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Attn:  Mr. Rich Hall | MAY 19 2011

Re:  Geotechnical Investigation & Recommendations
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Fairfax, California

Introduction

This letter summarizes our geotechnical investigation for the proposed grocery store
improvements project in Fairfax, California. The site {ocation is shown on Figure 1, Site Map. Our
work is being performed in accordance with our Agreement for Professional Services dated
October 15, 2010. We understand the project consists of upgrading the existing vacant grocery
store. The improvements include the construction of a new 1,500-gallon grease trap, structural
improvements to the grocery store, and parking lot improvements. _

Regional Seismicity & Geology

The regional topography is characterized by northwest-southeast trending mountain ridges and
intervening valleys that were formed by movement between the North American and the Pacific
Plates. Continued deformation and erosion during the late Tertiary and Quaternary Age (the
last several million years) formed the prominent Marin coastal ridges and the inland depression
that is now the San Francisco Bay. The more recent seismic activity within the Coast Range
Geomorphic Province is concentrated along the San Andreas Fault-zone, a complex group of

generally north to northwest trending faults.

Regional geclogic mapping1 shows the site is located near a geologic contact between alluvial
and colluvial soils. Alluviai soils consist of gravel, sand and silt that are poorly to moderately-
sorted and deposited via streams and rivers. Colluvium generally consists of poorly sorted
clays, sands, and gravels deposited due to the weathering of nearby slopes.

Site Conditions

The site is relatively flat, gently sloping to the southeast, and is currently developed with an
abandoned grocery store and parking areas, as shown on Figure 2, Site Plan. An approximate
8-foot tall cut slope inclined at approximately 1.5:1 (honzonta! vertical) is located to the narth of
the existing structure. The asphalt paved parking lot is located to the east and west of the
existing structure. The asphalt i is in poor condition, most fikely due to age heavy traffic Ioadmg

and surface water intrusion.

! California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, “Geology for Planning: Central
and Southeast Marin County, California,” DMG Open File Report 76-2, 1976
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Document Review

We reviewed a Geotechnical Investigation performed by Anderson & Associates, Inc. dated
January 18, 2008. Anderson & Associates explored subsurface conditions two soif borings in the
general vicinity of the existing grocery store, as shown on Figure 2. Based on the boring logs, the
subsurface soils consist of varying layers of stiff sandy silts, stiff sandy clays, and very dense silty
sands. Bedrock was observed in Boring 2 at 10-feet below the ground surface. Groundwater was
not observed during Anderson & Associates’ subsurface exploration. Copies of Anderson &
Associates' boring logs are presented on Figures 3 and 4.

Subsurface Exploration and Laboratory Testing

We performed a subsurface exploratlon on October 27, 2010 with four pavement cores in the
parking area and two shallow borings excavated inside the grocery store. The approximate
locations of our subsurface exploration are shown on Figure 2. '

The pavement cores were drilled in the existing asphait parking fot. Bulk samples of the upper 2-
feet of subgrade material was collected and composited into one sample. The composite sample
was tested to determine the R-value of the subgrade material. The result of the R-Value test is
presented on Figure 5 and a summary of our pavement coring is presented below in Table A:

TABLE A
Pavement Core Results
Fairfax Grocery Store Improvements
Fairfax, California

Core # AC' Thickness  AB® Thickness Subgrade

B-1 7.0-inches®  6.0-inches Sandy Clay {CL)
damp, low plasticity

B-2 7.0-inches 5.0-inches Sandy Clay (CL)
damp, fow plas_ticity

B-3 6.0-inches 4.0-inches Sandy Clay (CL)
_ _ damp, low plasticity
B4 5.5-inches 9.5-inches  Clay with Sand (CL)

damp, medium to high plasticity

Notes:
1. Asphalt Concrete

2. Aggregate Baserock
3. Alayer of fabric was observed 3-inches below the top of the asphait elevation. This lnd:cates

the original section consisted of 4-inches of asphalt and was later overlaid with 3-inches of |
asphalt.
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Two shallow borings were excavated inside the existing building beneath the existing concrete
slab-on-grade. The subsurface conditions consisted of a 4.5-inch concrete slab overlying a 1.5 to

2.0-feet of medium dense clayey sand fill material. Stiff, silty sand with gravel colluvium was
observed underlying the fill.

Select soil samples were obtained from our borings for Iaboratory' testing. Laboratory testing
included, dry density, moisture content, and unconfined compressive strength tests of selected
sampies. The results of our laboratory tests are presented on Table B below

TABLEB
Laboratory Test Results
Fairfax Grocery Store Improvements
Fairfax, Califomia

Boring Soil Ty'ge - Depth Moisture Content Dry Density uce!

B-5 Clayey Sand (SC)  0.5-fest 16.6% 110 pef -—

B-5 Clayey Sand (SC) - 1.5-feet 16.3% 99 pcf 450 psf

B-5 Silty Sand (SM) 2.0-feet 15.7% 99 pctf 500 psf

B-6 Clayey Sand (SC)  1.0-feet 14.6% 106 pcf 450 psf

B-6 Silty Sand (SM) 1.5-feet 16.0% 107 pcf 750 psf

B-6 Silty Sand (SM) 2.0-feet . . 16.8% 110 pcf 1750 psf
Note:

1. Unconfined Compressive Strength

Geologic Hazards

We have reviewed and evaluated various geologic hazards that may impact the project sité
including; fault surface rupture, seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, seismic induced ground
settlement, lurching, erosion, flooding, expansive soils, settlement, and slope stabilty. We
concluded that the only significant geologic hazard that affects the site is seismic ground shaking.

The potential for strong seismic shaking at the project site is high. The San Andreas Fault, San
Gregorio and Hayward Fauits present the highest potential for severe ground shaking. The
significant adverse impact associated with strong seismic shaking is potential damage to
structures and improvements. Recommended mitigation measures include designing new
structures in accordance with the provisions of the California Building Code (CBC), as dlscussed
in the Seismic Design sectlon of this letter. :

Conclusions and Recommendatlons

We jUdgé that the proposed pavement and store improvements are feasible from a geotechnical
standpoint. The primary geotechnical engineering concerns for the project are strong ground
shaking during future earthquakes and prowdmg uniform foundatlon support.
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Site Grading

We do not anticipate significant fills will be required for the proposed improvements. However,
site preparation and grading should conform to the following recommendations and criteria:

1. Surface Preparation — Saw cut and remove existing pavement from areas that will be
within the construction site. Excavate loose soil to expose firm natural soils. Any construction
debris or abandoned utilities encountered during site grading should be removed from the site.
Utilities could also be abandoned in place in many cases provided cement grout completely fills
any void in the utility. Rocks or concrete pieces larger than & inches encountered during subgrade
preparation or site grading should be removed from the site. ,

2, Materials ~ Clean, non-expansive soil and rock mixtures generated from on-site
excavations may be suitable for use as fill provided the material is well mixed, maximum particle
sizes are less than 6 inches, -and have a maximum Pl of 20. Processing will include removal
and/or crushing of rock, mixing and moisture conditioning as described below.

if imported fill is required, the material shall consist of soil and rock mixtures that: (1) are free of
organic material, (2) have a Liquid Limit less than 40 and a Plasticity Index of less than 20, 3)
have a minimum R-Value of 20, and (4) have a maximum particle size of 4 inches. Any imported
fill material needs to be tested to determine its suitability for use as fill material,

3. Compacted Fill = Where fills or structures are planned, the subgrade surface should be
scarified to a depth of 8 inches, moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content and
compacted to a minimum of 90 percent refative compaction1. In areas that will be paved the
subgrade should be compacted to 85 percent relative compaction and to a firm and unyielding

surface.

4, Excavation_Conditions — Based on the subsurface conditions encountered during our
field exploration, it is our opinion that most of the planned excavations can be accomplished
with conventional grading equipment (ie. large dozer, backhoe, or excavator). The
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has promulgated rules for Excavations,
28 CFR Part 1926, October 31, 1989. OSHA dictates allowable slope configurations and
minimum shoring requirements based on categorized soil types. In conformance with OSHA's
categorization, the on-site clayey fill and colluvial soils would classify as "Type C". The
contractor may elect to use a variety of shoring configurations, but his operations must conform
to Federal and State OSHA regulations. - Additionally, it should be made clear that the safety of
construction excavations, slopes, construction operations, and personnel are the sole

responsibility of the Contractor.

! Relative compaction refers to the ratio in percent of the in-situ dry density to the maximum laboratory.
density. The maximum laboratory dry density and optimum moisture content of fill materials should be
determined in accordance with ASTM Test Method D-1557, "Moisture-Density Relations of Soils and Soil- _
Aggregate Mixtures Using a 10-lb, Rammer and 18-in, Drop".
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Seismic Design

Mitigation of seismic ground shaking, at a minimum, includes seismic design of the structure in
conformance with provisions of the California Building Code (CBC). Based on the interpreted
subsurface conditions, and closest fault type and distance, we recommend the following CBC

Coefficients to calculate the design base shear of the proposed improvements.

TABLE C
2007 CBC Seismic Design Factors
Fairfax Grocery Store Improvements
Fairfax, California

Factor Name Coefficient CBC Table' Site Specific Value
Site Class A SA.B,C.D,E, or 1613.5.2 ) SDZ
Spectral Acc. (short) S 1613.5.1 1509
Spectral Acc. {1-sec) 5, 1613.5.1 065g
Site Coefficient® Fa - 1613.53(1) 1.0
Site Coefficient Fv 1613.5.3 (2) 1.5

(1)  For facilities regulated by the Division of the State Architect — Structural Safety (DSA-
§8), the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD), or other
agencies (e.g. schools, hospitals, etc.) use the “A” equations and tables in lieu of the
equations and tables noted above. "Slte specific” values in the table apply to ail

structures.

(2) Soil Profile Type Sp Description: Stiff Soil, Shear Wave Velocity between 600 (180) and
1200 (365) feet per second (m/s), Standard Penetration Test N vaiue between 15 and .
50, and Undrained Shear Strength between 1000 (50) and 2000 (100) psf (kPa). -

Foundations

We understand the Structural Engineer will utilize the existing concrete slab-on-grade to support
the new structural upgrades. Based on our subsurface exploration, the existing concrete siab-on-
grade is approximately 4.5-inches thick. The Structural Engineer should utilize the concrete slab-
on-grade design recommendations given in Table D below to verify the structural integrity of the
existing structure. If new foundations are required, they should be designed utlllzmg the shallow

foundation design cntena given in Table D.
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TABLE D
Congcrete Slab-on-Grade Design Criteria
_ Fairfax Grocery Store improvements
Fairfax, California

Mat Slab ,
Minimum thickness: 4 inches
Modulus of Subgrade Reaction, k.: : 125 pei
Minimum unsupported interior span: B feet
Minimum unsupported edge(comer) cantilever: 4 feet

Shallow Foundations ‘ :

Minimum Width': 12 inches
Minimum Depth: , S 12 inches
Allowable Bearing Pressure ‘ 1,500 psf
Lateral Passive Resistance®: 200 pcf

Base Friction Coefficient. 0.30

1 Size footing widths to avoid significantly different foundation pressures.

2. Dead plus live loads. Can increase values by 1/3 for total loads including seismic.

3. The ultimate shallow bearing capacnty for the fill and Bay Mud is 3,000 and 1,500 psf,
respectively.

4 Neglect upper 6-inches unless concrete or asphalt surfacing emsts adjacent to foundat;on
5 Equivalent Fluid Pressure, not to exceed 2,000 psf. :

We observed a highly deteriorated layer of plastic underlying the existing concrete slab followed
by an approximate 6-inch layer of sand. Presumably, this section acted as the original vapor
barrier when the structure was originally constructed, however based on our observations we
cannot confirm its effectiveness of inhibiting moisture intrusion through the concrete slab.

Current construction practices utilize water-based adhesives to attach flooring to a concrete
siab. Any water that may infiltrate through the concrete slab may de-laminate flooring tiles
attached with a water based adhesive. Therefore, to improve the performance of the flooring,
we recommend a water sezlant be applied to the concrete slab prior to placing a water based
adhesive. Consultation with the flooring manufacturer is recommended.

Subsurface Structures

We understand a subsurface 1,500 'géilon grease interceptor will be constructed on-site. The
walls of the interceptor should be designed to reSIst the |ateral soil and hydrostatic pressures given

below on Table E.
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TABLE E
Lateral Earth Pressures
Fairfax Grocery Store Improvements
Fairfax, California

Restrained Earth Pressure Pressure’?: 60 pcf
Lateral Passive Resistance: 200 pcf
Hydrostatic Pressure'?; , 63 pcf
Earthquake Surcharge 3*: 11 x H psf

Notes ' o

1. Equivalent Fluid Fressure, assumes small rotation can occur at the top of the wall.

2. Assumes rotation cannot occur at the top of the wall.’

3. Assume water level begins 5-feet below the ground surface. Hydrostatic pressure may be
neglected if subsurface drainage is provided. _

4. Rectangular Pressure Distribution. H = wall height in feet. :

5. Resuitant force acts at a distance of 0.6 * H feet above the base. . The factor of safety for

short-term seismic conditions can be reduced to 1.0 or greater.

' Asphalt Pavement Recommendations

Reportedly, the asphalt parking lot was constructed approximately 20 to 30-years ago. - Currently,
the asphalt is in poor condition with significant cracking and areas of significant wear. We
understand the pavement will be improved as part of the grocery store improvements project.
Various options to repair the parking lot are described below:

Option 1 — Slurry/Chip Seal: The parking lot may be overlain with a layer of slurry or chip seal.
This is the least costly of the options that will effectively cover the existing cracks in the pavement.
However, the slumy seal will not-add structural strength to the existing pavement section,
Additionally, this option will not allow for any site grading that may be required to improve the
- drainage conditions. The failed pavement areas should be re-constructed prior to applying the
slurry seal. The addition of a slurry/chip seal is not a long term mitigation, cracks may occur within
a couple of years after constructlon

- Option 2 — Asphalt Over!ay The existing asphalt parking lot may be overlaid to improve its current
performance. The overlay will consist of grinding the upper 2-inches of existing asphait and
replacing with new asphait. Localized complete removal of aspha!t will be required in areas that

have experienced severe cracking.

This option will slightly improve the performance of the pérkihg iot. However, reflection cracking
may still surface over time. To further improve performance, a pavement fabric such as Glassgrid
may be placed prior to the new asphait The glass grid will reduce the amount of reflection cracks

that wifl form.

Option 3 — New Asphalt Section: The most robust option is to completely replace the existing
asphalt section. Typically, asphalt pavement sections are designed utilizing two variable, the R-
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Value (a measure of the subgrade resistance) and the Traffic Index (a measure of the amount of
daily traffic). We back calcutated the existing pavement section based on the R-Value results and
determined the existing pavement section is rated for a traffic index of 5.0. Typically auto parking
stalls should have a minimum Traffic index (T)) of 5.0 and the drive aisles and loading docks
should be designed with a minimum Ti of 6.0 or 7.0.

