4,13 Transportation avd Traffic

4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

This section deseribes transportation and traffic conditions in the planning area and analyzes the
changes that would occur as a result of implementation of the 2012 General Plan. Information
presented in the discussion and subscquent analysis was drawn from technical analyses
performed by AECOM (ACCOM 2012) and provided in Appendix F of this IR,

4.13.1 Existing Environmental Setting

The lopography of La Mesa creates 4 non-grid, discontinuous circulation system. The local
roadway network and transil lines define most of the City’s circulation network. The street
system is composed primarily of local streets and local collector streets (137.7 miles together),
with a few arterials (17.0 miles) and major colleclor streets (6.1 milcs), Approximately 7.7 miles
of frceways also serve La Mesa.

Existing Roadway System

The City’s transportation system consists of highways, streets, pedestrian paths, transit routes,
and bikeways. The existing roadway network of the planning area is shown in Figure 4.13-1. The
circulation network is connected 1o a larger regional system. The planning area is served by three
frceways: 1-8, SR-94, and SR-125. Surfacc streets conneet T.a Mesa to the cities of San Diego,
l.emon Grove, and El Cajon, and unincorporated areas of San Diego County.

Roadway Classification Standards

The planning arca roadway system includes a range of facilitics serving both regional and local
connectivity. The current street classification in the planning arca roadway system includes state
and interstate freeways, arterials and parkway arterials, major and local collectors, local access
streets, and alleys. Two major functions of a roadway are to serve through-traffic and to provide
access to adjucent propertics, and roadways prioritize these two functions differently. Arterials,
which mostly consist of the bigger roadways, generally prioritize the movement of traffic over
access 1o individual adjacent propertics. Local streets, which mostly consist of smaller roadways,
prioritize access to private properties over through-traflic.

Roadways are also intended to provide bicyele and pedestrian sceess and circulation, and are the
backbone of the bicycle and pedestrian network. Figure 4.13-1 illustrates the major routes and
street typologies of the La Mesa roadway system, and displays the functional classification for
cach of these roadways. The entire current roadway system is categorized below.
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Regional System

Freeways are intended to serve inter-regional travel, carry traffic efficiently from one end of the
City to the other, and/or provide conncetions from the City to other cities and counties. Freeways
are access-controlled, with two or more lanes in each dircetion, The major freeways that provide
direct access to and from the City are I-8, SR-94, and 8R-125. These freeways serve as the
foundation of the City’s regional transportation network.

1-8, the Kumeyaay Highway, runs between Occan Beach in the west and 1-10 in Casa Grande to
the east. |-8 connects to SR-125 within the planning area and with [-15, located 5 miles west of
the planning arca. 1-8 has four general-purpose lanes in cach direction. Within the planning area,
1-8 has on- and off-ramps at 70th Street/Lake Murray, Fletcher Parkway, Spring Street, Jackson
Drive/Grossmont Boulevard, and Severin Drive/Fuerte Drive. -8 has an annual ADT count of
approximately 175,000 to 190,000 vchicles, and a peak-hour count of 15,000 vehicles (in both
directions).

SR-94, the Martin Luther King, Jr. Frecway, is another cast/west facility that extends from the
city of San Diego to the unincorporated areas of Spring Valley and Rancho San Diego. SR-94
connects to SR-123 in the planning arca and 1-805 localed 5 miles southwest of the planning
arca. The majority of vehicles transition {from SR-94 to SR-125 since, cast of Avocade
Boulevard in Spring Valley, SR-94 becomes Campo Road, a two-lane roadway. SR-94 has four
general-purpose lanes in cach direction. Within the planning arca, S8R-94 has on- and off-ramps
al Massachuselis Avenue, Lemon Grove Avenue, and Spring Street. SR-94 has an annual ADT
count of appreximately 130,000 vehicles, and a peak-hour count of 12,000 vehicles west of SR-
125. East of SR-125, SR-94 has an annual ADT count of approximately 43,000 vehicles and a
peak-hour count of 3,700 vehicles (in both directions).

SR-125, the South Bay Hxpressway, is a regional north/south facility that extends from Santee o
Otay Mesa. SR-125 connects to [-8 and SR-94 within the planning arca, SR-125 also conneets to
SR-52 approximately 3 miles to the north, SR-54 approximately 5 miles to the south, and 1-903
approximately 14 miles to the south of the planning arca. SR-125 has three to five general-
purpose lanes in each dircction. Within the planning area, SR-125 has on- and off-ramps al
IFletcher Parkway, a connection to -8, Grossmont Boulevard, Spring Strect, SR-94, Lemon
Avenue, Grossmont Boulevard, and Fuerte Drive. SR-125 has an annuval ADT count ranging
from 92,000 to 164,000 vehicles, and a peak-hour count of 7,600 to 13,300 vehicles.
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4.13 Transporiation and Traffic

Arterials

Arterials are designed to move large volumes of traffic and provide a high level of mobility
hetween major residential, employment, and activity centers. They arc also intended to move
traffic between freeways and local/colloctor roads. ‘They are intended not just for motor vehicle
circulation, but also for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation.

