.61% 0.65% 27.74% 0.00% 0.94% 97.75% 1.31% 0.00% 2.97% 94.31% 2.67% 0.06%

PEAK HR : 05:00 PM 293 285 296 05:30 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 5 0 12 0 35 0 9 0 8 548 9 0 24 558 13 0 1221

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.625 0.000 0.750 0.000 0.547 0.000 0.750 0.000 0.400 0.884 0.563 0.000 0.545 0.872 0.650 0.000

0.946

Total

0.9080.900

  WESTBOUND

0.860

  SOUTHBOUND

0.850 0.611

05:00 PM - 06:00 PM

  SOUTHBOUND
PM

AM

08:30 AM - 09:30 AM

  NORTHBOUND

0.750

  EASTBOUND

6/29/2021

Roscoe Blvd

  NORTHBOUND

Roscoe Blvd

0.915

  WESTBOUND

Lena Ave Lena Ave

0.750 0.941

  EASTBOUND



City Of Los Angeles
Department Of Transportation
MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

STREET:
North/South FALLBROOK AV

East/West SCHOENBORN ST

Day: WEDNESDAY Date: Weather: CLEAR

Hours:   7-10AM   3-6PM

School Day: YES      District: WEST VALLEY     I/S CODE

N/B S/B E/B W/B
DUAL-
WHEELED 12 11 0 1
BIKES 0 0 0 0
BUSES 0 0 0 0

N/B TIME S/B TIME E/B TIME W/B TIME

AM PK 15 MIN 120 8.00 51 8.15 0 7.00 33 8.00

PM PK 15 MIN 55 5.30 172 5.00 0 3.00 12 4.45

AM PK HOUR 407 7.45 143 7.45 0 7.00 106 7.45

PM PK HOUR 193 5.00 558 5.00 0 3.00 41 4.30

NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL XING S/L XING N/L

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 0 268 8 276 7-8 0 72 0 72 348 0 0 1 0
8-9 0 338 24 362 8-9 0 141 0 141 503 0 0 0 0
9-10 0 164 10 174 9-10 0 89 0 89 263 0 0 0 0
3-4 0 104 17 121 3-4 15 149 0 164 285 0 0 0 0
4-5 0 105 20 125 4-5 20 212 0 232 357 0 0 0 0
5-6 0 156 37 193 5-6 89 469 0 558 751 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 1135 116 1251 TOTAL 124 1132 0 1256 2507 0 0 1 0

EASTBOUND Approach NONE WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL XING W/L XING E/L 

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 0 0 0 0 7-8 35 0 40 75 75 0 0 2 0
8-9 0 0 0 0 8-9 23 0 70 93 93 0 0 3 0
9-10 0 0 0 0 9-10 15 0 2 17 17 0 0 2 0
3-4 0 0 0 0 3-4 18 0 0 18 18 0 0 0 0
4-5 0 0 0 0 4-5 25 0 2 27 27 0 0 2 0
5-6 0 0 0 0 5-6 33 0 3 36 36 0 0 4 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 TOTAL 149 0 117 266 266 0 0 13 0

(Rev Apr 06)

2725066880

May 10, 2006



City Of Los Angeles

Department Of Transportation

MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

STREET:
North/South Fallbrook Ave

East/West Roscoe Blvd

Day: Date: Weather: SUNNY

Hours:   Chekrs: NDS

School Day:     I/S CODE

N/B S/B E/B W/B
DUAL-
WHEELED 41 17 57 107
BIKES 12 5 14 18
BUSES 8 0 0 0

N/B TIME S/B TIME E/B TIME W/B TIME

AM PK 15 MIN 107 8.30 33 7.45 134 9.00 275 7.45

PM PK 15 MIN 182 17.45 64 16.30 182 17.00 233 16.15

AM PK HOUR 391 8.30 117 7.30 490 8.45 1010 7.30

PM PK HOUR 701 17.00 216 16.15 645 17.00 902 15.45

NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL XING S/L XING N/L

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 38 68 233 339 7-8 36 53 10 99 438 4 0 0 0
8-9 63 41 270 374 8-9 37 54 14 105 479 2 0 5 1
9-10 58 36 293 387 9-10 29 59 12 100 487 1 0 0 0
15-16 88 52 404 544 15-16 65 80 19 164 708 1 0 1 0
16-17 98 65 455 618 16-17 100 95 14 209 827 2 0 1 0
17-18 112 56 533 701 17-18 75 89 29 193 894 3 0 0 0

TOTAL 457 318 2188 2963 TOTAL 342 430 98 870 3833 13 0 7 1

EASTBOUND Approach WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL XING W/L XING E/L 

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 4 323 84 411 7-8 387 391 117 895 1306 1 0 4 0
8-9 9 373 76 458 8-9 424 453 71 948 1406 0 0 3 1
9-10 9 395 69 473 9-10 342 410 59 811 1284 1 0 3 0
15-16 14 500 78 592 15-16 392 402 26 820 1412 0 0 6 0
16-17 12 509 70 591 16-17 394 479 29 902 1493 3 0 3 0
17-18 16 532 97 645 17-18 391 457 32 880 1525 1 0 1 0

TOTAL 64 2632 474 3170 TOTAL 2330 2592 334 5256 8426 6 0 20 1

Tuesday 06/29/2021

Yes



Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

ID: 21-020185-002 Day:
City: Canoga Park Date:

AM 21 61 35 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 29 89 75 0 PM

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

1 2 1 0 0 32 0 102

3 457 0 461

0 0 1 0 1 391 0 447

6 0 15 1 TEV 1936 0 2419 0 0 0 0

352 0 532 3 PHF 0.97 0.97

90 0 97 0 0 1 1 1

AM NOON PM PM NOON AM

PM 0 112 56 533 PM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

AM 0 49 65 247 AM

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count

577

Cars (PM) HT (PM)

Fallbrook Ave & Roscoe Blvd

Tuesday
06/29/2021
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P
E

A
K

 H
O

U
R

S

Cars (AM)

NONE

05:00 PM - 06:00 PM

173

103

0

Signalized

R
o

sc
o

e 
B

lv
d

E
A

S
T

B
O

U
N

D

Fallbrook Ave

598

0

Fallbrook Ave

SOUTHBOUND

03:00 PM - 06:00 PM
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National Data & Surveying Services

Intersection Turning Movement Count
Location: Fallbrook Ave & Roscoe Blvd

City: Canoga Park Project ID: 21-020185-002
Control: Signalized Date:

NS/EW Streets:

1 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL

7:00 AM 11 11 44 0 16 8 0 0 0 72 19 0 62 73 27 1 344
7:15 AM 11 12 57 0 8 8 0 0 2 81 18 0 95 85 27 0 404
7:30 AM 10 24 70 0 5 17 4 0 2 86 29 0 112 106 32 0 497
7:45 AM 6 21 62 0 7 20 6 0 0 84 18 0 117 127 31 0 499
8:00 AM 17 9 54 0 10 13 8 0 3 94 28 0 111 106 22 0 475
8:15 AM 16 11 61 0 13 11 3 0 1 88 15 0 107 122 17 0 465
8:30 AM 12 13 82 0 5 14 1 0 2 95 15 0 107 99 17 0 462
8:45 AM 18 8 73 0 9 16 2 0 3 96 18 0 99 126 15 0 483
9:00 AM 14 7 64 0 7 12 4 0 1 111 22 0 83 116 21 0 462
9:15 AM 13 10 77 0 4 13 3 0 5 98 23 0 84 110 14 0 454
9:30 AM 12 10 81 0 8 19 4 0 2 97 14 0 80 82 9 0 418
9:45 AM 19 9 71 0 10 15 1 0 1 89 10 0 95 102 15 0 437

NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 159 145 796 0 102 166 36 0 22 1091 229 0 1152 1254 247 1 5400
APPROACH %'s : 14.45% 13.18% 72.36% 0.00% 33.55% 54.61% 11.84% 0.00% 1.64% 81.30% 17.06% 0.00% 43.41% 47.25% 9.31% 0.04%

PEAK HR : 07:30 AM 39 37 48 07:45 AM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 49 65 247 0 35 61 21 0 6 352 90 0 447 461 102 0 1936

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.721 0.677 0.882 0.000 0.673 0.763 0.656 0.000 0.500 0.936 0.776 0.000 0.955 0.907 0.797 0.000

Headers NBL NBT NBR NBU SBL SBT SBR SBU EBL EBT EBR EBU WBL WBT WBR WBU

1 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL

3:00 PM 25 18 94 0 15 16 3 0 3 116 16 0 80 97 8 0 491
3:15 PM 14 14 102 0 14 18 3 0 4 123 23 0 87 95 6 0 503
3:30 PM 26 7 108 0 17 24 7 0 4 137 19 0 118 100 6 0 573
3:45 PM 23 13 100 0 19 22 6 0 3 124 20 0 107 110 6 0 553
4:00 PM 22 21 118 0 23 19 2 0 4 133 15 0 96 114 5 0 572
4:15 PM 21 14 102 0 19 32 4 0 4 137 16 0 95 128 9 1 582
4:30 PM 28 11 122 0 30 30 4 0 2 127 17 0 100 124 7 0 602
4:45 PM 27 19 113 0 28 14 4 0 2 112 22 0 102 113 8 0 564
5:00 PM 43 13 121 0 20 23 8 0 6 145 31 0 100 103 12 0 625
5:15 PM 16 18 138 0 20 21 5 0 6 134 19 0 110 96 6 0 589
5:30 PM 32 11 127 0 22 25 7 0 1 132 27 1 92 132 6 0 615
5:45 PM 21 14 147 0 13 20 9 0 2 121 20 0 89 126 8 0 590

NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 298 173 1392 0 240 264 62 0 41 1541 245 1 1176 1338 87 1 6859
APPROACH %'s : 16.00% 9.29% 74.72% 0.00% 42.40% 46.64% 10.95% 0.00% 2.24% 84.30% 13.40% 0.05% 45.20% 51.42% 3.34% 0.04%