We have caiculated pavement sections for the prolect site in accordance with Caltrans
procedures for flexible pavement design utilizing various TI's. The results of the R-Value test
indicate the subgrade soils may be designed with an R-Value of 13. However, due to variable
fill materials, a design R- Vaiue of 10 was utilized to develop pavement demgn sections,
Additionally, based on Caltrans' recommendations placing a biaxial geogrid (i.e., Tensar BX
1200, or approved equivalent) on a properly prepared subgrade the R-Value of the subgrade
may be increased to 20. The resulting supplemental pavement sections are presented on Tab!e
A below,

TABLE A
ASPHALT PAVEMENT SECTION
Fairfax Grocery
Fairfax, California

_ Biaxial Geogrid Included
Asphait Aggregate Asphalt Aggregate

Tl Concrete Base Rock Concrete Base Rock
5.0 3.0 inches 9.0 inches 3.0 inches 8.0 inches
6.0 35inches 12.0inches 3.5inches  10.0inches
70 4.0inches  150inches 4.0 inches 12.0 inches

To thin the asphalt section, the 1-inch of asphalt equals 2-inches of aggregate baserock rule may
be applied. For example 3-inches of asphalt over S-inches of aggregated baserock (total
thickness of 12-inches) may be reduced to 5-inches of asphalt over 5-inches of aggregate
baserock (total thickness of 10-inches).

The Aggregate Base should conform to‘ Caltrans Class 2 Aggregate Base, Section 26 of the
Caltrans Standard Specifications. The base rock shall be placed in layers on a properly prepared
and fim and unyielding subgrade as described in the previously discussed grading
recommendations. The Class 2 Aggregate Base Rock shall be compacted to at least 95 percent
relative compaction. Additionally, the Class 2 Aggregate Base section should be firm and
unyleld;ng under heavy constructlon equipment.

¥ California Department of Transportation, “Guide for designing Subgrade Enhancement Geotextiles,”
April 28, 2009 .



Mifler Pagific

ENGINEERING GR CUP

Fairfax Center Properties, LLC o November 3, 2010
Page 9 ' :

Supplemental Geotechnical Services

We must review the plans and specifications for the project when'they are nearing completion to
confirm that the intent of our geotechnical recommendations has been incorporated and provide

supplemental recommendations, if needed.

During construction, we need to observe and/or test site preparation and grading. We also need
to observe foundation excavations for the structures and associated improvements to confirm that
the soils encountered during construction are consistent with the design criteria.

We hope this addresses your concemns at thls time. Please do not hesﬂate to contact us with any
questions or concemns. ‘

Very truly yours, : _
MILLER PACIFIC ENGINEERING GROUP o : - . REVIEWEDBY

Benjamin S. Pappas Scott Stephens
Geotechnical Engineer No. 2786 Geotechnical Engineer No. 2398
{Expires 9/30/12) (Expires 6/30/11)

2 copies submitted
Attachments: Figures 1 through 5

cc: Mike Brown, Brown & Brown Construction
(3 copies)
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BUILDING ENERGY ANALYSIS REPORT / TyTLE 74

| MAY 19 2011

Good Earth Natural Foods
720 Center Blvd.
Fairfax, CA _

Report Prepared by:
David L. Morgan
Red Tape Express
6015 Bear Creek Court
- Elk Grove, CA 95758
" (916)690-0312

‘Job Number:
- LED211A1
" Date:
4/17/2011

_The EnsrgyPro cof_nputer program has been used to perform the caleulations summarized in this compliance report. This program has approval and is
- authorized by the California Energy Commission for useé with bath the Residential and Nonresidential 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.

This program develeped by EnergySoft, L1.C — www.energysoft.com.

_EnergyPro 5.1 by EhefgySoﬂ Usgr Number: 1294 RunCode: 2011-04-177'18:59:44 1D: LED211A1
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52 Wright Brothers Avenue, Livermore, California 94551-949¢
lelephone: (408) 436-B880  Fax (408) 435-8302
Contractors License No. 493271

CDM

444 Airport Bivd Ste 203
- Watsonville CA 95076.
RE: Title 24 Standards

“ ATN:l Joﬁn F;ry

~ We are sending this notice to inform you that our Design of the Mechanical HVAC System
for Good Earth Market, located in Fairfax, California, will be in accordance with SMACNA
standards, as well as California Title 24 standards. All work shall be completed in

accordance with all applicable government and iocal codes. : S

Thank you,

RV S
A _rﬁf/‘*‘:i '
b L

| David L. Chavez
President

WWW.DELCONHVAC.COM



CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE (Part 1 of 4).

LTG-1C

Project Name' Date
Good Earth Natural Foods . : 4/17/2011
Project Address . Climate Zone ) Total Cond. Floor Area | Unconditioned Floor Area |.
720 Center Bivd. Fam’ax 2 : 22,848 - 0 ‘
GENERAL INFORMATION _ ' _
Building Type: - 14 WNonresidential 0 High-Rise Residential [0 Hotel/Motel Guest Room

[ School L3 ggtlgzatable Fublic g Conditioned Spaces O Unconditioned Spaces
Phase of Construction: [ New Constructaon (] Addmon - O Alteration
Method of Compliance: [ Complete Building . ) AreaCategory @~ LI Tailored
'Documentation Author's Declaration Statement
| certify that this Cemficate of Compliance documentation is’ accurate and cumplete
Name

B DavidL. Moman
Company -
C RedTape Express 172011 ,

Address ) R ’ : S N ) ) : CEA# o 4 C

6015 Baar Crogk Court S _ CEPE # - llc‘?‘?cm
GﬂylStataIZIp - — | Phone -

. ElkGrove, CA95758 , (916) 690-0312

lighting design.

The Principal L!ghting Deslgner s Deciarat!on Statement
©« | am eligible under Division 3 of the Cahforma Business and Professional Code {0 accept responsibility for the

+ This Certificate of Compliance zdentrfses the hghtmg features and performance specrfrcatlons required for
compliance with Title 24, Pages 1 and 6 of the California Code of Regulations.

»  The design features represented on this Certificate of Compliance are consistent with the information provided
to document this design on the other applicable compliance forms, worksheets, calculations, plans and
specmcatrons submitted to the enforcement agency for approval with this building permit application.

',Indicata location on bullding plans of Mandaiory Measures Nota Biock

LiG!-}TiNG COMPLIANCE FORMS & WORKSHEETS (check box if worksheets is lncluded
For detatled instructions on the use of this and all Energy tfficiancy Standards compilance forms; please refer to the Nonresir.lential Manual pubiished

Name Signature
Company Phane |

Address License #
cztyIStatefﬁp — Dats -

‘Lighting Mandatory Measures -See Electncal Drawmgs -

| by the California Energy Comrmission.
LTG-1C Pages 1 through 4 Certificate of Cumpllance ‘All Pages required on pians for ali submittals
LTG-2C ‘ 'Lighting Controls Credit Worksheet
A Lwteac 0 * Indoor Lighting Power Allowance
| O LTG-4C Pages 1 through 4 * Tailored Method Worksheet '
[J LTG-5C Pages1and?2 Line Voltage Track Lighting Worksheet

Eneum 5.1 by EnégySoft User Number, 1204 RunCode: 2011-04-17T18:59.:44 1D: LED211AT-
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CERT!F!CATE OF COMPLIANCE (Part 2 of 4) | LTG-1C

Project Name Date
Good Earth Natural Foods : 4/17/2011
INDOOR LIGHT ING SCHEDULE and FIELD INSPEC'HON ENERGY CHECKLIST - -
Instaﬂation Certificate, L‘I‘G-i- INST (Retain a copy and verify form is complsted and signed.) Field Inspector | |
Certificate of Acceptance, LTG-2A and LTG-3A (Retain a copy and verify form is completed and sugnsd ) Fieid Inspector O

A separate Lighting Schedule Must Be Filled Qut for Conditioned and Unconditioned Spaces installed Lighting Power listed on
this Lighting Scheduls is only for:

CONDITIONED SPACE ' ' ‘ I UNCONDITIONED SPACE
" The actual indoar li I‘ghtmg power listed below includes all installed permanent and ponable lighting sys!arns in accordance
with §146(a).

Only for offices: Up to the first 0.2 watts per square foot of portable Itghting shall not be required fo be included in the -
B - caleulation of actual indoor lighting power density in accordance with the Exception to- §146(a) All portable lighting in excess of
0.2 watts per square foot is totaled below. :

- Luminaire (Type, Lamps, Ballasts) : . Installed Watts
A B _ . lec] » E | F |l G | H
- o . ‘ How watlage T i
Was determined
e ~
: S N
CNone | - o P s gL CEC gg f_’g '83
o _ Complete Luminaire Description’ 2E DI_f‘f?‘“" 8 @ é | E& |
: - . {i.e, 3 lamp fluorescent troftar, - . 23 rom . <2 32 3. E =
 Tag __F3278, one dimimable electronic ballasis) ] NA& ]
A |{4) 4 7 Fluorescent T8 Rapid Start Elec ' 1180, M - O 17| 20
B |12-LEDS . - : ' 140} H 4 100
C  |45wperfTrackLight - I 450 | o 121
D |45wperft Track Light : 45.0 M | 90
F 45w perfi Track Light : 450, © m] 214
G | 45w per ft Track Light o _ _ 450, B ju 4]
‘H  |(3) 4 A Fluorescent T8 Rap:d Start Eloc RS _ 7 g0l HE ] 17
I |(4) 4 #t Fluorescent T8 Rapid Start Elec = . . . 1180 B O 14
11 |(2) 4t Flugrescent T8 Rapid Start Elec N 59.0 @] 3
J - |(1} 26w Compact Flucrescent o o o .. 28D o 16
K |(2) 40w Compact Fluorescent ' 76.0 - m 6
L |(2)2RU-Tube T8 Elec - ' o 59.0 O T
M | {4) 26w Compact Fiuorescent _ _ - - 1120 nl 4
"N |(1) 26w Compact Fiuorescent - C - 28.0 [ 4
O  |(2) 4 Rt Fluorescent T8 Rapid Start Elec. ' 59.0 = 2
P (4) 26w Compact Fiucrescent - _ Co1120] B 0 1
R |(2) 4 # Fluorescent T8 Repid Start Elec . ' _ se0| B a 21
'8 (341t Flbora_scenr T8 Rapid Start Elec ' . 89.0 ' a 9
Z. | 1200 watt Decorative Lighting by Owner -1 12000) 0 1
' ' ' (] ]
Instailed Watts Page Total:
o o | : o Installed Watts Buliding Total |
Building total number of pages: ' o (Sum of all pages) |
' ' Enter into LTG-1C Page 4. of4 | 34846

1. Wattage shall be detemmined according to Sectlon 130 (d and ). Wanaga shall ha rating of light fixture, not rating of bulb.
2. I Fail then describe on Page 2 of the Inspection Checklist Form and take apprapriate action to correct. Verify building plans if necessary.

EnangyPro 5.1 by EnergySoft {Jser Number; 1294 RunCode:; 2011-04-17T718:59:44 ID: LEDZ211A1 : " Page 4 of 14



CERTIF!CATE OF COMPLIANCE - ~ (Part 3 of 4) | LTG-1C

Project Name : . ‘ Date
Good Earth Natural Foods . 4/17/2011
‘INDOOH L!GHTING SCHEDULE and FIELD INSPECTION ENERGY CHECKLIST :

Fillin controls for all spaces: a) area controls, b} multi-level controls, ¢) manual daylighting controls for daylit areas > 250 ft2,
automatic daylighting controls for daylit areas > 2,500 %, d) shut-off controls, e} display lighting controls, f) tailored lighting controls —
general lighting controfled separatsly from display, ornamental and display case lighting and g) demand responsive automatic
controls for retail stores > 50,000 ft%, in accordance with Section 131. .

MANDATORY LIGHTING CONTROLS - FIELD II_NISPECTION ENERGY CHECKLIST

Number L - -] Special -

'f'ypel Description ) of Units ~__Location in Building Features

jpooooooooooooonoooopriooo

| SPECIAL FEATURES INSPECTION CHECKLIST (See Page 2 of 4 of LTG-1C)

The local enforcement agency should pay special attention to the items specified in this checklist. These items require special written
justification and documentation, and specia! verification. The Jocal enforcement agency determines the adequacy of the justification,
and may reject a building or design that otherwisé complses based on the adequacy of the specnal ]ustlﬁcatlon and documentation
submitted.”

{ Fieid Inspector's Notes or Discrepancies:

uénargyPro 5.1 by Energy’Soft User Number: 1294 RunCoda: 2011-04-17718:59.44 iD: LED211A1 _15399 50f 14



CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE _ " (Pari4ofd) __ LTG-C

Project Name ‘ ) : : Date
Good Earth Natural Foods S 4/17/2011
CONDITIONED AND UNCONDITIONED SPACE LEGHT!NG MUST NOT BE COMBINED FOR COMPLIANCE
indoor Lightlng Powaer for Conditloned Spaces - indoor Lighting Power for Unconditioned Spaces
Watts _ ‘ Watls

Installed Lighting 32846 Installed Lighting 0
{from Conditioned |.TG-1C, Page 2) ) . " {from Unconditioned LTG-1C, Page 2) ) '
Lighting Control Credit : _ o{ Lighting Control Credit . 0
.Conditioned Spaces (fmm LTG~20) ) . : Unconditioned Spaces (from LTG-2C)

| Adjusted Installed - _ c = 32845] Adiusted Installed ’ I 0
Lighting Power . : ) ’ Lighting Power - ’
‘Complies if Installed < Allowed | -1 | compliesifInstalied < Allowed o )
AHowed Lighting Power " 34272 Allowed Lighting Power 0
Conditioned Spaces {from LTG—SC or PERF 1) ) Ungonditioned Spaces (from LTG-3C)
Required Accaptanca Tests R ‘
Designer:

This formi is to be usaed by the designer and attached o the plans. Listed below is the acceptance tast for the nghting system,
LTG-2A and L.TG-3A. The designer Is required to check:the acceptance tests and list all control devices serving the building or space |
shalt be certified as meeting the Acceptance Requirements for Code Compliance. If all the [ighting system or control of a certain type
requires a test, list the different lighting and the number of systems. The NATY Section in the Appendix of the Nonresidential
Reference Appendices Manual describes the test. Sinca this form will: be part of the plans, completion of this section will allow the
‘responsible party to budget for the scope of work appropnateiy Forms can be grouped by type of Luminaire controllad

Enforcement Agency:

Systems Accaptanca Before Occupancy Permit is granted for a newly constructed building or space or when ever new Ilghting
system with controls Is installed in the building or space shall be certified as meeting the Acceptance Requirements,

The LTG-2A and LTG-3A forms are not considered complete forms and are not {o be accepted by the enforcement agency uniess
the boxes are checked and/or filled and signed. In addition, a Certificate of Acceptance forms shail be submitted to the enforcement
agency that certifies plans, specifications, instaliation certificates, and operating and maintenance information meet the requirements
of §10—163(b) of Title 24 Part 6. The field inspector must receive the properly filled out and signed forms before the building can
receive final occupancy. A copy of the LTG-2A and LTG-3A for each different lighting luminaire control(s) must be provided to the

owner of the buﬂd:ng for their records.