PEAK HR : 05:00 PM 293 285 296 05:00 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 112 56 533 0 75 89 29 0 15 532 97 1 391 457 32 0 2419

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.651 0.778 0.906 0.000 0.852 0.890 0.806 0.000 0.625 0.917 0.782 0.250 0.889 0.866 0.667 0.000

0.970

Total

0.9680.886

  WESTBOUND

0.957

  SOUTHBOUND

0.963 0.894

05:00 PM - 06:00 PM

  SOUTHBOUND
PM

AM

07:30 AM - 08:30 AM

  NORTHBOUND

0.868

  EASTBOUND

6/29/2021

Roscoe Blvd

  NORTHBOUND

Roscoe Blvd

0.918

  WESTBOUND

Fallbrook Ave Fallbrook Ave

0.886 0.896

  EASTBOUND



City Of Los Angeles

Department Of Transportation

MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

STREET:
North/South Fallbrook Ave

East/West Eccles St

Day: Date: Weather: SUNNY

Hours:   7-10 & 3-6 Chekrs: NDS

School Day: YES District:     I/S CODE

N/B S/B E/B W/B
DUAL-
WHEELED 6 10 0 5
BIKES 6 4 0 4
BUSES 0 0 0 0

N/B TIME S/B TIME E/B TIME W/B TIME

AM PK 15 MIN 48 8.30 15 9.00 0 0.00 90 7.30

PM PK 15 MIN 42 15.30 70 17.30 0 0.00 19 17.15

AM PK HOUR 171 7.45 43 9.00 0 0.00 259 7.15

PM PK HOUR 131 16.30 189 17.00 0 0.00 72 16.45

NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL XING S/L XING N/L

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 0 84 38 122 7-8 11 20 0 31 153 0 0 0 0
8-9 0 124 45 169 8-9 6 27 0 33 202 0 0 0 0
9-10 0 50 20 70 9-10 12 31 0 43 113 0 0 0 0
15-16 0 23 79 102 15-16 12 78 0 90 192 0 0 0 0
16-17 0 22 108 130 16-17 19 107 0 126 256 0 0 2 0
17-18 0 19 87 106 17-18 33 156 0 189 295 1 0 1 1

TOTAL 0 322 377 699 TOTAL 93 419 0 512 1211 1 0 3 1

EASTBOUND Approach WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL XING W/L XING E/L 

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 0 0 0 0 7-8 221 0 15 236 236 0 0 0 0
8-9 0 0 0 0 8-9 98 0 23 121 121 2 0 0 0
9-10 0 0 0 0 9-10 43 0 20 63 63 0 0 0 0
15-16 0 0 0 0 15-16 45 0 5 50 50 1 0 0 0
16-17 0 0 0 0 16-17 50 0 10 60 60 2 0 0 0
17-18 0 0 0 0 17-18 66 0 4 70 70 2 1 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 TOTAL 523 0 77 600 600 7 1 0 0

Wednesday February 22, 2017



ITM Peak Hour Summary
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services

Lanes 0 2 0 City:
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
 
 Day:

Date:

     
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

7:00 AM 0 23 5 3 5 0 0 0 0 17 0 3 56
7:15 AM 0 12 7 0 4 0 0 0 0 44 0 2 69
7:30 AM 0 23 14 2 4 0 0 0 0 89 0 1 133
7:45 AM 0 26 12 6 7 0 0 0 0 71 0 9 131
8:00 AM 0 26 20 1 5 0 0 0 0 37 0 6 95
8:15 AM 0 26 13 2 8 0 0 0 0 23 0 2 74
8:30 AM 0 42 6 1 10 0 0 0 0 25 0 7 91
8:45 AM 0 30 6 2 4 0 0 0 0 13 0 8 63
9:00 AM 0 17 3 6 9 0 0 0 0 10 0 7 52
9:15 AM 0 8 4 1 6 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 33
9:30 AM 0 9 6 5 9 0 0 0 0 11 0 3 43
9:45 AM 0 16 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 15 0 3 48

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 0 258 103 29 78 0 0 0 0 362 0 58 888

APPROACH %'s : 0.00% 71.47% 28.53% 27.10% 72.90% 0.00% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 86.19% 0.00% 13.81%
nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d

PEAK HR START TIME : 730 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 0 101 59 11 24 0 0 0 0 220 0 18 433

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.814

CONTROL : 1-Way Stop (WB)

  NORTHBOUND   SOUTHBOUND   EASTBOUND   WESTBOUND

0.870 0.673 0.000 0.661

AM

NS/EW Streets: Fallbrook Ave Fallbrook Ave Eccles St Eccles St

Project ID: Historical

City: West Hills

Wednesday

2/22/2017
TOTALS



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
 
 Day:

Date:

     
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

3:00 PM 0 5 16 3 22 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 57
3:15 PM 0 10 10 2 11 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 45
3:30 PM 0 5 37 4 22 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 78
3:45 PM 0 3 16 3 23 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 62
4:00 PM 0 8 25 6 29 0 0 0 0 15 0 2 85
4:15 PM 0 2 26 2 23 0 0 0 0 11 0 2 66
4:30 PM 0 1 27 3 30 0 0 0 0 8 0 5 74
4:45 PM 0 11 30 8 25 0 0 0 0 16 0 1 91
5:00 PM 0 3 27 9 43 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 99
5:15 PM 0 5 27 8 25 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 84
5:30 PM 0 2 14 8 62 0 0 0 0 17 0 2 105
5:45 PM 0 9 19 8 26 0 0 0 0 13 0 2 77

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 0 64 274 64 341 0 0 0 0 161 0 19 923

APPROACH %'s : 0.00% 18.93% 81.07% 15.80% 84.20% 0.00% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 89.44% 0.00% 10.56%
nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d

PEAK HR START TIME : 445 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 0 21 98 33 155 0 0 0 0 69 0 3 379

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.902

CONTROL : 1-Way Stop (WB)

  NORTHBOUND   SOUTHBOUND   EASTBOUND   WESTBOUND

0.726 0.671 0.000 0.947

PM

NS/EW Streets: Fallbrook Ave Fallbrook Ave Eccles St Eccles St

Project ID: Historical

City: West Hills

Wednesday

2/22/2017
TOTALS



LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1 
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July 2020  

ATTACHMENT D.1: CITY PLAN, POLICIES AND GUIDELINES 

The Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, established the “Complete 
Streets Design Guide” as the City’s document to guide the operations and design of streets and other 
public rights-of-way. It lays out a vision for designing safer, more vibrant streets that are accessible to 
people, no matter what their mode choice. As a living document, it is intended to be frequently updated 
as City departments identify and implement street standards and experiment with different 
configurations to promote complete streets. The guide is meant to be a toolkit that provides numerous 
examples of what is possible in the public right-of-way and that provides guidance on context-sensitive 
design.   

The Plan for A Healthy Los Angeles (March 2015) includes policies directing several City departments to 
develop plans that promote active transportation and safety.   

The City of Los Angeles Community Plans, which make up the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan, 
guide the physical development of neighborhoods by establishing the goals and policies for land use. The 
35 Community Plans provide specific, neighborhood-level detail for land uses and the transportation 
network, relevant policies, and implementation strategies necessary to achieve General Plan and 
community-specific objectives.   

The stated goal of Vision Zero is to eliminate traffic-related deaths in Los Angeles by 2025 through a 
number of strategies, including modifying the design of streets to increase the safety of vulnerable road 
users. Extensive crash data analysis is conducted on an ongoing basis to prioritize intersections and 
corridors for implementation of projects that will have the greatest effect on overall fatality reduction.  
The City designs and deploys Vision Zero Corridor Plans as part of the implementation of Vision Zero. If a 
project is proposed whose site lies on the High Injury Network (HIN), the applicant should consult with 
LADOT to inform the project’s site plan and to determine appropriate improvements, whether by funding 
their implementation in full or by making a contribution toward their implementation.   

The Citywide Design Guidelines (October 24, 2019) includes sections relevant to development projects 
where improvements are proposed within the public realm. Specifically, Guidelines one through three 
provide building design strategies that support the pedestrian experience. The Guidelines provide best 
practices in designing that apply in three spatial categories of site planning, building design and public 
right of way. The Guidelines should be followed to ensure that the project design supports pedestrian 
safety, access and comfort as they access to and from the building and the immediate public right of way. 

The City’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Ordinance (LA Municipal Code 12.26.J) requires 
certain projects to incorporate strategies that reduce drive-alone vehicle trips and improve access to 
destinations and services. The ordinance is revised and updated periodically and should be reviewed for 
application to specific projects as they are reviewed.  

The City’s LAMC Section 12.37 (Waivers of Dedication and Improvement) requires certain projects to 
dedicate and/or implement improvements within the public right-of-way to meet the street designation 
standards of the Mobility Plan 2035.   

The Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Street Standard Dimensions S-470-1 provides the specific street widths 
and public right of way dimensions associated with the City’s street standards. 



Detailed Responses in Support of General Consistency with Transportation-Related 
Plans, Programs, Ordinances, or Policies (Adapted from Attachment D in LADOT 

Transportation Assessment Guidelines, July 2020) 

The items below correspond with the TAG Attachment D: Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency 
Worksheet.  Defined terms below have the same meanings as in the Transportation Assessment. 

A. MOBILITY PLAN 2035 (MP 2035) PROW CLASSIFICATION STANDARDS FOR DEDICATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 

The Project does include additions or new construction along a street designated as a Boulevard I 
and II, and/or Avenue I, II, or III on property zoned for R3 or less restrictive zone.  The Project 
proposes new construction along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard, which are designated 
as an Avenue II and Boulevard II, respectively, under the Mobility Plan 2035 Street Standards 
Plan.  The Project Site is zoned [T][Q]M1-1 per the LAMC.  The Project is required to and will 
make the required five-foot dedication along the Project Site’s Roscoe Boulevard frontage.  Along 
the Project Site, Fallbrook Avenue is included within the Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN) 
and Bicycle Lane Network (BLN) within the Mobility Plan 2035.  Additionally, along the Project 
Site, Roscoe Boulevard is included within the Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN) within the 
Mobility Plan 2035.  The Project will not alter adjacent streets or the right-of-way in a manner that 
would preclude or conflict future changes by various City Departments.  Therefore, the Project 
does not conflict with any dedication and improvement requirements that are needed to comply 
with the Mobility Plan 2035 Street Designation and Standard Roadway Dimensions requirements.  

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.1 – Adaptive Reuse of Streets.  Design, plan, and operate streets to 
serve multiple purposes and provide flexibility in design to adapt to future demands. 

 The Project is required to and will make dedications or improvements to the public right-
of way.  Specifically, a five-foot dedication is required for Roscoe Boulevard.  The Project 
will not alter adjacent streets or the right-of-way in a manner that would preclude or conflict 
future changes by various City Departments. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.3 – Pedestrian Infrastructure.  Recognize walking as a component of 
every trip and ensure high quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public right-of-way 
modifications to provide a safe and comfortable walking environment. 

 The Project will not alter pedestrian infrastructure or the right-of-way in a manner that 
would preclude or conflict future changes by various City Departments.  The Project 
prioritizes pedestrian access and connectivity.  Pedestrian access to the Project will 
continue to be provided via the existing driveways along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe 
Boulevard.  Additionally, the Project proposes to provide pathways connecting the Project 
Site to the sidewalks along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard 
frontages.   



Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.2 – People with Disabilities.  Accommodate the needs of people with 
disabilities when modifying of installing infrastructure within the public right-of-way. 

 The Project will not alter existing ADA infrastructure or the right-of-way in a manner that 
would preclude or conflict with future changes by various City Departments.  Pedestrian 
access from the public-right-of-way to the Project will be ADA compliant. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Street Designations and Standard Roadway Dimensions  

 The Project proposes new construction along a street designated as a Boulevard I and II, 
and/or Avenue I, II, or III on property zoned for R3 or less restrictive zone.  Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard are designated as an Avenue II and Boulevard II, 
respectively, under the Mobility Plan 2035 Street Standards Plan.  The Project Site is zoned 
[T][Q]M1-1 per the LAMC.   

Mobility Plan 2035 Networks  

 The Project Site has frontage along the following networks in MP 2035: 

 Bicycle Enhanced Network: Roscoe Boulevard  

 Bicycle Lane Network: Fallbrook Avenue 

 Neighborhood Enhanced Network: Fallbrook Avenue 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.4 – Neighborhood Enhanced Network.  Provide a slow speed network 
of locally serving streets. 

 Fallbrook Avenue has been designated within the City’s NEN.  Sidewalks and Class II 
Bicycle Lanes are provided in each direction on Fallbrook Avenue along the Project Site’s 
frontage.  The Project will not preclude or conflict with any potential modifications to 
Arizona Avenue as part of the NEN.  The Project will not modify Arizona Boulevard in a 
manner that would substantially increase travel speed.   

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.6 – Bicycle Networks.  Provide safe, convenient, and comfortable 
local and regional bicycling facilities for people of all types and abilities. 

 Fallbrook Avenue has been designated within the City’s BLN.  Roscoe Boulevard has been 
designated within the City’s BEN.  Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard are improved 
with Class II Bicycle Lanes in each direction.  The Project will not preclude or conflict 
with any potential improvements to Fallbrook Avenue or Roscoe Boulevard as part of the 
BLN or BEN.   



B. MOBILITY PLAN 2035 (MP 2035) PROW POLICY ALIGNMENT WITH PROJECT-INITIATED CHANGES 

B.1.  Project-Initiated Changes to the PROW Dimensions 
The Project will not physically modify the curb placement or turning radius, nor does it physically 
alter the sidewalk and parkways space, in a manner that would change how people access the 
Project Site.  The Project complies with the MP 2035 policies outlined below.  

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.1 – Adaptive Reuse of Streets.  Design, plan, and operate streets to 
serve multiple purposes and provide flexibility in design to adapt to future demands. 

 The Project is required to and will make dedications or improvements to the public right-
of way.  Specifically, a five-foot dedication is required for Roscoe Boulevard.  The Project 
will not alter adjacent streets or the right-of-way in a manner that would preclude or conflict 
future changes by various City Departments. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.3 – Pedestrian Infrastructure.  Recognize walking as a component of 
every trip and ensure high quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public right-of-way 
modifications to provide a safe and comfortable walking environment. 

 The Project will not alter pedestrian infrastructure or the right-of-way in a manner that 
would preclude or conflict future changes by various City Departments.  The Project 
prioritizes pedestrian access and connectivity.  Pedestrian access to the Project will be 
provided via pathways within landscaped buffer areas connecting Building 1 to Roscoe 
Boulevard and Building 3 to Fallbrook Avenue.   

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.2 – People with Disabilities.  Accommodate the needs of people with 
disabilities when modifying of installing infrastructure within the public right-of-way. 

 The Project will not alter existing ADA infrastructure or the right-of-way in a manner that 
would preclude or conflict future changes by various City Departments.  Pedestrian access 
from the public-right-of-way to the Project will be ADA compliant. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.10 – Loading Areas.  Facilitate the provision of on and off-site street 
loading areas. 

 All loading activities will occur off-street and internal to the Project Site.  Loading 
activities associated with service and delivery operations will occur within loading docks 
internal to each of the three buildings.  Additionally, each building will have its own 
covered trash/recycling enclosure.  Service and delivery vehicles will utilize either Project 
driveway to access the loading docks and trash/recycling enclosures located within each of 
the three Project buildings.  

 

 



Mobility Plan 2035 Street Designations and Standard Roadway Dimensions 

 The Project proposes new construction along a street designated as a Boulevard I and II, 
and/or Avenue I, II, or III on property zoned for R3 or less restrictive zone.  Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard are designated as an Avenue II and Boulevard II, 
respectively, under the Mobility Plan 2035 Street Standards Plan.  The Project Site is zoned 
[T][Q]M1-1 per the LAMC.   

B.2.  Driveway Access 
The Project does not add new driveways along a street designated as an Avenue or a Boulevard, 
therefore, the Project does not conflict with LADOT Manual of Policy and Procedures (MPP), 
Section 321, Driveway Design.  Primary vehicular access to the Project Site will continue to be 
provided via the existing driveways along the west side of Fallbrook Avenue and the south side of 
Roscoe Boulevard.  Additional vehicular access to the Project Site will continue to be provided 
via the existing driveway along the north side of Roscoe Boulevard, opposite Lena Avenue.  It is 
noted that Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard are designated as an Avenue II and Boulevard 
II, respectively, under the Mobility Plan 2035 Street Standards Plan.   

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.10 – Loading Areas.  Facilitate the provision of on and off-site street 
loading areas. 

 All loading activities will occur off-street and internal to the Project Site.  Loading 
activities associated with service and delivery operations will occur within loading docks 
internal to each of the three buildings.  Additionally, each building will have its own 
covered trash/recycling enclosure.  Service and delivery vehicles will utilize either Project 
driveway to access the loading docks and trash/recycling enclosures located within each of 
the three Project buildings.  

Mobility Plan 2035 Program PL.1. Driveway Access.  Require driveway access to buildings from 
non-arterial streets or alleys (where feasible) in order to minimize interference with pedestrian 
access and vehicular movement. 

 The Project Site has frontage along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard, which are 
designated as an Avenue II and Boulevard II, respectively, under the Mobility Plan 2035 
Street Standards Plan.  Vehicular access to the Project Site will be provided via the existing 
driveway along the west side of Fallbrook Avenue and the existing driveway along the 
south side of Roscoe Boulevard.  The Project driveways are located at the northeastern and 
southwestern portions of the Project Site, away from major intersections.  The Project has 
been designed to minimize interference with pedestrian access and vehicular movement. 

 

 



Citywide Design Guidelines – Guideline 2.  Carefully incorporate vehicular access such that it 
does not degrade the pedestrian experience, in accordance with the Site Planning Best Practices 
listed below. 

 Prioritize pedestrian access first and automobile access second.  Orient parking and 
driveways toward the rear or side of buildings and away from the public right-of-way.  On 
corner lots, parking should be oriented as far from the corner as possible. 

 The Project prioritizes pedestrian access first.  The Project will maintain the existing 
curb cuts along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard and will not add new curb 
cuts within the public right-of-way.  The Project will provide pathways within 
landscaped buffer areas connecting the Project Site to the sidewalks along the Project 
Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard frontages.  Parking for the Project will 
be located away from the public-right-of-way.  The Fallbrook Avenue driveway is 
located approximately 300 feet north of the Schoenborn Street intersection and 430 feet 
south of the Eccles Street intersection.  The Roscoe Boulevard driveway is located 
approximately 505 feet west of the Fallbrook Avenue intersection and 625 east of the 
Lena Avenue intersection.    

 Minimize both the number of driveway entrances and overall driveway widths. 

 The existing curb cuts along Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard will be 
maintained.  The Project does not propose the addition of new curb cuts along the public 
right-of-way. 

 Do not locate drop-off/pick-up areas between principal building entrances and the 
adjoining sidewalks. 

 The Project does not propose any on-street drop-off/pick-up areas. 

 Orient vehicular access as far from street intersections as possible. 

 The Project will maintain the existing driveway along the west side of Fallbrook 
Avenue, as well as the existing driveway along the south side of Roscoe Boulevard.  
The Fallbrook Avenue driveway is located approximately 300 feet north of the 
Schoenborn Street intersection and 430 feet south of the Eccles Street intersection.  The 
Roscoe Boulevard driveway is located approximately 505 feet west of the Fallbrook 
Avenue intersection and 625 east of the Lena Avenue intersection.    