S : ) o LTG-2A and
L.uminaires Controlled o - . LTG-3A
’ S o Contrals and

: Sensors and
Number of : _ Automatic -
. Luminairas o Daylighting Controls
_Equipment Requiring Testing | - - Description ) controlled : Location Acceptance

o|ojojojojojojo|oic|oo|ooioo

EnergyPro 5.1 by EnergySof . Lser Number: 1294 RunCode: 2011-04-17T18:59:44 1D: LED211A1 - ' Page 6 of 14



IN DOOR LIGHTING POWER ALLOWANCE : ‘ - LTG-3C
Project Name ' Date
Golod Earth Natural Foods ' 4}1 772011

ALLOWED LIGHTING POWER (Chose One Method)
A Separate LTG-3C must be filled out for Cenditioned and Uncondltloned Spaces lndoor Laghtang Power Allowances listed on th:s

page are only for:
M CONDITIONED SPACES : - O UNCONDETIONED SPACES -

COMPLETE BUILDING METHOD

" T WATTS COMPLETE ALLOWED
BUILDING CATEGORY (From §14e Table 146-E) PER(f') | X | BLDG.AREA | = | WATTS
|ome Bidg Gracery . 1800 | 0 22848) | . 34,272
R - TOTALS |
N L . . _AREA WATTS
AREA CATEGORY METHOD
WATTS | | ALLOWED
BUILDING GATEGORY {From §146 Table 146-F) PER() | X | Areat? |=| WATTS
TOTALS
: : ~ AREA . WATTS
TAILORED METHOD . _
Total Allowed Watls using the Tailored Method taken from LTG-4C (Page 1 of 4) Row 3

- Tha indoor lighting power allowance using the Tailored Mathod of compliance shall be datarmmed using the LTG 4C set of forms. A separate set of LTG-
4C forms shall be filled out for CONDITIONED and UNCONDITIONED spaces

EnergyPro 5.1 by EnergySoft __User Number, 1294 RunCode: 2011-04-17T18:59:44 1D LEDZT 141 Page 7 of 14



LIGHTING MANDATORY MEASURES NONRESIDENTIAL

LTG-MM

Projact Nama
Good Earth Natural Foods

Date
4/17/2011

Indoor Lighting Measures:

§131(d): Shut-off Controls -

1,

For every fioor, all interior lighting systems shall be equped with a separate automatic control to shut off the lighting.
This automatic control shall meet the requirements of Section 119 and may be an occupancy sensor, automatac time
switch, or other device capable of automatically shutting off the lighting.

Override for Buiiding Lighting Shut-off. The automatic buﬂdmg shut-off system is provided with a manual, accessible

2 override switch in sight of the lights. The area of override is not fo exceed 5,000 square feet. -

§119(hy: Automatic Control Devices Certified: All automatic control devices specified are certmed all alternate equipment shall

SV be certified and installed as directed by the manufacturer.

§111: Fluorescent Ballast and Luminaires Certified: Al ﬂuorescent fixtures specified for the project are certified and listed in the

" Directory. All installed fixtures shall be centified. .

§131(a): Individual Room/Area Controls: Each room and area in thas building is equ:pped with a separate switch or occupancy
o - sensor device for each area with floor-to-ceiling walls.

. Uniform Reduction for individual Rooms:  All rooms and areas greater than 100 square feet and more than 0.8 watts
§131(b): per square foot of lighting load shali be controlled with-bi-level swntchmg for umforrn reduct:on of lighting within the

raom.

§131(c):

“Daylight Area Control: AEI rooms with windows and skylights that are greater than 250 square feet and that allow for

the effective use of daylight in the area shall have 50% of the lamps in each daylit area controlled by a separate switch;
or the effective use of daylight cannot be accomplishéd because the windows are continuously shaded by a bmtd:ng on

- §131(c):

_the adjacent lot. Diagram of shading during different times of the year is included on plans.

D:Sp!ay Lughtmg Dispiay leghtmg shall be separate!y switched on circuits that are 20 amps or less.6.

Outdoor Lightmg Measures:_

Mandatory lighting power determination for medium base sockets without permanently installed ballasts

§130(c)1:
' §132(a): All permanently installed luminaires with lamps rated over 100 Watts either have a'lamp efflcacy of at jeast 60 lumens
per Watt or are controlled by a motion sensor.
§132(b): All Luminaires with lamps rated greater than 175 Watts i in hardscape area, including parking Iots. building entrances,
' " canopies, and all outdoor sales areas meet the Cutoff Requirements.
§132(c)1:  All permanently mstalled-outdoor lighting meets the control requlrements listed.
C §132(c): -Building facades, parking !ots, garages canoples and outdoor sales areas meet the Multi-Level Lsghnng Requ:rements

listed.

'E'nergyPro 5.1 by ‘E‘nergySaﬂ
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE (Part10f4)  OLTG-1C

Project Name s Date

Good Earth Natural Foods 4/17/2011
Project Address o o : . Total Hluminated Area
720 Center Bivd. Fairfax, CA - S T - : 59,159
GENERAL INFORMATION ' _

Phase of Construction: [ New Construction 0O Addition O Alteration

Documentation Author’'s Dec!aration Statement

| certify that this Certificate of Compliance documentation is accurate and ccmplete o _ .
| Name ‘ _ : Signatu '
. " David L. Morgan : . o ‘ ‘

Company - . , - Date . ~

Red Tape Exprass : . . ] ) 4/17/2011
Address — ' . — ' CEA# -
a . - 6015 Bear Creek Court - - '| CEPE # ' ﬁ%ﬁ
ClylSiatelZip. .~ R R T — o
S Elk Grove, CA 95758 . . o (918) 690-0312

Princlpal Ltghting Designer s Deciaration Statement :
.* | am eligible under Division 3 of the Cahfornla Business and Professmnal Code to accept responsm:laty for the
. lighting design. -. _ -

s This Certificate of Complaance |dent|f;es the Ilghting features and performance specnf ications requ&red for
comphance with Title 24, Pages 1 and 6 of the California Cade of Regulations.

» The design features represented on this Certificate of Compliance are consistent with the information prowded
to document this design on the other applicable compiiance forms, worksheets, calculations, plans and
specifications submitted to the enforcement agency for approval with this building permit appircataon

Name . _ . '. o . ' ' S.ign'aiura
Company o . : _ Phone
Addrass ) | o ' ,- — ' License #
cny/siatamp — T T — Bale

Prlncipal Lighting Designer s-Declaration

EI | cartify that this Certlflcate of Compliance documematton is accurate and complete, and accounts for all outdoor

lighting power, including building mounted, pole mounted, as well as all other lighting designed for the site, and that

| Additional Lighting Power Allowances for Specific Applications or Additional nghtmg Power Allowances for Ordinance-
Requirements have not been couhted more than one time for the same area, in accordance wnth Saction 147 of the

Standards :

Outdoor Lighting Mandatory Measures - | . I
Indicate locatlon on building plans of Mgndatory Measures Nole Block: See .Electncai Drawmgs

LIGHTING COMPLIANCE FORMS & WORKSHEETS (check box If worksheets Is Included)

[For detaiied instructions on the use of this and all Enargy Etficiency Standards compliance forms; please refer to the Nonresidential Manuai pubfished
by the California Energy Commissian.

A oLrg-1c Certificate of Compliance. All 4 pages required on plans for all submittals.

'm ‘ OHLTG-:ZC "(Pages 1 of 3) Lighting Wattage Allowances for Genarai Hardscape, Sales Frontage, or Omamental Lightmg Optionai on .
: : plans.

_m OLTG-2C - (Pages 2 of 3) Lighting Wattage Aflowance for Per Apphcai:on or Per Area. Opliona! on plans,

[0 oOLTG-2C " (Pages 3 of 3) Additional Lighting Power Allowance for Ordinance Requirements. Optional on plans.

EnergyPro 5.1 by EnergySoft ' User Number: 1294° RunCode; 2011-94-171’1&:59:44 1D: LED211A1 . Page 9 of 14



(Part 2 of 4)

CERTIFICATE OF COM PLIANCE OLTG-1C
Project Name Date
Gojod Earth Natural Foods 4/17/2011

COMPLIANCE FIXTURE / LIGHTING CONTROL SCHEDULE and FIELD INSPEGT!ON CHECKLIST :
INSTALLATION CERTIFICATE, OLTG-1INST (Retain a copy and varily form is completed and signed.) ]
CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE, OLTG-2A (Retaina copy and verity form is completed and signed.)

Luminaire Schedule L " Installed Watts
A B : C D E F G H
. : o How wattage
- B was determined.
% E -G %
=4 : . £
1 £ 52 £ g 2 5 8 s

Luminaire Description & aE = pot £ @l g 5 B

Name or See footnoté below - - ‘52| gE 8 | B |6es| EBE | Sx

item o , 58| 85| 8 | 321825 55 | &

Tag (i.e.: 1 lamp pole-top shoe-box 400 watt metal halide) | * - wo L= - - =
AA 1 150w High Presstire Sodium : 170.0f O ] ] 12| 2,040
- BB . |(2) 150w High Pressure Sodium - 340.0) O M| - 6| 2040
Y | 150w High Pressure Sodium oo o | w] 7| 1190
‘U |(2) 35w Halogen 70.0{ - M 0O 8 560
v |(2) 26w Compact Fluorescent 60|l O 1 A o .7 397
W. | (1) 26w Compact Fluorescent 280 [ ] 0 9 252
X__|(1) 26w Compact Fiuorescent 200 O |8 | O 5 140
T (14K Fluorescenr T8 Rapid Start Elec 300 1 M 0 40 1,200

. _ 0 ] 0 B
Enter total into OLTG-1C; Page 4 of 4: Row H; Total Installed Watts: 7,814

-1. Type of luminaire (i..: post top, wall pack, surface, shoe box); for non-incandescent luminaires, indicate nominal lamp wattage and lamp type (i.e.:
fluorescent, incandescent, BID); ballast type. {i.e.; electronic or magnetlc). number of lamps and number of ballasts per iuminaire. For incandascent

| luminaires, the luminaire wattags listed in column D shall be the maximum relamping rated wattage on a psrmanent factory-instailed label on the
luminaire, NOT the wattage of the lamp (bulb) used, in accordance with Section 130(d or &).

2. if Fail then describe on Page 2 of the Inspection Checklist Form and take appropnate action to correct, Venfy bunlding p!ans if necassary.

EXEMPT LUMINAIRES e .
Name or Symbol Description of exem;:t lummaires in accurdance wi!h §1 47
I MANDATORY CONTROLS 1eiQ Ins :
# Description Location R # Description I;qca!ion

SPECIAL FEATURES INSPECTION CHECKLIST (See Page 2 of 4 of OLTG-1C)

The lacal enforiement agency should pay speciat attention to the items specified in this checklist. These items require special written justification and
documentation, and special verification. The local enforcement atfengy determines the adequacy of the justification, and may reject a building or '
design that otherwise complies bas#4 on the adequacy of thespecial 1usaﬁcaﬂon and documamation subrhitted.

Filed Inspector Notes or Disérepancies: -

User Number; 1294 1D: LED211A1
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.

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE ________ (Paridof4)  OLTG-1C

Project Name : R -1 Date

Good Earth Natural Foods : ' - 4/17/2011
A. OUTDOOR LIGHTING ZONE -~ o -
OUTDOOR LIGHTINGZONE: O OLZ 1 b OLz2 OLZ 3 O 0OlZz4

Is the Outdoor Lighting Zone: _Defaultin accordance with §10-114,or - [0 Amended by JHA

Complete the information below if the default Outdoor Lighting Zone has been amended by the local jurisdiction having authority

(JHA): . . : B ‘ . _ , . : _

O Thesiteisa Qovetnment designated park, recreational area, wildiife preserve, or portion thereof, and has been designated as-
LZ2 or LZ3, in accordance with Table 10-114-A, because the site is contained within such a zone.

O The local jurisdiction having authority has officially adopted a change to the State Default Lighting Zone and has notified the
Energy Commission by providing the materials required in §10-114{(d) to the Executive Director. . ‘

o The adopted change is posted on the Energy Commission website.

B._ADDITIONAL LIGHTING POWER ALLOWANGE FOR ORDINANCE REQUIHEMENTS )

Are additional lighting power allowances for ordinance in Table 147-C used? 0 .Yes B No

Complete the information below if additional lighting power allowances for ordinance requirements are used:

‘[3' The local jurisdiction having authority has officially adbpteci specific outdoor iight levels, which are expressed as average or

' minimum footcandle levels, by following a public process that aliowed for formal public notification, review, and comment about
the proposed change.. _ T _ : , o o

O The local jurisdiction having authority which adepted specific outdoor light levels and has notified the Commission by providing.
the following materials required §10-114{f) to the Executive Director. _ : :

[C._ACCEPTANCE FORMS
Required Acceptance Tests
Designer: .

This form is to be used by the designer and attached to the plans. Listed below is the acceptance test for the Lighting system,
OLTG-2A. The designer is required to check the acceptance tests and list all control devices serving the building or space shall be
certified as meeting the Acceptance Requirements for Code Compliance. If all the lighting system ‘or controt of a certain type requires

a test, list the different lighting and the number of systems. The NA7 Section in the Appendix of the Nonresidential Reference '
Appendices Manual describes the test. Since this form will be part of the plans, completion of this section will allow the responsible--

party to budget for the scope of work appropriately. Forms can be grouped by type of Luminaire controiled.
Enforcement Agency: ' - ‘

Systems Acceptance. Before Occupancy Permit is granted for a newly constructed building or space or when ever new lighting
system with controls.is installed in the building or space shall be certified as meeting the Acceptance Requirements. '

The OLTG-2A form is not considered a complete form and is not to be accepted by the enforcement agency uniess the boxes are
checked and/or filled and signed: In addition, a Certificate of Acceptance forms shal! be submitted to the enforcement agency that.
certifies plans, specifications, instaliation certificates, and operating and maintenance information meet the requirements of -
§10-103(b) of Title 24 Part 6.-The field inspector must receive the properly fililed out and signed forms before the building can receive
final occupancy. A copy of the OLTG-2A for each different lighting Juminaire control(s) must be provided to the owner of the building

for their records. "

Certificate of Acceptance

Luminaites Controlled - - OLTG-2A'
Qty. of : .

: o Like ' Qutdoor Lighting
Equipment Requiring Testing ) Description Controls ) Location Acceptance Tests

1. insert: OMS for Outdaor Motion Sensor; OLSC for Outdoor Lighting Shutoff Controls; OP tor Outdoor Photocontrol; ATS for

| Astronomical Time Switch; and, STS for Standard {non-astronomical) Time Switch acceptance.