 Place drive-through elements away from intersections and avoid placing them so that they 
create a barrier between the sidewalk and building entrance(s). 

 The Project does not propose any drive-through elements. 



 Ensure that loading areas do not interfere with onsite pedestrian and vehicular circulation 
by separating loading areas and larger commercial vehicles from areas that are used for 
public parking and public entrances. 

 All loading activities will occur off-street and internal to the Project Site.  Loading 
activities associated with service and delivery operations will occur within loading 
docks internal to each of the three buildings.  Additionally, each building will have its 
own covered trash/recycling enclosure.  Service and delivery vehicles will utilize either 
Project driveway to access the loading docks and trash/recycling enclosures located 
within each of the three Project buildings.  

C. NETWORK ACCESS 

C.1.  Alley, Street and Stairway Access 
The Project does not conflict with Mobility Plan 2035 policy below because it will not vacate or 
otherwise restrict public access to a street, alley or public stairway. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.9 – Increased Network Access.  Discourage the vacation of public 
rights-of-way. 

 The Project will not vacate any public rights-of-way. 

C.2.  New Cul-de-sacs 
The Project does not conflict with the Mobility Plan 2035 policy below because it will not create 
a cul-de-sac, nor is the Project located adjacent to an existing cul-de-sac. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.10 – Cul-de-sacs.  Discourage the use of cul-de-sacs that do not 
provide access for active transportation options. 

 The Project Site is not located on a cul-de-sac. 

D. PARKING SUPPLY AND TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT 

The Project is consistent with the Mobility Plan 2035 polices below because while it provides 
vehicle parking in excess of the requirements of the LAMC, the Project properly balances parking 
and land use management.  The Project will also provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking 
per LAMC requirements. 

The Project Applicant will comply with the City’s existing TDM Ordinance in LAMC Section 
12.26.J.  It is noted that the City’s TDM Ordinance is currently being updated.  Although not yet 
adopted, the Project Applicant will comply with the terms of the proposed TDM Ordinance update, 
which is expected be completed prior to the anticipated construction of the Project.    

Therefore, the Project does not conflict the LAMC vehicle and bicycle parking requirements or 
the City’s TDM measures.  



Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.8 – Bicycle Parking.  Provide bicyclists with convenient, secure, and 
well-maintained bicycle parking facilities. 

 The Project will provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking per the LAMC 
requirements. 

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 4.8 – Transportation Demand Management Strategies.  Encourage 
greater utilization of Transportation Demand Management Strategies to reduce dependence on 
single-occupancy vehicles. 

 As described in Section 2.9 of the Transportation Assessment, the Project will utilize three 
TDM strategies as Mitigation Measures or Project Design Features: Promotions and 
Marketing; Ride-Share Program; and Include Bike Parking per the LAMC.  The Project 
Applicant will comply with existing applicable City ordinances (e.g., the City’s existing 
TDM Ordinance, referred to in the LAMC Section 12.26.J) and the other requirements per 
the City’s Municipal Code.  It is noted that the City’s TDM Ordinance is currently being 
updated.  Although not yet adopted, the Project Applicant will comply with the terms of 
the proposed TDM Ordinance update, which is expected be completed prior to the 
anticipated construction of the Project.    

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 4.13 – Parking and Land Use Management.  Balance on-street and off-
street parking supply with other transportation and land use objectives. 

 Upon completion of the Project, a total of 262 vehicular parking spaces will be provided.  
Additionally, the Project will provide bicycle parking per the LAMC requirements.  
Furthermore, the Project is within convenient walking distance to bus stops along Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard. 

The Project would not conflict with the portion of Policy 4.13 that discourages utilizing 
land for parking that could have been used for other valuable uses since most of the onsite 
parking will be located along the perimeter of the Project’s three buildings, as well along 
the edge of the Project Site boundary.  

Parking requirements for the Project are per the State Enterprise Zone (two spaces per 
1,000 square feet of floor area).  While the Project would include parking in excess of the 
minimum requirements as determined by the LAMC, it would include features to 
encourage walking and bicycling and bicycle parking spaces per the LAMC requirements.  
Furthermore, the Project will implement a ride-share program to encourage high-
occupancy vehicle trips to and from the Project Site.  As discussed in Section 4.2 of the 
Transportation Assessment, the Project would be consistent with the applicable goals and 
objectives of the SCAG 2020–2045 RTP/SCS to locate jobs in infill locations served by 
public transportation.  Therefore, the Project would not undermine broader regional goals 
of creating vibrant public spaces and a robust multi-modal transportation system. 



Under CEQA, a project is considered consistent with an applicable plan if it is consistent 
with the overall intent of the plan and would not preclude the attainment of its primary 
goals.  A project does not need to be in perfect conformity with each and every policy.  
Therefore, even though the Project’s parking may exceed the minimum requirements as 
determined by the LAMC, the Project is consistent with the overall intent of Policy 4.13 
and Mobility Plan 2035. 

Moreover, any inconsistency with an applicable policy, plan, or regulation is only a 
significant impact under CEQA if the policy, plan, or regulation were adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and the inconsistency itself 
would result in a direct physical impact on the environment.  The above policy is intended 
to implement broader regional goals, not to mitigate an environmental effect.  Therefore, 
even if the Project’s amount of parking was conservatively considered to be inconsistent 
with Policy 4.13, such inconsistency would not be considered to be a significant impact 
under CEQA. 

E. CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL PLANS 

The Project applies two of the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds (i.e., VMT per Capita and 
VMT per Employee) as discussed in Section 4.2 of the Transportation Assessment.  The Project’s 
VMT analysis concludes that the Project will not result in a significant VMT impact.  As the 
Project will not result in a significant VMT impact, the Project is shown to be consistent with the 
VMT and greenhouse gas (GHG) goals of the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).   

 

Additional Review 

The following provides a review of the transportation-related goals listed in the Plan for a 
Healthy Los Angeles (Healthy LA). 

 The Project supports the transportation-related goals listed in Healthy LA.  The Project is 
designed in a manner that facilitates travel on foot between the Project Site and nearby 
destinations along the Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard corridors.  Additionally, 
the Project proposes to provide pathways within landscaped buffer areas connecting the 
Project Site to the sidewalks along the Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe 
Boulevard frontages.  The Project will provide the LAMC-required number of bicycle 
parking spaces.  The Project would not conflict with, limit or preclude the City’s ability to 
implement programs and policies in furtherance of Healthy LA. 

 

 



The following provides a review of relevant policies within the LADOT MPP. 

 The LADOT MPP, Section 321, Driveway Design, includes driveway design standards to 
minimize adverse effects on-street traffic.  The Project Site has frontage along Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard, which are designated as an Avenue II and Boulevard II, 
respectively, under the Mobility Plan 2035 Street Standards Plan.  Primary vehicular access 
to the Project Site will continue to be provided via the existing driveway along the west 
side of Fallbrook Avenue and the existing driveway along the south side of Roscoe 
Boulevard.  Additional vehicular access to the existing Project Site is provided via one 
driveway along the north side of Roscoe Boulevard, opposite Lena Avenue.  It is noted that 
the Project Site’s frontage along Fallbrook Avenue is approximately 690 feet, while the 
Project Site’s frontage along Roscoe Boulevard is approximately 520 feet.  Per MPP, 
Section 321, two driveways are permitted along arterial frontage that spans between 200 
and 400 feet.  No guidance is provided in MPP, Section 321 for projects with arterial 
frontage greater than 400 feet.  As the Project has one driveway along Fallbrook Avenue 
and Roscoe Boulevard, the Project would not conflict with the LADOT MPP. 

The following provides a review of Vision Zero. 

 Vision Zero is a plan that strives to eliminate traffic-related deaths in Los Angeles by 2025 
through strategies, such as modifying streets to better serve vulnerable road users.  Projects 
located in the HIN should make improvements or fund them.  The Project Site’s Fallbrook 
Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard frontages are not included within the HIN.  It is noted that 
south of Roscoe Boulevard, Fallbrook Avenue is included within the HIN.  The Project 
would not preclude or conflict with the implementation of future Vision Zero projects in 
the public right-of-way along Fallbrook Avenue, Roscoe Boulevard, or other roadways 
within the immediate vicinity of the Project Site. 

The following provides a review of the Mobility Hubs Reader’s Guide. 

 The Mobility Hubs Reader’s Guide specifically focuses on enhancing bicycle connections, 
providing vehicle sharing services, improving bus infrastructure, providing real-time 
transit and wayfinding information, and enhancing walkability and pedestrian connections. 
The Project would incorporate several components, including LAMC-required short-term 
and long-term bicycle parking that both facilitates and encourages residents, visitors, and 
employees to bicycle to and from the Project Site.  Further, as part of the Project’s TDM 
program, the Project will utilize promotional and marketing tools to educate and inform 
employees about alternative transportation options and the effects of their travel choices. 
promotion on available transit options.  Lastly, the Project will proactively aim to increase 
employee vehicle occupancy by providing ride-share matching services, designating 
preferred parking for ride-share participants, designing adequate passenger 
loading/unloading and waiting areas for ride-share vehicles, and providing a website or 
message board to connect riders and coordinate rides.  Pedestrian pathways within 
landscaped buffer areas connecting the Project to the sidewalks on Fallbrook Avenue and 



Roscoe Boulevard are proposed.  The Project would not conflict with the Mobility Hubs 
Reader’s Guide. 

The following provides a review of the City’s Walkability Checklist. 

 The Project would result in the retention and improvement of all sidewalks along the 
Project Site’s Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe frontages.  The Project will not add additional 
curb cuts along the public right-of-way in order to provide a safe pedestrian connection 
between the Project Site and the nearby destinations along the Roscoe Boulevard and 
Fallbrook Avenue corridors.  Additionally, the Project will add pedestrian pathways within 
landscaped buffer areas connecting the Project Site to the sidewalks along the Project Site’s 
Fallbrook Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard frontages.  These features support the 
Walkability Checklist recommendations and serve to enhance the pedestrian experience.  
The Project would not conflict with the Walkability Checklist. 