EnérgyPro 5.1 by EnergySoft__User Number: 1294 RunCode: 2011-04-17718:59:44 . ID: LED211A1 Page.ﬂdf 74



- CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE o (Part 4 of 4) OLTG-1C
Project Name - Date -
Good Earth Natural Foods 4/17/2011
ALLOWED AND INSTALLED OUTDOOR LIGHTING POWER _
' Lighting Wattage
_ : : Power Allowance.
A Lighting power allowance for general hardscape : '
' {from OLTG-2C Page 1 of 3) 8,023
_ B Specific application hghtmg wattage aflowance per unit length
(from OLTG-2C Page 1 of 3) 0
' c | Specific application lighting wattage allowance for ornamentaf l:ghtmg :
{from OLTG-2C Page 1 of 3) 0
D ‘ Specific application lighting wattage altowance per. apphcataon
' {from OLTG-2C Page 2 of 3) ' _ _ 0}
E*V Specitic application lighting wattage allowance per area .
' | (from OLTG-2C Page 20f3) 1,256
E ‘ Specific application llghtmg wattage allowance for ord:nance requwements
‘ | {(from OLTG-2C Page 3 of 3) o
G Total A!lowed Wattage =3um of rows A through F: ~ 9.279
H Total installed watts {from Compliance Fixture Schadule, o
(from OLTG 2C Page 1 of 3) 7,814
Compiies if wattage in row H is less than or equal to the wattages in row G Yes ; ONo

EnergyPro 5.1 by EnergySofi _ User Number. 1294 RunCode: 2011-04-17118:59:44 1D: LED211A1
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**  TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR
GOOD EARTH MARKET
Fairfax, California

- INTRODUCTION

. This report summarizes KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. analysis of the potential traffic impacts
associated with development of the Good Earth Market proposed in Fairfax, California. As

- currently envisioned, the project involves relocation of the existing Good Earth Market from its
current site at Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Claus Drive to a currently vacant building at Center Blvd / -
Pastori Avenue. The proposed project will increase the size of the store from its current 8,400 sf'to a
new total of 21,000 sf. Access to the new store will be via driveways on Center Blvd and Pastori
Avenue. The location of the project site is presented in Figure 1, while the layout of the project site
is Figure 2. ' - : ' - S

‘Study Scope. The purpose of this analysis is to present an assessment of potential project specific
and short term cumulative traffic impacts associated with the project and to suggest feasible
measures for mitigating identified impacts. The analysis includes evaluation of existing circulation
conditions in the area based on current weekday am. and p.m. peak hour traffic. The characteristics
of the proposed project have been determined in-comparison to the current store operation, including
estimated trip generation plus the directional distribution and assignment of project traffic. The net
increase in traffic accompanying the new project has been identified, and by superimposing project
trips onto existing traffic volumes; the impact of project traffic on operating conditions of streets and
intersections in the area of the store have been identified. S _

This report also considers the impacts of the project within the context of short term future
conditions. The “Adjusted Year 2016” horizon assumes adjustment to current traffic volumes to
account for seasonal traffic variation and to address background growth occurring in S years. Future
traffic volume’ forecasts” were developed using the Marin County countywide travel demand
forecasting model. ‘

Six existing intersections and seven roadway segments were identified for investigation during the
study scoping process. "The study intersections include: ' ' ' :

1. Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Claus Drive

2. Broadway / Bolinas Road

3. SirFrancis Drake Blvd / Pacheco Avenue
4. Center Blvd/ Pacheco Avenue -~
5. Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Pastori Avenue

6. CenterBlvd / Pastori Avenue

- Traffic hmpact Analysis Page ]
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The roadway segments addressed in this report were:

1. Sir Francis Drake Blvd from Claus Drive to Pacheco Avenue
2. Sir Francis Drake Blvd from Pacheco Avenue fo Pastori Avenue
3. Sir Francis Drake Blvd from Pastori Avenue to San Anselmo Avenue
-4.. Center Blvd from Pacheco Avenue to Pastori Avenue , -
- 5. Center Blvd from Pastori Avenue to San Anselmo Avenue
6. Pastori Avenue from Sir Francis Drake Blvd to Center Blvd

The analysis also considers the project’s potential impacts to alternative transportation modes,
including facilities serving pedestrians, cyclists and transit users.

Traffic Impact Analysis . ' ' : . ‘ Page 2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY / RECOMMENDATIONS

Existing Conditions. Under existing conditions, the intersections on the major street system

adjacent to the proposed project deliver peak hour traffic conditions that meet adopted Town of

Fairfax minimum standard for Level of Service (LOS). Based on analysis of new weekday peak

hour traffic counts made in January 2011, the two signalized intersections on Sir Francis Drake

Blvd at Claus Drive and at Pastori Avenue operate at LOS C and LOS B, respectively. The three
~all-way stop controlled intersections on Center Blvd at Bolinas Road, Pacheco Avenue and

Paston Avenue operate at LOS C, C-D and B-C respectively. At the unsignalized intersection of -
- -Sir Francis Drake  Blvd / Pacheco  Avenue motorists waiting to ‘turn left onito Sir Francis Drake
Blvd experience long delays that are indicative of LOS F. '

Trafficcounts conducted in January 2011 indicated that Sir Francis Drake Blvd carries 16,215

vehicles per day east of Claus Drive, with this volume increasing to 20,460 in the area east of
Pastori Avenue. The daily traffic volume on Center Blvd ranges from 9,985 between Pacheco
Avenue and Pastori Avenue to 9,380 east of Pastori Avenue. Pastori Avenue carries 1,980

vehicles per day between Sir Francis Drake Blvd and Center Blvd. -

Non-automnotive facilities have been identified. " Bicycle lanes exist on Center Blvd from
-Pacheco Avenue to Pastori Avenue, and these lanes are connected through the Pastori Avenue
intersection to the Lansdale Avenue bicycle route. Sidewalks exist on both sides of Center Blvd
west of Pastori Aventue and on Sit Francis Drake Blvd east and west (north side only) of Pastori
- Avenue. Today sidewalks do not exist on Pastori Avenue, but a new 5’ west side sidewalk is
. included in the Town’s CIP and will be installed by the Town as the Good Earth project
proceeds. 2 _ R
- Project Characteristics. The proposed project involves replacement of a 8,400 sf market with a
21,200 sf store. Based on data provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), the
larger store could generate 2,811 vehicle trip ends each day, with 36% of those trips attracted to
the site from the stream of traffic already passing on Sir Francis Drake or Center Blvd. While
the new store would generate more traffic than the existing store, on a daily basis the larger store
~ is only expected to add a total of 548 new daily trip ends onto Fairfax streets (i.e., 274 inbound
and 274 outbound). '

The Good Earth Market would continue to attract patrons from Fairfax and from neighboring
- Marin. County communities.-- Based on census data for locations within the markets trade area it
is expected that the store’s traffic will be most heavily oriented to the east (70%).

Project Impacts Traffic Impacts. The net trips generated by this project (project trips less
traffic from existing Good Earth Market) were superimposed onto the Year 2011 background
~condition, and. "Existing. plus  Project” . traffic conditions were identified to determine the -
significance of project impacts. Development of the project does not result in any new locations

exceeding the Town’s LOS D tninimum standard.

| Project Acqéss. Motorists trying to exit by tuming left from the eastern parking lot driveways

‘Mﬂ'iclmpaa:dna.])wis- : o . EEP Page 5
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~may find their route blocked by traffic queuing at adjoining intersections. The simplest
corrective actions are recotmmended, and these include moving the Pastori Avenue driveway as
far from Sir Francis Drake Blvd as js practical (i.e., 20 feet from Sir Francis Drake Blvd) and
signing both of the two driveways from the east pérking lot as “right turn only”.

Project Impacts to Alternative Transportation Modes. The praject would increase vehicular
traffic. through the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection in the area of the unique link
between the Center Blvd bike lanes and the Lansdale Avenue bicycle route. However, the
increase in traffic accompanying the project is not great enough to significantly increase
automobile / bicycle conflicts, o S : -

The project will add vehicular traffic on Pastori Aven_ue where s_idew"élks do not exist. However,
this deficiency will be corrected by the Town of Fairfax which will install a 5° concrete sidewalk
on the west side of the street in 2011 before the new store is operational.

Existing Plus Project Mitigation Measures. The project will mitigate its immediate impacts
* by implementing the flowing measures: : :

1. Sign the two exits from the eastern parking lot as “right turn only™.
2. Move the Pastori Avenue driveway as far to the south from Sir Francis Drake Blvd as is
feasible (i.e., 20 feet from Sir Francis Drake Blvd). &
3. -Provide on-site bicycle parking facilities, including rack space for 20 bicycles. Provide a
Bike Rider Rest Station, air pump, and area bike trail map as indicated on the Landscape
- Plan, . . . . , :

- Adjusted Year 2016 Conditions. The volume of traffic on study area roads may increase under
the Adjusted Year 2016 future condition, regardless of the development of the proposed project.
- The best available data suggests that “Average” traffic volumes adjusted to account for seasonal
variation could be 8% higher than the volumes observed in January 2011. While comparison of
.. year 2007 and year 2011 traffic counts suggest that récent count trends are actually downward
- due to the current economic climate, the Marin County regional travel demand model suggests .
that year 2016 volume might be 5% higher than year 2011 volumes if long term trends are
realized. Adjusted Year 2016 background volumes were created by applying these two growth .
rates.’ T ' ’ I

. Two intersections would approach. or exceed the limits of the Town’s LOS D threshold during--
 peak traffic hours under Adjusted Year 2016 conditions without the proposed project. - The
“Broadway / Center Blvd / Pacheco Avenue iiitersection would reach LOS E in the p.m. peak
hour, and the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection would reach LOS D-E. It is likely
that the standard would be exceeded for a portion of the p.m. peak hour and would remain within
standard for the balance of the day. Each location would require a capacity improvement suchas -~
signalization or reconstruction as a roundabout intersection in order to satisfy the minimum LOS

D standard. Due to its proximity to Central Blvd, the Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Pacheco Avenue

- intersection would require the same control as the Center Bivd intersection. '

Traffic Impact Analysis Page §
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Additional analysis, including evaluation of right of way, would be needed before traffic signals
or a roundabout intersection would be recommended. Traffic signals can create their own safety
-issues, and may not be consistent with the character of the community.

The 'addition of project traffic would exacerbate the background traffic conditions forecasts for

. the Year 2016, and the Level of Service at each of these intersections would reach LOS F
. whether the existing Good Earth Market is re-used or not. The improvements required to deliver
L.OS D would not change. | - S : ' |

'Year 2016 Mitigation Measures. The project will mitigate its traffic impacts by comipleting the
following mitigation measures, : o

4. If the Town affirms traffic signals or alternative improvement as part of its long term
circulation plan, then.the Good Earth Market project shall contribute its “fair share” to
the cost of improving the three intersections where L.OS deficiencies are projected in
Year 2016. The fair share should be based on the project’s traffic as a percentage of the

 total volume occurring in the future. The net new trips generated by the project are 4.2%
of the total traffic through the Broadway / Center Blvd / Pacheco Avenne intersection
under Adjusted Year 2016 condition. For example, the project should contribute 4.2% of
_the cost of signalizing the Pacheco Avenue intersections on Center Blvd and on Sir
Francis Drake Blvd, which is estimated at roughly $500,000. Thus, the project’s fair
share is $21,000. The net riew trips generated by the Good Earth Market project 9.1% of
the total traffic through the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection under Adjusted

Year 2016 condition. The -cost of -signalizing this intersection is roughly $250,000, -
 making the project’s share $22.750 ~ © oo Ny S s

- Traffic Impact dAnalysis Page?
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EXISTING SETTING =

This report section describes current traffic volume levels and accompanying traffic operations on
the roadways and intersections within the study area; _ .

Existing Sﬁ'éet System

Regional access to the both the current and proposed Good Earth Market occurs via important
regional roads such ds Sir F rancis Drake Blvd, Broadway, Center Blvd and Bolinas Avenue. Direct
access to the project site occurs via Pastori Avenue and Center Blvd. The text that follows describes -
these facilities. - S A ‘ o SO ' S

Sir Francis Drake Blvd. Sir Francis Drake Blvd is an important east-west route serving Marin
County. Sir Francis Drake Blvd originates at an interchange on 1-580 at the Richmond-San Rafael
. Bridge and continues westerly under US 101 for about 4 miles to Fairfax.. Sir Francis Drake Bivd
then extends_anothei?ﬁ"mﬂes to the west into Golden Gate National Recreation Area,

Within the Town of Fairfax Sir Francis Drake Blvd is designated a two lane Arterial street (General |
Plan Table C-1) with auxiliary turn lanes at major intersections. Sidewalks are available along most
of the street, but sidewalk is absent on the south side of Sir Francis Drake Blvd from Pacheco
Avenue to Pastori Avenue due to adjoining topography. On-street parking is permitted east of
Pastori Avenue but is prohibited in the area from Pacheco Avenue to Pastori Avenue. The posted
speed limit on Sir Francis Drake Blvd is 25 mph in the vicinity of the proposed project. B

Broadway — Center Blvd. Broadway and Center Blvd are designated Arterial streets in the Fairfax

* General Plan. “These streets run parallel to and south of Sir Francis Drake Blvd through Fairfax.
Broadway begins on an intersection with Sir Francis Drake Blvd at the northemn end of Fairfax’s
downtown core and continues easterly for about % mile to the Pacheco Avenue intersection. Center
Blvd begins at that intersection, extends easterly along the project’s frontage and then continues for

~ about 1 mile beyond Pastori Avenue to the Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Red Hill Avenue intersectionin
San Anselmo. : A ' _ S o

In the vicinity of the proposed Good Earth Market, Center Blvd is a two lane street. This portion of
Center Blvd was recently reconstructed. Sidewalks (10 to 15 feet wide}) are present on both sides of -
the street and bike lanes (4 feet wide) are striped in both directions. On-street parki_ng is permitt_ed.

- The posted speed limit on Center Blvd is 25 mph.-..

Bolinas Road. Bolinas Road is designated an Arterial street in the Fairfax General Plan and links
Fairfax with Highway 1. Within the downtown area Bolinas Street is a two lane street with on-street
Jparking permitted and sidewalks are present. ' : ‘ ‘
Pastori Avenue. Pastori Avenue is a local street that links Sir Francis Drake Blvd with Center Blvd
in eastem Fairfax. South of Center Blvd Pastori Avenue continues into the Marin Town and
Country Clubsite. =~ .~ -~ | i B . '

- Traffic Impact dnalysis " Page8§ ‘
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Pastori ‘Avenue is a two lane street along the project frontage.  Sidewalks are lifited to the area
immediately adjoining Center Blvd, although an unpaved area on the east side of the street is
available. The street is too narrow for striped bike lanes, and on-street parking is prohibited. The
prima facia speed limit on Pastori Avenue is 25 mph. ~

Pacheco Avenue. Pacheco Avenue is a collector / local street which connects Sir Francis Drake
Blvd with Broadway - Center Blvd in the area immediately west of the project site. This connection
is only 40 feet long, but two lanes are provided in each direction. Pacheco Avenue continues
. southerly from Center Blvd into an existing residential neighborhood. S

Belle Avenue. Belle Avenue is a local street that provides access to the residential area immediately
east of Pastori Avenue. Belle Avenue extends east to an intersection with Kent Avenue, which in
turn intersects Sir Francis Drake Blvd at a signalized intersection. Like many local streets in Fairfax,
Belle Avenue is narrow, and on-street parking is permitted on only one side {north) of the street.
Sidewalk also exists on the north side of the street. :

Lansdale Avenue and Belmont Avenue. Lansdale Avenue and Belmont Avenue are local streets
that run parallel to and are immediately adjacent to Center Blvd in the area east of Pastori Avenue.
Belmont Avenue ends about 750 feet east of Pastori Avenue, but Lansdale Avenue extends into San
Anselmo where the route continues as San Anselmo Avenue. Each street intersects Pastori Avenue
in close proximity to Center Blvd, which. teguires motorists to coordinate their movement with
vehicles using that major intersection. “There are no sidewalks on either street, but on-street parking
is permitted on one side. -~ - - - ' e : '

Existing Daily Traffic Volumes

New 24 hour weekday traffic counts were made on study area streets in January 2011. The results

of these traffic counts are noted in Table 1. Daily traffic volumes can vary from day to day, and the

actual volumes are often rounded off to account for this variation. In this case, the counts have only

been rounded to the nearest 5 vehicles rather than to the nearest 100 vehicles to best address the
incremental change associated with the project. o e

: TABLE 1
--DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Stret . . |From ..  [Te | Dﬁ,&’?
| sir Francis Drake Bivd Claus Drive - * | Pacheco Avenue 16215
| Sir Francis Drake Blvd Pacheco Avenue Pastori Avenue 19,015
Sir Francis Drake Blvd | Pastori Avenue - Butterfield Road 20,460
1 Center Blvd | Pacheco Avenue | - ?éstori Avenue ‘ 9,985
Center Blvd ' Pastori Avenue 1 San Anselmo Avenue 9,389
Pastori Avenue ’ | Sir Francis Drake Blvd Center Blvd 1,950
Traffic Impact Amaﬁm‘s "Page9
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Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

To evaluate the quality of existing traffic conditions and provide a basis for evaluating project
impacts, new a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic counts were made by the consultant at study
intersections in January 2011. The weekday am. and p.m. peak hours were selected as being
representative of typical "worst case" background traffic conditions. Weekday peak hour traffic
counts made in January / February are the basis for the Town’s 2010 General Plan Update and the
+ 2010 Parkade Area Circulation Plan. The traffic volumes observed in 2011 are presented in Figure
3. o E _ - :

Vehicular traffic volumes on major roads are generally less on weekends than on weekday. In
Fairfax the amount of pedestrian and bicycle traffic in the downtown area is appreciably greater on
weekends than on weekdays. :

Traffic Impact Analysis Page 10
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Level of Service: Methodolegy and Standards

"Levels of Service" were determined at study area intersections to quantitatively evaluate traffic
conditions and to provide a basis for comparison of operating conditions with and without project
generated traffic. SR - :

"Level of Service" (LOS) is a quantitative measure of traffic operating conditions whereby a letter
grade "A" through "F" is assigned to an intersection. LOS "A" through "F" represents progressively
worsening traffic conditions. The characteristics associated with the various LOS for intersections
are presented in Table 2. ' -

The Town of F airfax Geﬁefai :P!an Ci_rculati'o_n Element establishes the minimum allowable Level of
Service standard for streets in the community. Level of Service D is the standard.

. TABLE2
LEVEL O¥F SERVICE DEFINITIONS
Level of . . _— . ' .
Service -Signalized Intersection Unsignalized Intersection Roadway (Daily)
"A" Uncongested operations, all queues]Little or no delay. Completely free flow.
clear in a single-signal eycle. Delay < 10 sec/veh, . ‘ .
Delay < 10.0 sec '
- "B" . [Uncongested operations. all queues]Short traffic delays. © = {Free flow, presence oq
clear in a single cycle. o Delay > 10 sec/vehand =~ | other vehicles noticeable.
Delay > 10.0 sec and < 20.0 sec < 15 sec/iveh _
"C" Light cdpgestion, occasional backups Average traffic delays. . . Ability to maneuver. and
on critical approaches. . . .| Delay > 15 sec/veh and select  operating * speed
Delay > 20.0 sec and < 35.0 sec < 25 sec/veh affected.
D" Significant congestions of critical | Long traffic delays. _ Unstable flow, speeds and
approaches but intersection functional. | Delay > 25 sec/veh and - ability to  maneuver
Cars required to wait through more{<35 sec/veh - restricted. ]
than one cycle during short peaks. No . B
|long queues formed. Delay >.35.0 sec| . e
and < 55.0 sec
e Severe congestion with some long Very long traffic_delays, failure,| At or near capacity, flow
' standing queves on critical approaches. | extreme congestion. * | quite unstable,
Blockage of intersection may occur if{ Delay > 35 sec/veh an
traffic signdl does not provide for|< 50 sec/veh )
protected turnitig movements. Traffic] - '
queue may block nearby intersection(s)
upstream of critical approach(es),
Delay > 55.0 sec and < 80.0 sec
"F"  "|Total ™ breakdown, - stop-and-go|Intersection blocked by external [ Forced flow, breakdown.
| operation. . Delay > 80.0 sec foauses. Delay>5S50sec/veh = | - - ‘
1 Sources: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual- "

Traffic Impact Analysis. . Page 12
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~ Levels of Service were calculated for different intersection control types using the applicable
methodology contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. Using the procedures outlined
as follows:

Signalized Intersections. Procedures used for calculating Levels of Service at signalized

intersections are as presented in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 edition. In addition to

traffic volume, these procedures make use of information regarding intersection lanes and traffic
signal timing data to estimate delay by approach and overall delay. '

Unsignalized Intersections. The procedure for calculating the Level of Service at unsignalized

intersections is based on the relative availability of gaps in traffic and the delay experienced for
_each movement that must yield the right-of-way at an intersection. The number of gaps is
related to delay and is a function of the volume and speed of conflicting traffic, type of control
(stop or yield), and qualitative intersection geometrics. Like signalized intersections where
overall traffic operation is described by one Level of Service grade, an overall Level of Service
is calculated for un-signalized intersections. Level of Service can also be calculated for each

movement yielding the right-of-way to others. - :

Traffic Signal Warrants Criteria

While the un-signalized Level of Service may indicate very long delays for some individual
movemeiits (i.e., LOS "E") traffic conditions are generally not assumed to be unacceptable
unless a significant number of motorists are delayed. For this analysis, the satisfaction of traffic
signal warrants has been used to suggest the significance of un-signalized Level of Service.
- Meeting one or more signal warrants may signify that an intersection could benefit from the
installation-of a traffic signal, but it does not mean that"installing a signal is the only. way to
mitigate unacceptable operations. It is often possible to improve an intersection with additional
lanes or improved geometrics so that signalization is not necessary. In other cases, accepting a
short period of less-than-idea motor vehicle traffic operations, e.g., one hour, may be acceptable.
The signal warrant criteria employed for this study are those presented in the California edition
of the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CMUT S

It s important to note that satisfying peak hour traffic signal warrants, as is the criteria for traffic
impact analysis, does not by itself prove that traffic signals are the preferable action at a
particular location. Review. of the other warrants included in the CMUTC is needed, as
signalization can create its own safety problems. - Traffic signals may not be consistent with the

- character of small communities.

Peak Honf Inte;sectioﬁ Ogeratigns _

Curré;;t-Levels of Service. Cu’r_rent,_i-.m. and p.m. peak hour Levels of Service were calculated
- at the study intersections (Refer to the Appendix for calculation worksheets) and are summarized
in Table 3. Current Levels of Service were compared to adopted Town standards to determirie
‘whether existing conditions are satisfactory. ' A

Traffic {mpacr,An&bsis - Page I3

' Good Earth Market, Fuairfax, CA tMarch 1, 2011 l - . . K 5 ﬂ



49

(10T °f youmpy)

YO “ejayo. taysopy yriog poon

I 28og stsApouy jondwy aiffinar
or | oN o) 90z ou oN q oSt doig fem ity MY L0Sed / pAjg oW g
vy g 61 Tu T &b euBis 3AY LOISE] { PAIE eI SIOUEL] IS S
oN oN a 697 oN oN o) st . doig Aem-[iv | aay 0ok / PAIE 303D / Aemprosg
Vv 76 - | 001 . W oL am
:| gEl ,_ o] TL . wnd wiu g -
oN ON, i 968 oN ON 1 reg : wm ys; gN
vy 1 g - {w) :. A3 doig gN {[{esan0)
. o any 023IB / PALE INRI(] SIDURLY IS ¢
ON ON D . 061 ON - ON D 691 - dois Aem-j|y ‘ peay seuijog / Aempeosg 7
T B) £0T LA . 08l ° {eusdts 3ALI(] STIBLD) / PAJG YB3 SPURI] IG '}
ABRQ | AWNOA [ SOT | (eapes) | Aepq | SWNPA T SO (yaaas) fouo) - uopdISIAUY
_ : : Leag . Aejaq uogasIUy ‘
adeiday A uw._zu_é :
SIA STURLIB AL suopeladg JOIN SIUBAIB AL SUGHRIIG
[BudlS JRoH Yuay o [eudlg snofy Yuag -
ANOH WBad “Wd ABOH WEdJ "IV

?

WU_>mmm d0 w..mm\nw\u ZOﬁUEmmMﬁ.Z— MDOE Aviad Uzuhmg
£ m_‘mmdﬂ‘




" As indicated, all study intersections operate with an overall Level of Service of LOS D or better,
but at one intersection the Leve! of Service for some individual turning movements exceed LOS
D. At the Sir Francis Drake Bivd / Pacheco Avenue intersection motorists waiting to make left
turns experience delays that are indicative of LOS F conditions. However, the number. of

* vehicles experiencing LOS F conditions is relatively small (i.e,, 17 am and 21 pm. peak hour
vehicles). . S ‘

. The LeveIs of Servxce under Year 2011 conditions are consistent with those values presented in
other recent studies. Similar Levels of Service are documented in the Town's General Plan
Update Circulation Element and in the Parkade Area Circulation Plan, although the average
delays reponed tn all three studies vary. slightly.

Trafﬁc Slgnal Warrants. The signiﬁcance of existing conditions was also determined relative
to traffic signal warrants. Of the un-signalized intersections, the Broadway / Center Blvd /
Pacheco Avenue intersection approaches but does not reach peak hour traffic volumes satisfying
the minimum requlrements of CMUTCD peak hour warrants. _

' Seasonal Trafﬁc Vanatmn

Traffic study guidelines contained in Town of Fairfax code acknowledge that traffic volumes
may vary throughout the year and suggest that observed volumes should be “adjusted” to
account for seasonal variation. However, the new General Plan Circulation Element’s analy51s
of year 2007 cond:tmns makes use of January ~ February data, and no adjustment was made.

Ata General Plan level the choice of analysis penod is typically made by local agencies based ,
on consideration of the costs of delivering adequate traffic operations. On an annual basis, the
lowest traffic counts in most jurisdictions occur in winter months after the Holiday shopping
season, and the highest volumes typically occur during summer months or during the Holiday
shopping season. However,: few communities base their circulation element goals / polices on
seasonal “peak” conditions as the extra cost of providing improvements ihat are need for peak
. periods.but are not needed for.the majority of the year can be prohibitive. - S

Our research revealed that limited traffic volume data is available to identify. seasonal traffic
variation in the study area. The 2009 Marin County Congestion Management Plan (CMP)
- Update makes use of October — November traffic volume data, but provides.no indication of

seasonal variation and excludes locations in the study area. Am. peak hour traffic data was™
- ‘collected at one study intersection in October 2009 as part of a traffic study conducted for the
- Ross Valley School District. That count identified & total entering traffic volume of 865 vehicles -

at the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection under what might be considered to be an
“average” condition. In comparison, the count in January 2011 at the same location totaled 802
‘vehlcles and the October count was 8% higher than the January count. :

.. The California Department of Transportatlon (Caltrans) provides data regarding vehicle travel on
- state hlghways That data mcludes an estimate of the totai Vehxc}e Miles of Travel (VMT)
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occurring on all state highways on a month by month basis, as noted in Table 4. Review of the
latest available data indicates that total VMT was lowest in January, and that October data was
close to the average for all twelve months. The average value was roughly 8% higher than the
value for J anuary. : :

' TABLE 4
HISTORICAL MONTHLY VEI-IICLE MILES OF TRAVEL 2008
Average PeakMonth Average Month /
January Month Octoher - {August) January
Total Vehicle g , .
Miles (billions) | 13.55 ’ 14.69 14.55 5 15.80 1.084

| Source: California Department of Transportation, Traffic Operations Branch

Jiwww dot ca. gov/hg/tratfops/saferesr/atilate/monthivy VM THIS T L pdf

Based on this data, the intersection volumes observed m January were adjusted upwards by 8% to
reﬂect an- amge conchtlon which accounts for seasonal variation. :

5 __Year F_utm_'e Condit_ions

Traffic study guidelines in Town of Fairfax code suggest that project impacts be evaluated within the
- context of traffic conditions occurring 5 years in the future: Traffic conditions on major streets in-
Fairfax could-be different in the future as a result of completion of development within the Town,
" regional ‘traffic “growth ‘occurring between Marin County communities or the construction of
roadway improvements that may alter local or regional travel patterns. . - :

These issues were discussed with Town staﬁ' and the foilowmg assumptlons were made regarding 5
yeax condmons .

1. There are no approved pro_;ects in eastern Fairfax that would generate traiﬁc and appreciably |
alter weekday peak hour traffic volumes in the study area.

2. Because Fairfax is for the most part “built out” there is relatlveiy lxttle residential
development expected in the near term that would bnng new trafﬁc to the commumty ‘

-3 Whlle various Downtown Fairfax circulation system improvements have been dtscussed ata
~ General Plan level, none have moved to the point of identifying specxﬁc effects on local
traffic volumes. Identification of changes to travel patterns accompanying improvements in
the Bank-Bolmas Road-Elsie Drive-Mono Avenue area is beyond the scope of this traffic
study. - Re-opening the Creek Road bridge to Dominga Avenue has been discussed, and
while this action could increase traffic on Pacheco Avenue, public opinion regarding the
- benefits of this action varles greatly, and no dec1510n has been made to actually open the”

bridge.
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4. Regional background traffic growth could be based on comparison of new year 2011 waffic
counts and year 2007 data presented in the General Plan Circulation Flement, or based on
long term traffic volume growth rates implied form the Marin County regional travel
demand forecasting model. : : : :

Comparison of Year 2007 and Year 2011 Traffic Volumes, To identify a short term growth rate

based on recent trends January / February Year 2007 a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes on Sir

Francis Drake Blvd and on Center Blvd were identified and compared to new 2011 peak-hour
~ counts, as noted in Table 5. Because these sets of counts were conducted during the same time of
. the year, the relative difference should be indicative of the traffic growth occurring over the last 4

As shown, in nearly every instance, year 2011 counts were lower than their 2007 counterpart. The
only location where 2011 volumes were greater was on Sir Francis Drake Blvd east of Pacheco
Avenue, ‘ ) o .

- Many California communities have seen traffic volumes decrease over the last few years,
- particularly during peak traffic hours due to economic conditions. The effects of the current
economic climate have included a reduction in employee commute traffic, with the effects
- particularly noticeable on regional routes. " o

TABLE 5 :

RECENT TRAFFIC GROWTH TRENDS
- R B TN R Co -PeakHon_er_lunie e
Street Location | Time ' : ' '8 year
2007 2011 20112007
. - | 1490 | oL 0.953 L
Sir Francis Drake Blvd | West of Claus Drive fm | 1 1420
: : ' T Pm’ C 1475 1,385 0.939 -
T o Am 1230 .| 1,190 0968 | -
Sir Francis Drake Blvd | ‘East of Claus Drive
Pm 1.270 1,260 0.992 -
o - : Am | 1360 | 1340 0985 | -~
Sir Francis Drake Blvd | East of Pacheco Avenue
Pm 1,440 1,540 1.069 1.088
R o ' : SRR . - Am 920 [ - -790 0.859 " e
}CenterBlvd - - | West of Pacheco Avenue T T
) : E o ' Pm 1,092 1,055 0966 | -
o ' ' Am’ 805 750 | 0932 -
Center Blvd - . { Eastof Pacheco Ave T ‘

: o e - Pm ] 1008 - 940 -0.933 -
| : S " Am 715 570 ©0.799 -
BolinasRoad = - South of Broadway - mour : :

' . Itk 1 Pm [ 80 | 725 0.860 .
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County-wide Traffic Model Forecasts. Various sources of future traffic volume projections for the
Fairfax area were consuited. The Marin County General Plan includes forecasts for Sir Francis
Drake Blvd, but not for locations in the study area. Alternatively, the Marin County Department of
~ Public Works maintains a regional travel demand forecasting model.that projects future traffic
- volumes on major streets based on assumptions for regional development and circulation system
improvements. © While a’ fegional model excludes many of the minor streets that form the
circulation system in the San Anselmo — Fairfax area, the model does provide an indication of
the overall growth rate that could be expected on major roads such as Sir Francis Drake Blvd,

Center Blvd and Bolinas Road

By comparing baseline and Year 2030 model forecasts, it is possible to suggest short term
growth rates, as noted in Table 6. In this case, the volume of traffic on Sir Francis Drake Bivd
could be expected to increase by roughly 1% annually if long term growth rates are experienced
.over the next 5 years. A higher growth rate is projected on Center Blvd, where an annual growth
rate of roughly 1.8% is identified. Traffic volume on Sir Francis Drake Blvd and on Bolinas

- Road is expected to increase by less than 1% annually according o the traffic model. -

: TABLE 6
LONG TERM TRAFFIC GROWTH
- Growth Rate (2005-2030)
A.M. Peak Hour ‘ P.M. Peak Hour

. S , : . 25year | Anoual | Syear | 25year Annual | 5 year
Street AT -{- factor |- -rate | factor ‘| factor | rate | factor
SirF_a.'anéis Drake Blvd east ofPastoriAve .| 116 | 0.6% . 1.o3 . 1.27 10% | 1.05
Center Blvd near Pastori Avenue b 153 1.7% 1.09 1.57 1.8% - 1.09
Bolinas Road near Porteous Aven 1.25 09% 1 105 | 125 | o09% 1.05

Because recent traffic volume growth trends have been greatly influenced by the economy, it
was assumed that the rates implied by the Marin County traffic model are a better predictor of
future conditions than rates derived from review of recent counts. For this analysis it has been
~ assumed that all observed traffic volumes will increase by 5% by the year 2016, although the
Town- of Fairfax will need to monitor future traffic conditions to confirm that Year 2026.
conditions actually reach projected levels and identified improvements are needed, .