The following provides a review of the transportation-related goals listed in the Chatsworth-Porter 
Ranch Community Plan (“Community Plan”).  The Community Plan was adopted in 1993.  It is 
anticipated that the City will begin a plan update process in 2021.  The plan from 1993 is currently 
in effect and forms the basis for this review of potential conflicts relating to the transportation 
system. 

From a transportation perspective, the Community Plan encourages the implementation of 
Transportation Management Plans (TMP) to provide vehicular alternatives to the automobile for 
efficiently transporting large numbers of people to local and regional destinations.  As discussed 
in Section 2.9 of the Transportation Assessment, the Project will implement three TDM strategies 
as Mitigation Measures or Project Design Features: Promotions and Marketing; Ride-Share 
Program; and Include Bike Parking per LAMC.  The Project Applicant will comply with the City’s 
existing TDM Ordinance in LAMC Section 12.26.J.  It is noted that the City’s TDM Ordinance is 
currently being updated.  Although not yet adopted, the Project Applicant will comply with the 
terms of the proposed TDM Ordinance update, which is expected be completed prior to the 
anticipated construction of the Project.    

Additionally, the Project complies with the goals and objectives of the Community Plan as the 
Project will make the required five-foot dedication along the Project Site’s Roscoe Boulevard 
frontage. 

 



LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 5-21-0544-1 
Fallbrook Point 
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APPENDIX E 

HCM AND LEVELS OF SERVICE EXPLANATION 
 HCM DATA WORKSHEETS – WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

 

In the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), published by the Transportation Research Board, 2010, level of service for signalized 

intersections is defined in terms of delay, which is a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and increased 

travel time.  The delay experienced by a motorist is made up of a number of factors that relate to control, geometrics, traffic, and 

incidents.  Total delay is the difference between the travel time actually experienced and the reference travel time that would 

result during base conditions: in the absence of traffic control, in the absence of geometric delay, in the absence of incidents, and 

when there are no other vehicles on the road.  Only the portion of total delay attributed to the control facility is quantified.  This 

delay is called control delay.  Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final 

acceleration delay. 

 

Level of Service criteria for traffic signals are stated in terms of the average control delay per vehicle.  Delay is a complex 

measure and is dependent on a number of variables, including the quality of progression, the cycle length, the green ratio, and the 

v/c ratio for the lane group in question. 

 

Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service Control Delay (Sec/Veh) 

A ≤ 10 

B  > 10 and ≤ 20 

C > 20 and ≤ 35 

D > 35 and ≤ 55 

E > 55 and ≤ 80 

F > 80 

 

Level of Service (LOS) values are used to describe intersection operations with service levels varying from LOS A (free flow) to 

LOS F (jammed condition).  The following descriptions summarize HCM criteria for each level of service: 

 

LOS A describes operations with very low control delay, up to 10 seconds per vehicle.  This level of service occurs when 

progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the green phase.  Most vehicles do not stop at all.  Short cycle 

lengths may also contribute to low delay values. 

 

LOS B describes operations with control delay greater than 10 and up to 20 seconds per vehicle.  This level generally occurs with 

good progression, short cycle lengths, or both.  More vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher levels of delay. 

 

LOS C describes operations with control delay greater than 20 and up to 35 seconds per vehicle.  These higher delays may result 

from fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or both.  Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level.  The number of 

vehicles stopping is significant at this level, though many still pass through the intersection without stopping. 

 

LOS D describes operations with control delay greater than 35 and up to 55 seconds per vehicle.  At LOS D, the influence of 

congestion becomes more noticeable.  Longer delays may result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle 

lengths, or high v/c ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures are 

noticeable. 

 

LOS E describes operations with control delay greater than 55 and up to 80 seconds per vehicle.  This level is considered by 

many agencies to be the limit of acceptable delay.  These high delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle 

lengths, and high v/c ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. 

        

LOS F describes operations with control delay in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle.  This level, considered to be unacceptable to 

most drivers, often occurs with oversaturation, that is, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the lane groups.  It may also 

occur at high v/c ratios with many individual cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also be major 

contributing factors to such delay levels. 

 



LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

 

In the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), published by the Transportation Research Board, 2010, level of service for 

unsignalized intersections is defined in terms of delay, which is a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, 

and lost travel time.  The delay experienced by a motorist is made up of a number of factors that relate to control, geometrics, 

traffic, and incidents.  Total delay is the difference between the travel time actually experienced and the reference travel time that 

would result during base conditions, in the absence of incidents, control, traffic, or geometric delay.  Only the portion of total 

delay attributed to the traffic control measures, either traffic signals or stop signs, is quantified.  This delay is called control 

delay.  Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. 

 

Level of Service criteria for unsignalized intersections are stated in terms of the average control delay per vehicle.  The level of 

service is determined by the computed or measured control delay and is defined for each minor movement.  Average control 

delay for any particular minor movement is a function of the service time for the approach and the degree of utilization.  (Level 

of service is not defined for the intersection as a whole for two-way stop controlled intersections.) 

 

Level of Service Criteria for TWSC/AWSC Intersections 

Level of Service 

Average Control Delay 

(Sec/Veh) 

A ≤ 10 

B  > 10 and ≤ 15 

C > 15 and ≤ 25 

D > 25 and ≤ 35 

E > 35 and ≤ 50 

F > 50 

 

Level of Service (LOS) values are used to describe intersection operations with service levels varying from LOS A (free flow) to 

LOS F (jammed condition).  The following descriptions summarize HCM criteria for each level of service: 

 

LOS A describes operations with very low control delay, up to 10 seconds per vehicle. 

 

LOS B describes operations with control delay greater than 10 and up to 15 seconds per vehicle. 

 

LOS C describes operations with control delay greater than 15 and up to 25 seconds per vehicle. 

 

LOS D describes operations with control delay greater than 25 and up to 35 seconds per vehicle. 

 

LOS E describes operations with control delay greater than 35 and up to 50 seconds per vehicle. 

 

LOS F describes operations with control delay in excess of 50 seconds per vehicle.  For two-way stop controlled intersections, 

LOS F exists when there are insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow side-street demand to safely cross through a major-street 

traffic stream.  This level of service is generally evident from extremely long control delays experienced by side-street traffic and 

by queuing on the minor-street approaches. 
 

 



HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 6, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing - AM PHF 0.95
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 8:30
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01AM - Existing.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 8 467 7 11 446 15 3 1 14 9 0 3

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.4 4.4
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.8 2.4
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 8 492 7 12 469 16 19 9 3
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 938 1809 1610 919 1809 1610 1619 1420 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.4 5.5 0.2 0.5 5.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 5.6 5.5 0.2 6.0 5.2 0.3 0.8 0.4 0.1
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 601 2219 988 588 2219 988 491 470 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.014 0.222 0.007 0.020 0.212 0.016 0.039 0.020 0.007
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 3.3 84.3 2.3 4.6 79.9 4.9 13.5 6.7 2.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.1 3.4 0.1 0.2 3.2 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.1
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 9.0 7.8 6.8 9.1 7.7 6.8 24.0 23.8 23.7
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 9.0 8.0 6.8 9.2 7.9 6.8 24.0 23.9 23.7
Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.0 A 7.9 A 24.0 C 23.8 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.5 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.91 A 0.90 A 0.52 A 0.51 A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Streets Version 7.8.5 Generated: 8/6/2021 11:15:01 AM



HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 6, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing with 

Project - AM
PHF 0.95

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 8:30
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01AM - Existing with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 12 475 7 11 448 15 3 1 14 9 0 4

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.4 4.4
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.8 2.4
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 13 500 7 12 472 16 19 9 4
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 937 1809 1610 912 1809 1610 1619 1420 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.5 5.6 0.2 0.5 5.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 5.8 5.6 0.2 6.1 5.2 0.3 0.8 0.4 0.2
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 600 2219 988 583 2219 988 491 470 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.021 0.225 0.007 0.020 0.213 0.016 0.039 0.020 0.010
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 5 86.1 2.3 4.6 80.3 4.9 13.5 6.7 3
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.2 3.4 0.1 0.2 3.2 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.1
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 9.0 7.8 6.8 9.2 7.7 6.8 24.0 23.8 23.8
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 9.1 8.0 6.8 9.2 8.0 6.8 24.0 23.9 23.8
Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.1 A 7.9 A 24.0 C 23.8 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.5 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.92 A 0.90 A 0.52 A 0.51 A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Streets Version 7.8.5 Generated: 8/6/2021 11:15:01 AM



HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 6, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future - AM PHF 0.95
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 8:30
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01AM - Future.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 8 481 7 11 470 15 3 1 14 9 0 3

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.4 4.4
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.8 2.4
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 8 506 7 12 495 16 19 9 3
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 917 1809 1610 907 1809 1610 1619 1420 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.4 5.7 0.2 0.5 5.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 5.9 5.7 0.2 6.2 5.5 0.3 0.8 0.4 0.1
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 586 2219 988 579 2219 988 491 470 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.014 0.228 0.007 0.020 0.223 0.016 0.039 0.020 0.007
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 3.3 87.5 2.3 4.6 85.2 4.9 13.5 6.7 2.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.1 3.5 0.1 0.2 3.4 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.1
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 9.1 7.8 6.8 9.2 7.8 6.8 24.0 23.8 23.7
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 9.2 8.1 6.8 9.3 8.0 6.8 24.0 23.9 23.7
Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.1 A 8.0 A 24.0 C 23.8 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.5 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.92 A 0.92 A 0.52 A 0.51 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 6, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future with 

Project - AM
PHF 0.95

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 8:30
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01AM - Future with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 12 489 7 11 472 15 3 1 14 9 0 4