Resulting “Year 2016 — No Project” traffic volumes after accoimting for both seasonal variation (i.e.,
" 8%)and for 5 year growth (5%); or a total increase of 13.4% are shown in Figure 4 '
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- Alternative Transportation Mnr_les" '

Bicycle Facilities, Bicycling is an extremely popular transportation mode in Marin County in
General and in Fairfax - San Anselmo in particular. Facilities to accommodate cyclists exist in
- various locations throughout Fairfax, and the 2008 Fairfax Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

provides information regarding existing and planned bicycles facilities.

Sources of information regarding pedestrian and ‘bicycle use in Marin County were consulted,
including the 2009 CMP and WalkBikemarin.org. However, neither source had information relating
to bicycle use on study area streets. Bicyclists were counted at the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue
intersection as part of this study. ' ‘

Classiﬁéaﬁdn. Bicycle facilities fall into three general classifications:

ClassI:  Separated bicycle paths / trails.

ClassII:  Bicycle lanes along vehicular travel ways o . _

Class II: ' Bicycle routes where bicycles mix with other transportation modes, including
' automobiles.

Bicycle facilities are present in the study area The Town of Fairfax’s recent Center Blvd
Reconstruction Project included creation of bicycle lanes in the area between Pacheco Avenue and.
Pastori Avenue, and bike lanes exist on Sir Francis Drake Blvd west of Claus Drive. Many streets in
area of the proposed projéect are designated as bicycle routes (Class IH), where cyclists and
automobiles are expected to share the road. Broadway from Sir Francis Drake Blvd.to.Pacheco
Avenue, Lansdale Avenue from Center Blvd to the Fairfax Town limits and Center Bivd east of - _

" Pastori Avenue are Class 11l routes.

. Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue Bicycle Facilities. The Lansdale Avenue bicycle route is an
important part of the regional circulation system as it continues outside the Town limits on San
Anselmo Avenue through San Anselmo to San Rafael. This route is used by residents and visitors
‘and is particularly popular on weekends. The comnection from Lansdale Avenue onto the
‘westbound Center Blvd bicycle lanes is striped diagonally across the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue
intersection. - : S o

The number of cyclists passing through the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection was identified
during weekday peak hour traffic counts conducted in January 2011, A total of 74 cyclists traversed
the intersection from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., and the majority of these cyclists traveled eastbound on
Center Blvd onto Lansdale Avenue. The bicycle count was lower during the p.m. peak hours (4:00
to 6:00 p.m.) when 67 bicycles passed through the intersection in this two hour period. While
weekend bicycle counts were not conducted, casual observation suggested that the number of
recreational cyclists in this area is much higher on weekends. The project site’s western parking lot

was observed to be use_d as ‘a‘.‘___s_tagi_p\g / parking area for regional cycling activity.

'.Tréﬁic:[mﬁacninal}m‘s ) T T o ?age.?ﬂ'
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- The interaction between bicyclists and automobiles was observed at the Center Blvd / Pastori
Avenue intersection. While most cyclists obey the rules of the road, many do not fully stop at the
all-way stop controls on the northbound entry from Pastori Avenue into the bike crossing. The
elevation of both Lansdale Avenue and southem Pastori Avenue is lower than that of the intersection
itself, and as a result .westbound cyclists must ride slightly uphill on the short Pastori Avenue
segment before entering the intersection. This may make it difficult to fully stop before entering the
intersection due to the potential of lost momentum and falling over, as well as clipped shoes in
pedals. - ' E :

The extent to which this activity creates a safety problem has been considered. Because automobiles
must stop, vehicular traffic is moving slowly. Most drivers are aware of bicycle activity, either from
-experience or by observing the bike lane striped across the intersection. Because the distance
through the intersection is short, bicyclists who cross without coming to a full stop are only in the
intersection for a short period of time and do not create an appreciable problem for other traffic.
Measures to encourage cyclists to stop might be considered, but are unlikely to be effective.
Devices to provide additional waming of the presence of the bike crossing might be considered, but
at present do not appear fo be needed. I ' o

 The project does include measures to encourage bicycle use. The Landscape Plan preséﬁts a
Bike Rider Rest Station, air pump, and area bike trail map. In addition rack space for 20
bicycles will be provided. - ' -

Pedestrian Facilities. Facilities for pedestrians in Fairfax consist of concrete sidewalks and rural
trails. As with facilities for bicycles. pedestrian facilities are somewhat limited due to the Town’s
narrow streets. In the area of the proposed project, there are sidewalks at the following locations

noted in Table 7.
o TABLE7 , ;
.. EXISTING PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
e lStreet o ot | from o 7 to Facility 7
Center Blvd Pacheco Avenue Paston Avenue New (10-15") sidewalk on both sides of
. , street _ L
Center Blvd Pastori Avenue Town limits . | (4°) Sidewalk on north side of the street
Pastori Avenue | SirFrancis Drake Bivd | Center Bivd No paved sidewalk '
Sir Francis Drake Blvd Pacheco Avenue Pastori Avenue (4") Sidewalk on north side only
Pastori Avenue '| Butterfield Road | (4') Sidewatk on both sides of the street
Traffic Impaa.Anu{l.';vis . Pgge 21
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As shown, today there are no sidewalks on Pastori Avenue adjoining the project site. Sidewalk on
Fairfax Avenue is included in the Town's Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and the Town of
Fairfax has agreed to install a 5° sidewalk on the west side of the street from Center Blvd to Sir
Francis Drake Blvd when the. propos'ed project proceeds.

Traffic control features to fac:lxtate pedesman activity exist at most study area intersections and at
some mid-block locations. The Town’s recent Center Blvd Reconstruction Project included
crosswalk improvements at the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection. Illuminated crosswalk
with in-pavement flashers were also installed at two mid-block locations on Center Blvd along the
‘project frontage. In~pavement flashers do not force automobiles to stop, but they do help inform
drivers of the presence of a pedestrian in the crosswalk. The new uncontrolled crosswalks include
pedestrian signing, but the supplemental plates say AHEAD instead-of having down arrows pointing
to the crosswalks. The supplemental plates should be replaced. If feasible, advance crosswalk
warning signs should be installed and PEI) XING pavement stenc:ls should be considered for

installation by the Town.

Crosswalks. also ex:st at t.he signalized mtersect:ons on Sli‘ Franc1s Drake Bivd at Claus Drive-Bank
Street and at Pastori Avenue-Willow Avenue and at the Center Blvd mtersecuons with Pacheco
Avenue and Bolinas Road (all-way stop controls),

Transit facilities. . Golden Gate Transit runs the #24 into San Francisco AM and back to Fairfax
PM. There is presently no direct transit connection from Fairfax to the Larkspur ferry: Marin Transit

" "sponsored #29 provides service to the Ferry Terminal, but has no coordination with ferry departures
and arrivals. Commuting to the East Bay requires -getting to San Rafael and transferring to a- -
#40/#42. To travel to Petaluma or northwards requires getting to San Rafael and transferring to a
#80. Local transit to and through Fairfax is governed by the county-wide agency Marin Transit, -
which contracts with the Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District GGBH&TD to.
provide local bus service via the #23 connecting to the San Rafael Transit Center, and with West
Marin Stage providing service via Fairfax to San Geronimo VaHey and Point Reyes. Currently there
is o nelghborhood transit service, except for the limited service for the elderly and the disabled, by
appointment, via  Whistlestop  Wheels.. Other private and non-profit operators provide other
specialized transportation. _

Parking
 The piojcct is served by two adjoining parking lots. Both are owned and leased by Fairfax Center

Properties to Good Earth Market. In addition, there is'a cross use agreerneut in the Good Earth lease
to have overﬂaw parking into the other parking areas. '

‘There are mnety (90) parkmg spaces assigned to the grocery store in the area north of Center Bivd.

This parking supply provides a parking ratio of 4.3 spaces per 1,000 gross square feet of building,

which slightly exceeds the requirement of 4 spaces / 1,000sf. This parking is distributed between the

. east parking lot (38 spaces) and the west parking lot (52 spaces). In addition, there 1S cross-parkmg
avail: 1b111ty for the store with the remainder of the Ansehno—Faxrf‘ax Center.

Tmﬁ‘ C Impac.rAnaI) wis' - — Page 22
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The parking lots current parking layout will be modified as part of the project. The east parking
lot will incorporate one-way drive aisles and parking spaces at 45 degrees. The aisle paralleling
the buﬂdmg will be one way going south and the aisle paralleling Pastori Avenue will be one
way going north. This layout reverses the current direction of traffic. In addition, a grocery
pick-up loading zone next to the building in the east parking lot minimizes shopping carts rolling
-across the parking lot. The traffic pattem in the west parking lot will also be one way with 45
degree angled parking.
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PROJECT IMPACTS -

The relative traffic impacts of the proposed project have been determined by estimating the amount
of new traffic generated by the larger store, distributing that traffic to the regtonai street system and
re-~calculating Levels of Service at intersections and at project driveways. '

Project Characteristics

Trip Generation. To quantify the amount of vehicular traffic generated by the proposed project and
by other approved projects, peak hour trip generation rates presented in the 8th Edition of the ITE
publication Trip Generation were consulted. Applicable rates are indicated in Table 8.

ITE research has suggested that on a per 1,000 sf basis the trip generation rates associated with retail

uses decrease as the size of an establishment increases. As noted in Table 8, rates_are available for

supermarkets and for retail shopping centers. As shown, the rates for supermarkets are higher, and -
 this analysis conservatively uses the rates for supermarkets. .

o TABLE 8
TRIP GENERATION RATES

o B Weekday Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour

Land Use - Unit P : :
: Daily in Out | Total In | Out Total

Supermarket (ZI'ksf)l kst 13239 "} "61% 39% 159 51% 49% 15.79
Supermarket (8 ksf) ksf 23262 | -61% - 39% 359 - 51% -49% 22.62
Shopping Center (21 CKsf | 11687 | 6l& | 9% | 291 | 49% | 51% | 1061
Shopping Center (7 ksf) |- . Ksf - 170.56 61% 39% 452 | 49% 51% 15.15

| Ksfis 1,000 sf - ‘ ‘

This analysis addresses the project’s nnpacts based on the amount of traffic occurring during

- weekday peak hours. Saturday trip generation rates for supermarkets were reviewed to confirm’
that this choice is reasonable. - In this case, the reported rate for the peak hour on Saturday (i.e.,

10.85 trips per 1,000 sf) is less than weekday p.m. peak hour rate. Thus, the project’s lmpacts '

would be greater during the weekday pm peak hour, and further analy51s of weekend conditions

" . was not conducted.

Table 9 prescnts estimated site trip generati on under the current development proposal and for the
current Good Larth Market at Claus Drive. As indicated, a 21.2 ksf market can be expected to-
gencrute 2,811 daily trips. A smaller market (i.e., 7.2 ksf) would likely generate 1,874 daily trips.
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R " ' TABLEY
TRIP GENERATION FORECASTS

LondUse | Quantit Wieji'z‘ld-ay wefkaay AM Peak Héur Weekday PM Peak ngr
. S ¥ In" §° Out Total In Out Total
Proposed Project .

Supermarket 22kt | 2811 a6 30 76 171 164 335
. Pass-by (36%) 1,012 17 10 27 62 58 120

Net Primary : 1.799 29 0 | 49 109 | 106 | -215
Supermarket C Tl 72kst | 1954 18 2 30 97 93 190
Pass-by (36%) 703 7 4 11 35 33 68
NetPrimay = | ‘1251 | 1 8 19 62 | 60 122
NetNewTrips =~ |~ 548 18 12 | 30 47 46 93

Re-Use of Existing Store. The extent to which the trips associated with the new project replace
tnps already generated by the existing store is dependent on the subsequent use of the existing
site. If a similar retail use replaces the Good Earth Market then all of the primary trips at the

»new site would have to be considered “new" to the street system. However, if the existing store
is replaced by a new use generating relatively little traffic, then only the difference between the
primary trips generated by current and proposed tses would be “new™.

Because the exact nature of the future use of the exlstmg store 1s speculatwe thlS analysis of
trafﬁc impacts add;esses two aitematlves 1 no re-use and 2) re-use as a retail store.

~ Trip Distribution and Assrgnment The distribution of project trips will reflect the nature of the
project. A share of the project’s traffic will be drawn from traffic already passing the site (i.e., pass-

~ by trips) on Sir Francis Drake Blvd and on Center Blvd. Other trips (primary tnps) will be drawn
from the residences within the project’s trade area located both east and west of the site.

. Pass-By Trips. The share of project traffic that may be classified as “pass-by” has been

- determined from information contained in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2 Edition. That

resource  document identifies” average “pﬁss -by” rates for small shopping- centers and for

supermarkets. As with overall trip geueratxon the “pass-by percentage for shoppmg centers

- decreases as the size of the shopping center increases. Theoretically, the average “pass-by” rates for

2 21.2 ksf center is 60%, and the rate for a smaller center (i.e., 8.4 ksf) is 80%. However, the

- average “pass-by” percentage for shopping centers is 36%. To provide a conservative estimate of
the project’ s impacts, the lower “pass-by” rate associated with supermarkets has been nsed. '
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Primary Trips. The amount of “new” traffic accompanying the proposed project can be
understood by comparing the number of “primary” trips generated by the proposed and existing
stores. After discount for “pass-by” trips, the new store could generate 1,799 primary trips, while
the existing store is projected to generate 1,251 primary trips. The difference, or 548 daily trips, is
the increase in traffic that would be experienced on streets beyond the immediate environs of the
new store. A similar calculation for weekday peak hour trips suggests that the project could add 30
trips to the area street system in the a.m. peak hour and 93 trips during the p.m. peak hour. :

Distribution of “Pass-By” Trips. To apply the pass-by rates reasonably it was necessary to
determine the local traffic streams that will be the source of project trips. A share of the pass-by
traffic will be drawn from traffic passing the site on Center Bivd. Alternatively, other “pass-by”
trips will be drawn from traffic that today uses Sir Francis Drake Blvd. Because the project lacks a
driveway on that street trips drawn from Sir Francis Drake Blvd might technically be termed”
diverted” trips. For this analysis it has been assumed that pass-by traffic will be drawn from both
streets in proportion to the volume of traffic on each street during peak hours, as shown in Table 10;

TABLE 10

PASS BY TRIP ALLOCATION
__ AM Peak Hour . PMPeak Hour
: %bof _ _ % of
' R Total | ° ° " "Passing | % ofall Passing - | % of all
|Street . - | Direction | Passby | Volume | Traffic | Trips | Volume Traffic Trips
[comterBva | EB | 36% | 48 25% | 85% | 421 173% | 62%
WB {230 111% | 40% | 481 19.8% 7.1%
PPirFrancisDrake | EB | " ] 811 | 390% | 140% | 628 | 258% 9.3%
|BIvd |  WB 544 | 262% 95% | 904 | 37.1% | 134%
Total o 2073 | 1000% | 360% | 2434 100.0% | 36.0%

Distribution of Primary Trips. The balance of the site trip generation has been assumed to

- be “primary” trips assumed to be drawn to the site from tesidential areas within the project’s trade

- area. Census tract data was reviewed by block, and the share of primary tips drawn from each area

was assumed to be in proportion to the year 2000 population. Table 11 identifies the resulting

distribution of primary trips, and supporting cenisus tract information is included in the appendix to
this report. : ' ‘ :
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TABLE 11
DIRECTIONAL PRIMARY TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Census | R . , % of primary trips % o.l‘ all friptl
Direction Tract‘ Population | Primary Route .= | (population/ total | (% primary trips
population) x 64%)
North 11500 . _7,048 Butterfield Drive ’ 17% - 10.9%
East 117000 3,565 Sir Francis Drﬁke Blvd 40% 25.6%
| | 1e9000- | 7,778 ‘ B :
111000 5,528 . _
116000 3004 | CenterBlvd C% 8.3%
118100 2,329
West 113000 3,797 Sir Francis Drake Blvd ) 17% 10.9%
114,200 3,092 ) B
South - - 114100 - | 5,142 Bolinas Read - - .. o 13% . .. B3%
: 118200 319
Total 41,602 ) T AT 100% 64.0%

Ass:gnment of Projecr Trips. Havmg determmed the directional distribution of project trips it
was necessary to assign that traffic to the study area system. The trips assignment accounted for
factors such as the location of project parking, the location of parking access and the traffic
controls at that access, as well the relative time spend along aIternatlve routes.

On-site parking supply is located on both sides of the store, and roughly 30% of the parking
supply is on the east side of the building and 70% is on the west side of the building. However,
because most of the site traffic will be arnvmg from the east and the building entrance is on that
~ side, it has been assumed that 40% of the trips will use the eastern parking lot and 60% will use
the western lot. Full access has been assumed at each dnveway, except at the driveway
immediately adjommg the west side of the bmldmg This driveway is to be limited to * ‘inboun:
traffic only”. _ _ S

Resulting “Project Only” traffic volumes at study locations are noted in Figure 5. As indicated,
these projections reflect the “net” effect of elimination of the trips generated by the existing
Good Earth Market and the addition of trips accompanying re-use that site.
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Existing Plus Project Traffic bmpacts

Thé Evaluation of “Existing Plus Project impacts considers a scenario whereby the proposed project
is built, the existing Good Earth Market remains vacant and the observed Year 2011 traffic volumes

are the background condition.

Existing Plus Project Volumes. Project generated automobile trips were superimposed onto
current background traffic, and resulting peak hour and daily traffic volumes are presented in Figure
6. These volumes were used to suggest project impacts based on intersection Level of Service.
Traffic volumes at site access intersections are noted in the Level of Service calculations included in

the appendix to this report.

Daily Traffic Volumes. Table 12 identifies existing traffic volumes, the net traffic increase
resulting from the proposed project if the existing Good Earth Market remains vacant, and the
resulting total traffic volume under “Existing Plus Project” conditions. As shown, the daily volume
on Sir Francis Drake Blvd west of Pastori Avenue will likely drop if the Good Earth Market project
proceeds. This reduction is expected for several reasons. Traffic originating east of Fairfax will no -
longer drive beyond Pastori Avenue to reach the existing Good Earth Market, . Trips from the new -
store headed west will have two routes available (i.e., Center Blvd and Sir Francis Drake Blvd).
Pass-by trips drawn from Sir Francis Drake Blvd may bypass a portion of the street as they retum to
their original trip.- However, daily traffic volumes on Center-Blvd and: on Pastori Avenue will
increase. . . S

“TABLE 12 -

Good Earth Markel, Fairfax, CA  {March 1, 2011}

- PROJECT CONTR]BUTI_ON TO DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
_ Daily Traffic Volume -
Street C ‘From To - i -
, 2010 | Fr¥Eet o
Net Only o

Sir Francis Drake Blvd | Claus Drive Pacheco Avenue 16,215 -655 15,560

Sir Francis Drake Blvd - | Pacheco Avenue - Pastori Avenue’ 19.015 -590 18,425

Sir Francis Drake Blvd | Pastori Avenue Butterfield Road 20,460 235 20,695
| Center Bivd . | Pacheco Avenue Project Acoess 9,985 505 10,490

Center Bivd Project Access -1 Pastori Avenue 9985 | - 1,000 10,985

Center Blvd Pastori Avenue San Anselmo Avenue | 9,380 70 9,450

Pastori Avenue Sir Francis Drake Blvd | Project Access 1,950 1,510 3,460

Pastori Avenue - . | Project Access © . | Center Blvd. 1950 | 870 2520
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Impacts to Intersection Levels of Service. Comparison of Existi;ig (Year 2011) and “Existing
Plus Project” peak hour traffic volumes and Levels of Service identifies the impacts of
development of the proposed project. Resulting Levels of Service are shown in Table 13.

As shown, the length of delays at-the Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Claus Drive intersection near the
existing store will be shortened if the proposed project proceeds, but the intersections near the
new store will see longer delays, particularly in the evening peak hour. However, projected
Levels of Service will remain with the Town’s LOS D threshold. ' S '

- The project will add traffic to the Broadway / Center Blvd / Pacheco Avenue intersection, but the
resulting totals would not satisfy peak hour warrants for signalization. S

Project Access Operations. There are three issues to be considered in evaluating the adequacy
of the project’s driveways. The first issue is the operating Level of Service at the driveway. The
- second issue is the effect on exiting vehicles of traffic queuing back from adjoining intersections
. past the parking lot driveways. The third is the possibility of entering traffic being delayed at the
- driveway and blocking thrangh traffic. ' e : - S

Level of Service. As noted in Table 13, the projected traffic volumes at each driveway
intersection would result in Levels of Service that satisfy the Town’s minimum LOS D policy
under “worst case” conditions. Thus, the volume of traffic forecast at each driveway can be
accommodated by the proposed design. ' B

Through Traffic Queues. Because some of the project’s driveways -are in close
proximity to major intersections, the extent to which site access may be blocked by queuing
traffic is a consideration. Exiting the site can be difficult if outbound turns are blocked by the
queue of traffic. In this case, the length of average peak hour queues occurring on northbound

- Pastori Avenue approaching the Sir Francis Drake Blvd intersection, on southbound Pastori

Avenue approaching Center Blvd and on eastbound Center Blvd approaching the Pastori Avenue -
-intersection has been evaluated to determine their effect on site traffic. :

Table 14 identifies the lengths of peak period queues on Center Blvd and on Pastori Avenue under
Existing Plus Project conditions and compares those values to the distance between project
driveways and the crosswalks at adjoining intersections. These estimates represent the longest
. -queues occurring during peak traffic hours, and queves occurring at other times of the day would be

shorter when background traffic is lower.
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As noted in Table 14, without the proposed project the average northbound queue on Pastori Avenue
approaching Sir Francis Drake Blvd during the p.m. peak hour is estimated at 5 vehicles. The
distance that this queue occupies is 125 feet, and the queue extends beyond the location of the
proposed project driveway. Under Year 2011 conditions the eastbound queue on Center Blvd is
estimated to contain 2 vehicles and would not extend to the project’s eastern driveway. The
southbound queue on Pastori Avenue contains less than 1 vehicle and would not extend fo the
driveway on that street nor significantly affect traffic using Belmont Avenue.

Under “Year 2011 Plus Project” conditions, adding project trafﬁc increases the length of queues
occurring under Year 2011 conditions. The northbound queue on Pastori Avenue and the eastbound
queue on Center Avenue would each be 2 vehicles longer. This extra length would result in the
-eastbound queue reaching the project’s driveway on Center Blvd.

While these queues would not affect inbound customers, and access to the western parking lot is not

affected by queuing traffic, the effects of peak period queues could be noticeable for motorists

leaving the eastern parking lot. Motorists intending to turn left during peak periods onto either

Center Blvd or-onto Pastori Avenue to reach the Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Pastori Avenue

intersection are likely to find their route blocked y queuing traffic. Motorists waiting to turn Jeft

could block all outbound traffic. Some of th: ~motorists may instead turn right onto Pastori

Avenue and use Center Blvd to travel east in greater numbers than assamed in this analysis or use an
adjoining local street (Belle Avenue) to reach the signalized Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Kent Avenue

intersection. While Center Blvd could accommodate additional traffic, res:dents of Beile Avenue

wouid likely be sensitive to through traffic on thls Iocal street. S

Exit signing is probabiy the easiest corrective action to implement and would be consistent with the
character of Fairfax. Signs indicating “right turn only” would help exiting motorists understand that
left-turns are not feasible and that they must turn right to exit. This would reduce the poss:blhty of -
left turing motorlsts blocking the access for all exmng traffic

Prohibiting outbound leﬁ t.ums_,ﬁom the two_eastem dnyeways would affect the travel of roughly 53
outbound vehicles during the p.m. peak hour. Of that total 39 vehicles would be added to

southbound traffic on Pastori Avenue, and 12 vehicles would be added to the traffic turning right

from the driveway Center Blvd driveway. - Most of this traffic would find its way to Center Blvd,

and the volume of traffic using Center Blvd east of Pastori Avenue would increase slightly. As

suggested earlier, a portion of this diverted traffic may find its way onto Belle Avenue. However,

the overall diversion relatmg to left tum prohibitions would be too small to change the. prOJected
Levei of Servxce at study i mtersectlons which would remain thhm the Town’s LOS D minimum.

* Other measures to- improve site access have been considered. As noted under the evaluation of
 Adjusted Year 2016 intersection Level of Service; a traffic signal could eventually be needed at the
Center Blvd"/ Pastori Avenue intersection. However, a traffic signal would not necessau}y reduce

“the length of queues occurring on Center Blvd _and would have no effect on Pastori Avenue queuing.
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Modifying the project site plan to create a néw Pastori Avenue driveway at a location midway
between Sir Francis Drake Blvd and Center Blvd would create an exit that would not be blocked by
queues, and the resulting route would be clear to Sir Francis Drake Blvd. However, there is a
- difference in elevation between the site and Pastori Avenue the mid-point which would make it
difficult to construct a new driveway, and creating an. additional driveway would eliminate 2-3
parking spaces planned in the eastem parking lot. Moving the ex15t1ng driveway as far south as is
practlcai would be beneﬁcrai although it would not soive the queuing problem at all times.

- Some portion of the 39 peak hour vehicles turning right from the Pastori Avenne driveway may use.

Belle Avenue to reach Sir Francis Drake Blvd rather than continuing to Center Blvd. Measures to

reduce possible “cut-through” traffic on Belle Avenue resulting from turn prohibitions or delays

might be considered. Like many local streets in Fairfax, Belle Avenue is not wide enough for two

vehicles to pass when on-street parking is used. Making Belle Avenue one-way westbound would

eliminate the possibility of exiting traffic leaving the eastern parking lot and immediately tuming
- - onto Belle Avenue to reach Sir Francis Drake Blvd. However, this is a relatively drastic action, the
. .“solution” may impact the neighborhood to a-greater degree than the problem and nezghborhood o

 residents may not desire one-way trafﬁc ﬂow on their street. - - - P

Entrance Design / Dnveway Throat Depth The extent to whlch entenng u‘afﬁc af’fects oﬁls;te
travel patterns is dependent on the room available to store incoming traffic at decision points.
Motorists stop at on-site locations where they must yield the right of way or while they wait for a
parking place to clear. The distance between the street and this decision point (driveway throat
depth) must be long enough to avoid being blocked by exiting queues. _

At each driveway, the project site plan has been designed so that entering traffic is not in conflict -
with exiting traffic. At each location entering traffic turns away from the exmng queue to circulate
. through the site, and as a result, entering traffic will not be affected. -

In the west dnveway the possibility exists that traffic entering from Center Blvd into the central
_driveway will stop to wait for a vehicle exiting one of the seven parking spaces located along the -
western side of the building. The plan places two handicap spaces roughly 30 feet from the Center
Blvd sidewalk, and the first regular parking space is roughly 70 feet from the sidewalk. There is
room for two entering vehicles to wait on-site while a vehicle backs out of the first regular space, but

a vehicle waiting for a car exmng the hand:cap spaces may stopped on the sxdewalk

- The likelihood of entering traffic queumg back onto Center Blvd is dependent on the number of
entering vehicles and the turnover rate in the spaces along the west side of the building. Seventy

- five customers are expected to enter at the central dnveway dunng the p. m. peak hour, or on average
a car every 48 seconds.

'On average dmdmg the 335 project trip end by the 90 parkmg spaces associated with the project
suggest that each space will tumover twice during the p.m. peak hour, although the spaces closest to
the front door may see greater use for quicker trips. The seven parking spaces along the west side of

 the building could tumover once every 20 to 30 minutes. Thus, while it is likely that there willbea
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car entering the parking lot when a vehicle is exiting one of thesé spaces, entering vehicles would”
only see an exiting car 14 to 20 times each hour. Thus while it may be desirable to eliminate the
parking along the building to facilitate inbound traffic this change is not mandatory.

Truck Access / Circulation. The project will occasionally need to be serviced by full size trucks,
and the designated loading area is at the northeast comer of the building. Trucks would arrive and
depart via the Pastori Avenue / Sir Francis Drake Blvd intersection, and deliveries are nomally
- scheduled for off-peak hours when intersection quening is not an issue. A wide driveway is
- provided on Pastori Avenue for trucks, and the project site plan provides enough room in this area of

the site to"permit trucks to reach designated loading areas and to exit the site, -

- Impacts to Non - Automotive Circulation

The development of a retail use in this area may incrementally increase demand for the area’s
non-automotive transportation facilities. : R . ]

Pedestrian Activity. When the project is completed, there may be increased pedestrian activity
- may occur between the site and nearby residences.and businesses. However, with construction
of a sidewalk on the west side of Pastori Avenue, there is no appreciable gap in the system of
. Pedestrian facilities needed to serve this use. While there may be some pedestrian activity across

Pastori Avenue at the uncontrolled Belle Avenue intersection, a safety problem is not expected
since the volume of traffic on Pastori Avenue will remain relatiwgly:low. and .the number of
pedestrians originating in this neighborhood is also low. ) R

‘Bicycle Activity. The project will attract cyclists to the site, but while many of these customers
would be cyclists that are already using Fairfax streets to reach the existing store, this kind of
project may - encourage more persons to make -shopping trips by bicycle. The project should -
encourage its customers 1o cycle, both as a marketing strategy-and as a way to reduce the amount
of vehicular traffic to and from the site. -According to the project proponents, encouragement
will include creation of bicycle racks to accommodate 20 bicycles along with other amenities,

including a Bike Rider Rest Station, air pump, and area bike trail map

The project would increase the amount of vehicular traffic through the Center Blvd / Fairfax
Avenue intersection where cyclists sometimes create conflicts with automobiles by not coming
to a complete stop. However, the increase in vehicular traffic is not so great as to appreciable
- exacerbate current conflicts. - L SR -. :

Transit Services, . The,proje’ctwmijd be unlik_ely to create an appreciable demand for the transit
‘services in Fairfax. ' o S e
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ADJUSTED YEAR 2016 PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC IMPACTS

The evaluation of project impacts considers a scenario whereby background traffic is adjusted to
. address seasonal traffic variation as well as possible regional growth. This scenario also considers
 the possibility that the existing Good Earth Market is occupied by a retail store with similar trip
generation rates. . : . IR S :

Year 2016 Condiﬁons

Adjusted Year 2016 Plus Project Traffic Volumes. Observed January traffic volumes were
increased by 8% to account for seasonal adjustment to average conditions and by another 5% to
- account of background traffic growth occurring over the next 5 years. Project generated automobile
trips were superimposed onto current background traffic, and resulting Year 2016 Plus Project peak
hour and daily traffic volumes are presented in Figure 7. These volumes were used to suggest
- project.impacts based on daily traffic volume and intersection Level of Service under two scenarios.