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.4 4.4
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.8 2.4
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 13 515 7 12 497 16 19 9 4
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 915 1809 1610 900 1809 1610 1619 1420 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.6 5.8 0.2 0.5 5.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 6.1 5.8 0.2 6.3 5.5 0.3 0.8 0.4 0.2
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 585 2219 988 574 2219 988 491 470 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.022 0.232 0.007 0.020 0.224 0.016 0.039 0.020 0.010
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 5 89 2.3 4.6 85.2 4.9 13.5 6.7 3
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.2 3.6 0.1 0.2 3.4 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.1
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 9.2 7.8 6.8 9.3 7.8 6.8 24.0 23.8 23.8
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 9.2 8.1 6.8 9.3 8.0 6.8 24.0 23.9 23.8
Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.1 A 8.0 A 24.0 C 23.8 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.5 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.93 A 0.92 A 0.52 A 0.51 A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Streets Version 7.8.5 Generated: 8/6/2021 11:50:31 AM



HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 9, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing - PM PHF 0.91
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01PM - Existing.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 8 548 9 24 558 13 5 0 12 35 0 9

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.3
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.7 3.8
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 9 602 10 26 613 14 19 38 10
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 822 1809 1610 830 1809 1610 1581 1423 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.5 6.9 0.2 1.4 7.1 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.4
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 7.6 6.9 0.2 8.3 7.1 0.3 0.7 1.8 0.4
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 519 2219 988 525 2219 988 486 471 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.017 0.271 0.010 0.050 0.276 0.014 0.038 0.082 0.022
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 3.7 106.9 3.1 11.3 109.7 4.4 13.3 27.9 7
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.1 4.3 0.1 0.5 4.4 0.2 0.5 1.1 0.3
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 9.9 8.1 6.8 10.0 8.1 6.8 24.0 24.3 23.8
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 9.9 8.4 6.8 10.2 8.4 6.8 24.0 24.4 23.9
Level of Service (LOS) A A A B A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.4 A 8.4 A 24.0 C 24.3 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 9.2 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.00 A 1.03 A 0.52 A 0.57 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 9, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing with 

Project - PM
PHF 0.91

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01PM - Existing with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 9 550 9 24 566 13 5 0 12 35 0 13

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.3
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.7 3.8
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 10 604 10 26 622 14 19 38 14
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 815 1809 1610 828 1809 1610 1581 1423 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.5 7.0 0.2 1.4 7.2 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.6
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 7.7 7.0 0.2 8.4 7.2 0.3 0.7 1.8 0.6
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 514 2219 988 524 2219 988 486 471 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.019 0.272 0.010 0.050 0.280 0.014 0.038 0.082 0.032
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 4.2 107.7 3.1 11.3 111.7 4.4 13.3 27.9 10.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.2 4.3 0.1 0.5 4.5 0.2 0.5 1.1 0.4
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 9.9 8.1 6.8 10.0 8.1 6.8 24.0 24.3 23.9
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 10.0 8.4 6.8 10.2 8.4 6.8 24.0 24.4 23.9
Level of Service (LOS) B A A B A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.4 A 8.5 A 24.0 C 24.3 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 9.3 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.00 A 1.03 A 0.52 A 0.57 A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Streets Version 7.8.5 Generated: 8/9/2021 11:28:48 AM



HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 9, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future - PM PHF 0.91
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01PM - Future.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 8 576 9 24 579 13 5 0 12 36 0 9

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.3
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.7 3.9
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 9 633 10 26 636 14 19 40 10
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 804 1809 1610 807 1809 1610 1581 1423 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.5 7.4 0.2 1.4 7.4 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.4
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 7.9 7.4 0.2 8.8 7.4 0.3 0.7 1.9 0.4
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 507 2219 988 509 2219 988 486 471 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.017 0.285 0.010 0.052 0.287 0.014 0.038 0.084 0.022
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 3.7 113.7 3.1 11.5 114.7 4.4 13.3 28.7 7
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.1 4.5 0.1 0.5 4.6 0.2 0.5 1.1 0.3
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 10.0 8.2 6.8 10.2 8.2 6.8 24.0 24.4 23.8
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 10.1 8.5 6.8 10.4 8.5 6.8 24.0 24.4 23.9
Level of Service (LOS) B A A B A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.5 A 8.5 A 24.0 C 24.3 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 9.3 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.03 A 1.05 A 0.52 A 0.57 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 9, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future with 

Project - PM
PHF 0.91

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Lena / Roscoe File Name 01PM - Future with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 9 578 9 24 587 13 5 0 12 36 0 13

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

55.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 2 4 8
Case Number 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.0
Phase Duration, s 60.0 60.0 30.0 30.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.3
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.3
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 2.7 3.9
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 10 635 10 26 645 14 19 40 14
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 798 1809 1610 805 1809 1610 1581 1423 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.5 7.4 0.2 1.4 7.6 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.6
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 8.1 7.4 0.2 8.8 7.6 0.3 0.7 1.9 0.6
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.27 0.27 0.27
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 502 2219 988 507 2219 988 486 471 442
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.020 0.286 0.010 0.052 0.291 0.014 0.038 0.084 0.032
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 4.2 114.5 3.1 11.5 116.7 4.4 13.3 28.7 10.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.2 4.6 0.1 0.5 4.7 0.2 0.5 1.1 0.4
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 10.1 8.2 6.8 10.2 8.2 6.8 24.0 24.4 23.9
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 10.2 8.5 6.8 10.4 8.5 6.8 24.0 24.4 23.9
Level of Service (LOS) B A A B A A C C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 8.5 A 8.6 A 24.0 C 24.3 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 9.3 A

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 1.71 B 1.94 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.03 A 1.05 A 0.52 A 0.58 A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Existing - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 36 454 466 36 6 6
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 39 13
Capacity, c (veh/h) 1013 421
v/c Ratio 0.04 0.03
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.7 13.8
Level of Service (LOS) A B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.6 13.8
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Existing + Project - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 44 454 466 44 8 8
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 48 17
Capacity, c (veh/h) 1005 411
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.04
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 14.2
Level of Service (LOS) A B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.8 14.2
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Future - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 37 468 490 37 6 6
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 40 13
Capacity, c (veh/h) 989 403
v/c Ratio 0.04 0.03
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 14.2
Level of Service (LOS) A B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.6 14.2
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Future + Project - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 45 468 490 45 8 8
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 49 17
Capacity, c (veh/h) 982 392
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.04
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.2 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.9 14.6
Level of Service (LOS) A B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.8 14.6
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Existing - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 7 588 560 7 35 35
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 8 76
Capacity, c (veh/h) 953 374
v/c Ratio 0.01 0.20
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.0 0.8
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 17.1
Level of Service (LOS) A C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.1 17.1
Approach LOS C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Existing + Project - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 9 588 560 9 43 43
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 10 93
Capacity, c (veh/h) 951 372
v/c Ratio 0.01 0.25
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.0 1.0
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 17.9
Level of Service (LOS) A C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.1 17.9
Approach LOS C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Future - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 7 617 581 7 36 36
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 8 78
Capacity, c (veh/h) 934 357
v/c Ratio 0.01 0.22
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.0 0.8
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.9 17.9
Level of Service (LOS) A C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.1 17.9
Approach LOS C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Roscoe Dwy/Roscoe
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/9/2021 East/West Street Roscoe Boulevard
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Roscoe Boulevard Dwy
Time Analyzed Future + Project - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T T R LR
Volume (veh/h) 0 9 617 581 9 44 44
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 4.1 7.5 6.9
Critical Headway (sec) 4.16 6.86 6.96
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.2 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 2.23 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 10 96
Capacity, c (veh/h) 932 355
v/c Ratio 0.01 0.27
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.0 1.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.9 18.9
Level of Service (LOS) A C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.1 18.9
Approach LOS C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 15 0 90 167 254 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 16 98
Capacity, c (veh/h) 882 1277
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.08
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.2 8.1
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.2 2.8
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing + Project - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 20 0 110 167 254 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 22 120
Capacity, c (veh/h) 882 1277
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.09
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.2 8.1
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.2 3.2
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 15 0 92 187 322 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 16 100
Capacity, c (veh/h) 835 1198
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.08
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.4 8.3
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.4 2.7
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future + Project - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 20 0 112 187 322 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 22 122
Capacity, c (veh/h) 835 1198
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.10
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.1 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.4 8.3
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.4 3.1
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 87 0 17 124 233 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 95 18
Capacity, c (veh/h) 897 1302
v/c Ratio 0.11 0.01
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.4 0.0
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.5 7.8
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.5 0.9
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing + Project - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 107 0 23 124 233 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 116 25
Capacity, c (veh/h) 897 1302
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.02
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.4 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.6 7.8
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.6 1.2
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 89 0 17 183 306 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 97 18
Capacity, c (veh/h) 846 1216
v/c Ratio 0.11 0.02
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.4 0.0
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.8 8.0
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.8 0.7
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Fallbrook Dwy
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Fallbrook Avenue Driveway
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future + Project - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR L T T TR
Volume (veh/h) 0 109 0 23 183 306 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.9 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.96 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 118 25
Capacity, c (veh/h) 846 1216
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.02
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.5 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.9 8.0
Level of Service (LOS) A A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 9.9 0.9
Approach LOS A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration LR T R L T
Volume (veh/h) 23 70 187 24 0 269
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 101 0
Capacity, c (veh/h) 767 1329
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.00
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.5 0.0
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.4 7.7
Level of Service (LOS) B A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 10.4 0.0
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing + Project - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration LR T R L T
Volume (veh/h) 23 70 207 24 0 274
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 101 0
Capacity, c (veh/h) 744 1304
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.00
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.5 0.0
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.6 7.8
Level of Service (LOS) B A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 10.6 0.0
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR T R T
Volume (veh/h) 23 71 208 24 337
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 102
Capacity, c (veh/h) 733
v/c Ratio 0.14
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.5
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.7
Level of Service (LOS) B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 10.7
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future + Project - AM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR T R T
Volume (veh/h) 23 71 228 24 342
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 102
Capacity, c (veh/h) 711
v/c Ratio 0.14
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.5
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.9
Level of Service (LOS) B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 10.9
Approach LOS B

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ TWSC Version 7.8.5 Generated: 8/31/2021 3:26:56 PM
04AM - Future with Project.xtw



HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration LR T R L T
Volume (veh/h) 33 3 138 37 89 231
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 39 97
Capacity, c (veh/h) 503 1374
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.07
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.3 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 12.8 7.8
Level of Service (LOS) B A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 12.8 2.2
Approach LOS B

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ TWSC Version 7.8.5 Generated: 8/5/2021 4:07:24 PM
04PM - Existing.xtw



HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/5/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2021 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Existing + Project - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration LR T R L T
Volume (veh/h) 33 3 144 37 89 251
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2 4.1
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26 4.16
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3 2.2
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33 2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 39 97
Capacity, c (veh/h) 491 1366
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.07
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.3 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 13.0 7.8
Level of Service (LOS) B A
Approach Delay (s/veh) 13.0 2.1
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR T R T
Volume (veh/h) 34 3 198 38 486
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 40
Capacity, c (veh/h) 529
v/c Ratio 0.08
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 12.4
Level of Service (LOS) B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 12.4
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information Site Information

Analyst JAS Intersection Fallbrook/Schoenborn
Agency/Co. Linscott, Law & Greenspan Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Date Performed 8/31/2021 East/West Street Schoenborn Street
Analysis Year 2023 North/South Street Fallbrook Avenue
Time Analyzed Future + Project - PM Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Intersection Orientation North-South Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 10 11 12 7 8 9 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6
Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0
Configuration LR T R T
Volume (veh/h) 34 3 204 38 506
Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3
Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%) 0
Right Turn Channelized No
Median Type | Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec) 7.5 6.2
Critical Headway (sec) 6.86 6.26
Base Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.5 3.3
Follow-Up Headway (sec) 3.53 3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 40
Capacity, c (veh/h) 516
v/c Ratio 0.08
95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh) 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 12.6
Level of Service (LOS) B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 12.6
Approach LOS B
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 9, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing - AM PHF 0.97
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 7:30
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05AM - Existing.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 6 352 90 447 461 102 49 65 247 35 61 21

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

11.0 24.7 39.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.0 5.0
Phase Duration, s 30.0 15.0 45.0 45.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 13.0 11.5 5.3
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.9
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 6 363 93 461 475 105 51 67 255 36 63 22
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 933 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1360 1900 1610 1355 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.4 7.3 4.0 11.0 7.6 3.5 2.0 1.8 9.5 1.4 0.9 0.7
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 0.4 7.3 4.0 11.0 7.6 3.5 2.9 1.8 9.5 3.3 0.9 0.7
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 336 993 442 501 1596 710 662 832 705 645 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.018 0.366 0.210 0.919 0.298 0.148 0.076 0.081 0.361 0.056 0.040 0.031
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 4.6 140.5 71.4 286.3 136.1 57.7 25.7 33.2 145.7 19.4 15.9 11
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.2 5.6 2.9 11.5 5.4 2.3 1.0 1.3 5.8 0.8 0.6 0.4
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 23.8 26.3 25.1 25.8 16.2 15.0 15.3 14.7 16.9 15.7 14.5 14.4
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 1.0 1.1 22.1 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 23.9 27.4 26.2 47.9 16.7 15.5 15.3 14.8 17.2 15.7 14.5 14.4
Level of Service (LOS) C C C D B B B B B B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 27.1 C 30.4 C 16.5 B 14.9 B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 26.1 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.87 A 1.35 A 1.10 A 0.59 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 31, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing with 

Project - AM
PHF 0.97

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 7:30
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05AM - Existing with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 6 353 90 447 467 112 51 75 247 37 63 21

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

11.0 24.7 39.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.0 5.0
Phase Duration, s 30.0 15.0 45.0 45.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 13.0 11.5 5.7
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.9
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 6 364 93 461 481 115 53 77 255 38 65 22
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 928 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1358 1900 1610 1343 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.4 7.3 4.0 11.0 7.7 3.9 2.1 2.1 9.5 1.5 0.9 0.7
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 0.4 7.3 4.0 11.0 7.7 3.9 3.0 2.1 9.5 3.7 0.9 0.7
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 335 993 442 501 1596 710 660 832 705 636 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.018 0.367 0.210 0.920 0.302 0.163 0.080 0.093 0.361 0.060 0.041 0.031
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 4.6 141.1 71.4 287.8 137.6 63.8 26.8 38.6 145.7 20.7 16.4 11
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.2 5.6 2.9 11.5 5.5 2.6 1.1 1.5 5.8 0.8 0.7 0.4
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 23.8 26.3 25.1 25.8 16.2 15.1 15.3 14.8 16.9 15.9 14.5 14.4
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 1.0 1.1 22.3 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 23.9 27.4 26.2 48.0 16.7 15.6 15.4 14.9 17.2 15.9 14.5 14.4
Level of Service (LOS) C C C D B B B B B B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 27.1 C 30.2 C 16.5 B 14.9 B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 26.0 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.87 A 1.36 A 1.12 A 0.59 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 31, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future - AM PHF 0.97
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 7:30
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05AM - Future.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 11 359 92 456 470 111 50 71 252 68 77 36

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

8.0 27.7 8.0 27.4 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 3.0 4.3 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 7 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.3 2.0 3.0
Phase Duration, s 33.0 12.0 45.0 33.0 12.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 4.0 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 3.1 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 10.0 14.0 5.3 3.2
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.9
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 11 370 95 470 485 114 52 73 260 70 79 37
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 925 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1340 1900 1610 1810 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.8 7.1 3.9 8.0 7.8 3.8 2.5 2.5 12.0 3.3 1.1 1.2
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 0.8 7.1 3.9 8.0 7.8 3.8 2.5 2.5 12.0 3.3 1.1 1.2
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 365 1113 496 476 1596 710 488 578 490 161 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.031 0.332 0.191 0.987 0.304 0.161 0.106 0.127 0.530 0.436 0.050 0.053
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 7.9 135.4 68.6 416.1 139.1 63.2 33.9 48 196.9 65.9 20.1 19
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.3 5.4 2.7 16.6 5.6 2.5 1.4 1.9 7.9 2.6 0.8 0.8
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 21.8 24.0 22.9 28.3 16.2 15.1 22.6 22.6 26.0 38.9 14.5 14.6
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.2 0.8 0.9 37.8 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.7 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 22.0 24.8 23.8 66.1 16.7 15.6 22.7 22.7 27.0 39.6 14.6 14.6
Level of Service (LOS) C C C E B B C C C D B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 24.5 C 38.3 D 25.6 C 24.0 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 31.7 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.88 A 1.37 A 1.12 A 0.64 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 31, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future with 

Project - AM
PHF 0.97

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 7:30
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05AM - Future with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 11 360 92 456 476 121 52 81 252 70 79 36

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

8.0 27.7 8.0 27.4 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 3.0 4.3 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 7 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.3 2.0 3.0
Phase Duration, s 33.0 12.0 45.0 33.0 12.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 4.0 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 3.1 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 10.0 14.0 5.4 3.2
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 2.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 11 371 95 470 491 125 54 84 260 72 81 37
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 920 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1338 1900 1610 1810 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.8 7.1 3.9 8.0 7.9 4.2 2.6 2.9 12.0 3.4 1.2 1.2
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 0.8 7.1 3.9 8.0 7.9 4.2 2.6 2.9 12.0 3.4 1.2 1.2
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 363 1113 496 476 1596 710 487 578 490 161 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.031 0.333 0.191 0.988 0.308 0.176 0.110 0.144 0.530 0.449 0.051 0.053
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 7.9 135.5 68.6 417.1 140.9 69.5 35.3 55.1 196.9 67.9 20.7 19
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.3 5.4 2.7 16.7 5.6 2.8 1.4 2.2 7.9 2.7 0.8 0.8
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 21.8 24.0 22.9 28.3 16.3 15.2 22.7 22.8 26.0 38.9 14.6 14.6
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.2 0.8 0.9 38.1 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.7 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 22.0 24.8 23.8 66.4 16.8 15.8 22.8 22.9 27.0 39.6 14.6 14.6
Level of Service (LOS) C C C E B B C C C D B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 24.6 C 38.1 D 25.6 C 24.1 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 31.6 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.88 A 1.38 A 1.14 A 0.64 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Sep 1, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future with 

Project + 
Improvements -
AM

PHF 0.97

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 7:30
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05AM - Future with Project + Improvements.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 11 360 92 456 476 121 52 81 252 70 79 36

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

17.0 37.7 6.0 10.4 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 3.0 4.3 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 7 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.3 2.0 3.0
Phase Duration, s 43.0 21.0 64.0 16.0 10.0 26.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 4.0 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 3.1 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 13.7 12.4 5.5 3.6
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.01

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 11 371 95 470 491 125 54 84 260 72 81 37
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 920 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1338 1900 1610 1810 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 0.7 6.0 3.3 11.7 4.9 2.6 3.3 3.7 10.4 3.5 1.6 1.6
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 0.7 6.0 3.3 11.7 4.9 2.6 3.3 3.7 10.4 3.5 1.6 1.6
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.63 0.65 0.65 0.12 0.12 0.30 0.07 0.23 0.23
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 465 1515 674 784 2359 1050 235 220 490 121 820 365
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.024 0.245 0.141 0.600 0.208 0.119 0.229 0.380 0.530 0.598 0.099 0.102
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 6.3 107.8 54.4 179.9 71.3 35.6 48 75.8 196.9 76.9 30.7 28.3
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.3 4.3 2.2 7.2 2.9 1.4 1.9 3.0 7.9 3.1 1.2 1.1
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 15.4 16.9 16.1 9.0 6.3 5.9 36.7 36.8 26.0 40.8 27.5 27.5
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.1 0.4 0.4 1.3 0.2 0.2 0.5 1.1 1.1 5.6 0.1 0.1
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 15.5 17.3 16.6 10.2 6.5 6.1 37.2 37.9 27.0 46.4 27.6 27.7
Level of Service (LOS) B B B B A A D D C D C C
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 17.1 B 8.1 A 30.7 C 34.7 C
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 16.6 B