. One scenario assumes that the existing Good Earth Market remains vagant or is occupied by a low-

generating (ie., non-retail) use. Alternatively, Figure 8 presents Year 2016 Plus Project traffic
_volumes assuming that the existing store is occupied by a retail use with trp generation -
characteristics that are similar to the existing store. : o

Daily Traffic Volumes. Table 15 identifies adjusted background Year 2016 traffic volumes, the net
traffic increase resulting from the proposed project if the existing Good Earth Market remains
vacant, and the resulting total traffic volume, Similarly, the traffic increase accompanying the
project if the existing store is re-used is also presented along with the resulting total volume. This
data represents the range of traffic impacts. - L o
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" Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service. Tables 16 and 17 compare Adjusted Year 2016 Levels
of Service with and without the project, again assuming that the existing store is either vacant or re-
occupied.

Background Conditions. As shown, if backgrduﬁd traffic. volumes increase as projected for
the Year 2016, then traffic conditions will remain acceptable in the a.m. peak hour, but two locations
will ‘exceed or approach the Town's minimum LOS D threshold whether the proposed project
proceeds or not. Motorists waiting to make left tumns at the Sir Francis Drake Blvd / Pacheco -
Avenue intersection will continiie to experience delays that are indicative of LOS F. During the p.m.
~ peak hour the Level of service at the Center Blvd / Broadway./ Pacheco Avenue intersection will

. drop to LOS E. The voiume of traffic at the intersection will reach a level that satisfies peak hour.
traffic signal warrant requirements. Without the proposed project the Level of Service at the Center
Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection during the p.m. peak hour will be LOS D but average delays at
the intersection will be within a fraction of a second (i.e., 0.2 seconds) of exceeding LOS D and
reachmg LOSE. The volume of traffic at this location would not satxsfy traffic sxgnal warrants,

Pm_;ect Impacts The addmen of pro;ect tmfﬁc will increase delays at study intersections -
. and exacerbate the poor background conditions expected at the three intersections that fail to meet
the City’s LOS D standard. The additional traffic accompanying the project would result in LOS F
conditions at the Broadway / Center Blvd / Pacheco Avenue intersection, regardless of re-use of the
existing Good Earth Market. Similarly, theadditional traffic at the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue
intersection will result in LOS F conditions whether the existing store is re-used or not. The volume
of traffic projected at this intersectioi_} would satisfy peak hour traffic signal w_arrants.

Improvement Optmns The feasibility of i 1mprovemems to deliver sansfactmy Levels of Service at
study intersections has been evaluated -

'I‘rafﬁc ngnals and roundabout intersections are typlcaiiy considered when all-way stop
intersections lack the capacity to accommodate projected traffic volumes, although simply reaching
traffic signal warrants is not itself a justification for installing a signal. In this case, there are design
issues. . Improving the Broadway / Center Blvd / Pacheco Avenue intersection will be complicated -
by its close proximity to the Sir Francis Drake / Pacheco Avenue intersection. Because the
 Intersections are so close, it will be necessary to signalize both intersections and to operate themina
coordinate manner in order to avoid having the queues from one location extend back into an
adjacent intersection. Similarly, if a roundabout was consndered, it would be necessary tousea
- roundabout at both i mtersectlons : o : '

Improvmg the Center Bivd / Pastori Avenue mtersectlon may also be comphcated by the proxnmty
of Lansdale Avenue on the south and Belmont Averne on the north, These local streets intersect the
intersection at locations which would make full access to a roundabout difficult and maintaining
access to the local streets would comphcate & normal traﬂic 51gnal

Traffic Impact Analysis 7 ' . ) - _ Page 41
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- Project Access Operations. The three issues considered in evaluating the adequacy of the
project’s driveways were also reviewed under Year 2016 conditions. .

Level of Service. As noted in Tables 16 and 17, the projected traffic volumes at each
driveway intersection would result in Levels of Service that satisfy the Town’s mininum LOS D
policy under “worst case” conditions. Thus, the volume of traﬂ'ic forecast at each driveway can
be accommodated by the proposed design.

- Through Traffic Queues. Queués would also be ldnger under Adjusted Year 2016 Plus

~ Project conditions, as noted in Table 18. If the new market is in operation, the eastbound quene
" on Center Blvd could be 8 vehicles long, and this 200 foot long queue would reach well beyond

the eastern driveway. However, the actions to alleviate this problem would not be apprecxabie
‘different from those identified for “Existing Plus Project” conditions. -

Traffic Impacr Analysis . ' Page 44
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MITIGATIONS

The text that follows describes mitigation measures that would need to be considered in response to
the traffic impacts descnbed earlier.

Ex:stzng Plus Pro;ect Conditions

Development of the project does not 51g111ﬁcant1y change the operating Level of Semce at any of
the study intersections, and the City’s LOS D minimum would be maintained.

- The only appreciable issue associated with immediate development of the project is the conflict
between vehicles exiting the east parking lot and peak period queues. on Paston Avenue and on
Center Blvd. To address this issue, two mitigations are proposed: :

1. Sign the two exits from the eastern parking lot as “right turn only”. ‘
2. Move the Pastori Avenue driveway as far.to the south from Sir Francis Drake Blvd as is

feasible (20 feet).

Development bf the project will also result in the bicycle traffic to and from the site. To address this
issue one mitigation is proposed: : _

3. Provxde on—51te bzcycle parkmg facﬂmes as proposed mcludmg racks space for 20 blkes a
Bike Rider Rest Station, air pump, and area bxke traii map

| Ad;usted Year 2016 Conditions

If background ttaffic increases as assumed under the Adjusted Year 2016 condmons then the
~ following mitigations would be applicable, . _ _

4 The project shall contribute its “fair share” to the cost of i nnprowng the two intersections

- where LOS deficiencies are projected i Year 2016 whether the project proceeds or not. The

fair share should be based on the project’s traffic as a percentage of the total volurne

‘occurring in the future. For example, the net new trips generated by the project are 4.2% of

the total traffic through the Broadway / Center Blvd / Pacheco Avenue intersection under

adjusted Year 2016 condition. Ifa traffic signal was selected, the Good Earth project should

contribute 4.2% of the cost of signalizing the Pacheco Avenue intersections on Center Blvd

and on Sir Francis Drake Blvd, which is estimated at roughly $500,000. Thus the prOJect s
faxrsharelsszi 000, : , . u Do

Slmdarly, the net new irips generated by the Good Earth project are 9.1% of the total traffic

through the Center Blvd / Pastori Avenue intersection under adjusted Year 2016 conditions.

If a traffic signal is selected as the ultimate solution, the cost of mgnahzmg this mtersectlon
s roughly $250 000, ma]ung the p"mJect s share $22,750. - :

Traffic Impact Analysis Page 46”
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX

| Traffic Counts
Year 2010 Census and Marin County Trhf_ﬁg Model Output Data

Level of Service Calculation worksheets
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KD Anderson & Associates, Ine,

Transportation Engineers

April 29,2011

Mr. John U. Fry, Project Manager / Owners Representative
CbM

444 Airport Blvd, Suite 203

Watsonville, CA 95076

RE: " GOOD EARTH MARKET, FAIRFAX, CA: §SUPPLEMENTAK INFORMATION
- REGARDING TRIP GENERATION / TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS, .

Dear Mr. Fry:

As we have discussed, our Traffic Impact Analysis for the Good-Earth-Market Project identified -
the potential impacts associated with moving the store from its existing site near Claus Drive to a
new location on Center Blvd. While the analysis adheres to standard traffic engineering practice - -
and makes use of typical data sources, the project and its location in Fairfax are somewhat
.unique with regards to automobile and bicycle circulation and ‘with regards to weekend traffic
conditions.  You have asked ‘that we assemble additional information regarding the
charactéristics of the existing store and of weekend traffic in order to help validate the traffic
impact analysis’ assumptions and conclusions, T -

- Trip Generation Rates. The traffic impact analysis makes use of data published by the Instifute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) to estimate the amount of automobile traffic associated with
both the existing Good Farth Market at Sir Francis Drake Bivd / Claus Drive with the larger

~ store proposed at 720 Center Blvd. ITE provides inforimation for a variety of land use categories,
and of the available choices, the Good Earth Market was assumed. to fall into the freestanding
Supermarket category. The data within this category was collected at 40 locations nationwide
that include stores ranging in size from 18,000 to 120,000 sf.

While this is the best available data, because the size of the existing store would lie at the lower
end of the range of the sample data, it may be asked whether the estimates for the existing store -
‘are reasonable. § e e R . s

“To provide a reasonableness check, we observed automobile traffic to and from the existing store
during a typical weekday p.m. peak hour. We monitored customers using the on-street parking
supply along Claus Drive, the parking in the spaces in front of the store and the spaces adjoining

_the old gas station on the west side of the store. We observed all activity during the period
between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. on March 10, 2011, _ o

The results of our investigation are noted in Table 1. As shown, we obser\_red a total of 230

~ vehicle trips to and from the site. This compares favorably with the 190 trips estimated using
ITE rates for supermarkets. . . . . ' L . o

3853 Taylor Road, Suite G » Loohis, CA 85650 * (916) 660-1555 » FAX (916)660—15_35



Mr. John U. Fry, Prq;ect Manager/ Owners Represemaave

- CDM
April 29, 2011
Page 2 of 4
TABLE 1 R
PM PEAK HOUR TRH' GENERATION FOR EXIST!NG GOOD EARTH STORE
- _ A Tota!l?M!PukHonrm_ps i
LandUse | Sie EstlmatedfmmiTE.S; ] Omse 9&3/10/11 o
. : ol o Out ) Total | Im ] Out” ] Total
| Good Earth Market' | 8.4 ksf 97 93 190 ns | 12 | 230

The amount of traffic generated on Saturdays was also determmed by monitoring activity at the
existing store. The highest midday hourly total was 216 vehicles, which was smtlar 10 but

slightly less than the weekday p.m. peak hour volume.

Weekend Traﬂ'ic. As notec_l in the traffic 1mpact analysis, weekday p.m. peak hour traffic
- - - - operating conditions typically represent the “worst case™ condition-employed for environmental
analysis, and this time period has been the basis. for all previous Fairfax area traffic studies.
However, Fairfax aftracts an appreciable amount of commercza! trafﬁc on weekends and
~recreatnonal bicycle use is also high during that tlme -

To help affirm the use of weekday trafﬁc as the basis of analysis, we monitored background
weekend traffic and bicycle activity ‘near the proposed Good Earth Market site at 720 Center -
Blvd. Typically, in recreation / commercial areas weekend traffic volumes are high during the
midday. This time period captures lunch activity, shopping and recreational cycling. :

" As shown in Table 2, the background automobﬂe traffic volume through the Center Blvd /
Pastori Avenue intersection is hlghest during the weekday p.m. peak hour The volumc of
bicyclist through the intersection is higher on Saturday.

- _ TABLEZ L o
ComAmson OF WEEKDAY AND. WEEKEND Commoms
AT CENTER BLVD / PASTORI Avnmm_: INTERSECTION

Total Hourly Avtomobiles 802 1,086
Total Hourly Bicyclists 74 I 67
Average Delay . . 15.0 sec 4 - 206sec .
(Level of Service) s (B) : (O .

£34



Mr. John U, Fry, Prq;ect Manager/ Owners Representatzve
-CDM

April 29, 2011

Page 3 of 4

A Modal Choice. Varlous transportatton modes are available in Fa:rfax and each is used at various
times for varying purposes. While automobiles remain the primary mode, an appreciable
number of residents and visitors use bicycles or walk. These choices will likely be made by
patrons of the new Good Earth Market. - - -

Modal choice at the existing Good Earth Market was established by observation' during the
traffic counts conducted at that site, and I understand that a customer survey identifying modal -
choice will also be adminisiered by the store. ‘Based on our observation, roughly 5% of the.
arriving customers came by bicycle during the weekday 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak period. This
finding is reasonable since many Good Earth customers stop at the store as part of their commute
home from work and the private automobile remains the primary commute opt:on

Customer Survey Results. To prov1de additional mforma“ﬁon regarding the Good Earth

Market, the project proponent administered a customer survey. Customers were asked questlons
regarding their mode of travel and regardmg their overall travel pattern to- and from the store.

As shown in Table 3, more than 17% of the Good Earth Market customers reported using
transportation modgs other than the -private - automobile (i.e., bicycles 8. 5%, Bus/Public
Transportation 1.8%, Walk 6.7%). The choice of alternative modes for shoppmg trips appears
h:gher in Fairfax than in many other commumtxes .

TABLEJ
. GOOD EARTH CUSTOMER TRAVEL MODES SURVEY RESUL'IS . _
" Saturday Tuesday | aoniioa
| | | 200 me00pm) | (4:00t07: W&m) o Combined
Hmv did you fravel to our store today? .
Automobile . 62 83.8% 74 22.1% 136 82.9%
Bicycle 4 5.4% 10 11.1% 14 8.5%
Bus / Public Transportation 1| 14% 2 22% 3 | 18%
Walk ~ ' B B 9.5% 4 44% i 6%
Total 74 100.0% 90 100.0% 164 | 100.0%

Table 4 summarizes answers to how the trip to Good Earth related to other travel As shown
‘most customers visited Good Earth’as part of a muitl-purpose tnp, and few shoppers (1 e., 14%) -
made a tnp excluswely to Good Earth : '

KDA



Mr. John U. Fry, iject Manager/ Owners Representative

CDM

April 29, 2011

Page 4 of 4

- TABLE 4
GOOD EARTH CUSTOMER TRAVEL CHARACI'ERISTICS SURVEY RESULTS
" -Saturday E Tuesday .
| (12:00 t0 6:00 prm) | (4:00 10 7:00 pmy | Combisied -

Your stop at Good Earth toda_v was: 7
on the way to work 2 2.7% - 10 111% 12 7.3%
the last stop on the way home - 46 | 622% | 38 | 422% 84 | 51.2%
on the way to other stop(s) before going home 23 3L.1% 22 24.4% 45 | 27.4%
Direct from home to this store and retirn home 3 4.1% 20 | 222% - 23 14.0%
Total . , o . 74 100.0% 90 106.0% 164 100.0%

Finally, Table 5 summarizes responses to the location of the residences of Good Earth customers.
As shown, most Good Earth customers reside in Fairfax or in areas east of Fairfax. This
conclusion is consistent with the assumptions made for the traffic study.

TABLES
GOOD EARTH CUSTOMER RESIDENCE SURVEY RESULTS
' (12-'0%’ tt:?-;z pm) | (4'9011:??0’9yp.m.)" - Combined .

I live... ' '
in Fairfax - immediate area 14 C189% | 21 300% | 41 ] 25.0%
west of Fairfax o 2 297% 27 | 300% 59 29.9%
east of Fairfax ' 38 51.4% 36 40% 74 45.11%
Totat - . 74 | 31000% | 90 *100.0% 164 | 100:0%

Please feel free to contact me if you have_ 'arlxy questions or need additional information
Sincerely,

KD Anderson & Associates, im:_. _

Kenneth D. Anderson; P.E.
President

Good Farth Market — Supplement.ltr . ' : - . :