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.88 A 1.38 A 1.14 A 0.64 A



Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Streets Version 7.8.5 Generated: 9/1/2021 3:07:07 PM



HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 10, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing - PM PHF 0.97
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05PM - Existing.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 16 532 97 391 457 32 112 56 533 75 89 29

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

11.0 24.7 39.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.0 5.0
Phase Duration, s 30.0 15.0 45.0 45.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 13.0 28.2 6.7
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 4.1
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 0.24 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 16 548 100 403 471 33 115 58 549 77 92 30
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 937 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1325 1900 1610 1367 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 1.2 11.7 4.3 11.0 7.5 1.1 5.0 1.6 26.2 3.1 1.3 1.0
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 1.2 11.7 4.3 11.0 7.5 1.1 6.3 1.6 26.2 4.7 1.3 1.0
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 337 993 442 427 1596 710 641 832 705 654 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.049 0.552 0.226 0.943 0.295 0.046 0.180 0.069 0.780 0.118 0.058 0.042
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 12.3 219.5 77.4 273.8 134.6 17.2 62.8 28.4 374.6 42.6 23.4 15.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.5 8.8 3.1 11.0 5.4 0.7 2.5 1.1 15.0 1.7 0.9 0.6
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 24.1 27.9 25.3 25.3 16.2 14.4 16.4 14.7 21.6 16.0 14.6 14.5
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.3 2.2 1.2 29.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 5.6 0.1 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 24.4 30.1 26.4 54.8 16.6 14.5 16.5 14.7 27.2 16.1 14.6 14.5
Level of Service (LOS) C C C D B B B B C B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 29.4 C 33.5 C 24.5 C 15.2 B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 28.3 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.04 A 1.24 A 1.68 B 0.65 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Aug 31, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Existing with 

Project - PM
PHF 0.97

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2021 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05PM - Existing with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 16 538 99 391 459 35 113 59 533 85 99 29

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

11.0 24.7 39.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.0 5.0
Phase Duration, s 30.0 15.0 45.0 45.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 13.0 28.2 7.3
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 4.2
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 0.25 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 16 555 102 403 473 36 116 61 549 88 102 30
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 935 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1313 1900 1610 1363 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 1.2 11.8 4.4 11.0 7.6 1.2 5.1 1.7 26.2 3.6 1.5 1.0
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 1.2 11.8 4.4 11.0 7.6 1.2 6.5 1.7 26.2 5.3 1.5 1.0
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 337 993 442 425 1596 710 633 832 705 651 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.049 0.559 0.231 0.948 0.297 0.051 0.184 0.073 0.780 0.135 0.064 0.042
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 12.3 222.1 79.2 277.7 134.9 18.8 63.7 30 374.6 48.8 26.1 15.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 0.5 8.9 3.2 11.1 5.4 0.8 2.5 1.2 15.0 2.0 1.0 0.6
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 24.1 28.0 25.3 25.4 16.2 14.4 16.5 14.7 21.6 16.2 14.6 14.5
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.3 2.3 1.2 30.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 5.6 0.1 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 24.4 30.2 26.5 56.0 16.6 14.5 16.7 14.7 27.2 16.3 14.7 14.5
Level of Service (LOS) C C C E B B B B C B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 29.5 C 33.9 C 24.5 C 15.3 B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 28.4 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.04 A 1.24 A 1.69 B 0.67 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Sep 1, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future - PM PHF 0.97
Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05PM - Future.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 33 543 99 399 466 56 114 74 544 216 101 40

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

8.0 27.7 8.0 27.4 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 3.0 4.3 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 7 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.3 2.0 3.0
Phase Duration, s 33.0 12.0 45.0 33.0 12.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 4.0 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 3.1 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 10.0 29.4 10.0 3.5
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 34 560 102 411 480 58 118 76 561 223 104 41
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 929 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1311 1900 1610 1810 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 2.4 11.4 4.2 8.0 7.7 1.9 6.2 2.6 27.4 8.0 1.5 1.3
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 2.4 11.4 4.2 8.0 7.7 1.9 6.2 2.6 27.4 8.0 1.5 1.3
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 366 1113 496 397 1596 710 479 578 490 161 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.093 0.503 0.206 1.036 0.301 0.081 0.245 0.132 1.144 1.384 0.066 0.059
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 24.5 212.5 74.3 404.6 137.6 30.6 81.9 50.1 790.1 515.7 26.6 21.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 1.0 8.5 3.0 16.2 5.5 1.2 3.3 2.0 31.6 20.6 1.1 0.8
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 22.4 25.5 23.0 28.1 16.2 14.6 23.9 22.7 31.3 41.0 14.6 14.6
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.5 1.6 0.9 54.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.1 86.6 206.7 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 22.9 27.1 24.0 82.8 16.7 14.8 24.2 22.8 117.9 247.7 14.7 14.6
Level of Service (LOS) C C C F B B C C F F B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 26.5 C 45.2 D 93.7 F 155.7 F
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 68.4 E

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.06 A 1.27 A 1.73 B 0.79 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Sep 1, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future with 

Project - PM
PHF 0.97

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05PM - Future with Project.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 33 549 101 399 468 59 115 77 544 226 111 40

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

8.0 27.7 8.0 27.4 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 3.0 4.3 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 7 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.3 2.0 3.0
Phase Duration, s 33.0 12.0 45.0 33.0 12.0 45.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 4.0 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 3.1 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 10.0 29.4 10.0 3.7
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 34 566 104 411 482 61 119 79 561 233 114 41
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 927 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1298 1900 1610 1810 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 2.4 11.6 4.3 8.0 7.7 2.0 6.3 2.7 27.4 8.0 1.7 1.3
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 2.4 11.6 4.3 8.0 7.7 2.0 6.3 2.7 27.4 8.0 1.7 1.3
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.44 0.44
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 365 1113 496 395 1596 710 475 578 490 161 1584 705
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.093 0.508 0.210 1.042 0.302 0.086 0.249 0.137 1.144 1.449 0.072 0.059
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 24.5 215 75.9 409.4 138.2 32.4 82.8 52.3 790.1 562.5 29.3 21.2
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 1.0 8.6 3.0 16.4 5.5 1.3 3.3 2.1 31.6 22.5 1.2 0.8
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 22.4 25.6 23.1 28.1 16.2 14.6 24.0 22.7 31.3 41.0 14.7 14.6
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.5 1.7 1.0 56.6 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.1 86.6 233.1 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 22.9 27.2 24.0 84.7 16.7 14.8 24.2 22.8 117.9 274.1 14.7 14.6
Level of Service (LOS) C C C F B B C C F F B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 26.5 C 45.9 D 93.3 F 170.2 F
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 71.1 E

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.07 A 1.28 A 1.74 B 0.81 A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency Linscott, Law & Greenspan Duration, h 0.250
Analyst JAS Analysis Date Sep 1, 2021 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles Time Period Future with 

Project + 
Improvements -
PM

PHF 0.97

Urban Street Roscoe Boulevard Analysis Year 2023 Analysis Period 1> 17:00
Intersection Fallbrook / Roscoe File Name 05PM - Future with Project + Improvements.xus
Project Description Fallbrook Point

Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 33 549 101 399 468 59 115 77 544 226 111 40

Signal Information

Green
Yellow
Red

20.0 20.7 14.0 16.4 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.3 3.0 4.3 0.0 0.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Cycle, s 90.0 Reference Phase 2
Offset, s 0 Reference Point End
Uncoordinated No Simult. Gap E/W On
Force Mode Fixed Simult. Gap N/S On

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 6 5 2 8 7 4
Case Number 5.3 1.0 3.0 5.3 2.0 3.0
Phase Duration, s 26.0 24.0 50.0 22.0 18.0 40.0
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s 5.3 4.0 5.3 5.6 4.0 5.6
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.2 3.1 4.2
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s 15.9 18.4 13.2 3.8
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 1 6 16 5 2 12 3 8 18 7 4 14
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 34 566 104 411 482 61 119 79 561 233 114 41
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln 927 1809 1610 1810 1809 1610 1298 1900 1610 1810 1809 1610
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s 2.6 12.9 4.8 13.9 7.0 1.8 7.4 3.2 16.4 11.2 1.8 1.5
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s 2.6 12.9 4.8 13.9 7.0 1.8 7.4 3.2 16.4 11.2 1.8 1.5
Green Ratio ( g/C ) 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.47 0.50 0.50 0.18 0.18 0.40 0.16 0.38 0.38
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 293 832 370 557 1797 800 317 346 651 281 1383 615
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.116 0.680 0.281 0.739 0.269 0.076 0.374 0.229 0.861 0.828 0.083 0.067
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 95 th percentile) 28.2 245.5 88.3 250 119.9 28.2 102 64.4 436 255.5 33 23.9
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 95 th percentile) 1.1 9.8 3.5 10.0 4.8 1.1 4.1 2.6 17.4 10.2 1.3 1.0
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh 27.7 31.6 28.5 18.2 13.2 11.8 33.1 31.4 24.5 36.8 17.7 17.6
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.8 4.5 1.9 5.2 0.4 0.2 0.7 0.3 11.4 17.2 0.0 0.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 28.5 36.1 30.4 23.4 13.5 12.0 33.9 31.7 35.8 54.0 17.8 17.7
Level of Service (LOS) C D C C B B C C D D B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 34.9 C 17.7 B 35.1 D 39.5 D
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 29.7 C

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.30 B 2.30 B 2.45 B 2.45 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.07 A 1.28 A 1.74 B 0.81 A
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