The 2012 General Plan provides general goidance for the form and function of arterial roadways,
and divides arterial roadways into two sub-categorics: arterials and parkway arterials. The
arterials and parkway arterials, together with the freeways, form a network carrying relatively
long-distance, high-speed traffic. Arterials and parkway arterials provide for at least two travel
lancs and a raised or painted median. Parkway arterials have a capacity of up to 45,000 vehicles
daily, and larger arterials have a capacity of up to 35,000 vehicles daily. Smaller arterials can be
two to four lanes and have a capacity of up to 15,000 vehicles daily. Existing major arlerials are
discussed below and identified in Figure 4,13-1.

Fletcher Parkway is a parkway arterial of six lanes that begins at I-8 near Baltimore Drive and
runs cast to Amaya Drive, where it turns northward and continues into the City of El Cajon.

70th Street is a north/south arterial of two to four lanes along of the eastern side of 1.a Mcsa thal
runs north from Unjversity Avenue and transitions (o Lake Murray Boulevard, another arterial,
which continues into the San Carlos neighborhood of the City of San Diego. Within the City of
La Mesa, it fluctuates between a two-lane facility (north of 1-8) and a four-lanc facility (south of
1-8).

Massachusetts Avenue is a north/south arterial of two lanes that runs north from Lemon Grove
to University Ieights.

El Cajon Boulevard is an east/west arterial of four lanes that runs cast from the City of San
Diego to Spring Street in La Mesa.

University Avenue is an cast/west arterial of iwo to four lanes that runs east from the City of
San Diego to Baltimore Drive in La Mesa,

Spring Strect is a four-lanc facility that begins at 1-8 in La Mesa and runs southeast to the
Spring Vallcy area of the County of San Diego, where it transitions {o Campo Road.
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Jackson Drive is a north/south facility of four lanes that runs south from Lake Murray
Boulevard in the San Carlos neighborhood of the City of San Diego to the trolley line, where it
runs east/west until reaching [-8. South of -8, Jackson Drive returns te a north/south direction.
South of L.a Mesa Boulevard, it transitions into a major collector,

La Mesa Boulevard is an cast/west facility of two to four lanes that runs east from University
Avenue to I-8, where it transitions to Grossmont Center Drive.

Grossmont Center Drive is a four-lane facility that runs southcast from Fletcher Parkway until
it transitions to La Mcsa Boulovard.

Collectors

Collcctors are intended to “collect” traftic from local roadways and carry it to roadways higher
in the street classilication hierarchy. These roadways scrve as intermediaries between aricrials
and local roads, and provide direct access to parcels in residential and nonresidential areas.
Major collectors typically have two lanes of traffic in each direction and can carry a maximum of
up to 25,000 vehicles daily. Local collectors have two to four tanes in each dircction and can

carry a maximum of {5,000 vehicles daily.
Local Access Streets

Local access streets are intended to serve adjacent propertics and should enhance community
livability. These roadways provide direct access to properties and conncet to collectors and
arterials. They carry limited through-traffie. Speed limits on local roadways normally do not
exceed 25 miles per hour. These roadways typically carry less than 1,000 vehicles per day, and
through-traffic is discouraged.

Performance Criteria — Level of Service Standards

The performance criteria used in La Mesa are based on two primary measures. The first is
“eapacity,” which cstablishes the vehicle-carrying ability of a roadway, and the second is
“volume.” The volume measure is either a traffic count (in the case of existing volumes) or a
forecast for a future point in time. The ratio between the volume and the capacity give a volume-
to-capacity (V/C) ratio. Based on that V/C ratio, a corresponding LOS is determined. An LOS
scale is used to evaluate roadway performance based on V/C ratios. The LOS levels range from
“A” 10 *F,” with LOS A representing free-flow conditions and LOS F representing severe traffic
congestion. LOS descriptions are described below in terms of driver experience:
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s 1.0S A represents {rec-flow travel for vehicles. Individual users are virtually unaffected
by others in the traffic stream.

e LOS B represents stable flow, but the presence of other users in the traffic stream begins
to be noticeable.

+ LOS C rcpresents a range in which the influcnce of traffic density on operations becomes
noticeable. ‘The ability to mancuver within the traffic stream and to sclect an operating
speed is now clearly affected by the presence of other vehicles.

s 1OS D borders on unstable flow. Speeds and ability to maneuver are severcly restricted
because ol traffic congestion,

e LOS [ represents unstable operating conditions at or near the capacity level where
maneuverability is severely limited. LOS E represents “at capacity™ operations.

e LOS T is used o define forced or a breakdown in traffic (low where unsignalized and
signalized intersections exceed 50 and 80 scconds of delay, respectively.

Overall, the City maintains that a traffic and circulation analysis is warranted for any changes to
land usc in the City resulting from new development propasals.

The City’s Circulation Clement has several policies addressing transportation and maobility.
Under Policy CF-1.1.8, a threshold has been cstablished to determine whether a change in the
V/C ratio on a roadway segment is significant:

When a traffic analysis indicatcs that the Level of Service (L.OS) for a street reaches “E”
ot below, the City will determine what improvements or changes in operations are needed
to maintain or improve the Level of Service. The City will prioritize improvement
projects and identify potential funding sources, including developer contributions and the
Capital Improvements Program.

Various LOS standards have been established to evaluate observed traffic conditions, future
development plans, and street network modifications. The SANDAG Congestion Management
Program (CMP) for the San Diego region provides guidance in preparing tralfic impact reports,
which arc prepared in reference to the San Dicgo Traftic Engineers Council’s (SANTEC) and
Institute of Transportation Engincers’ (ITE) Guidelines lor Traffic Impact Studies (TIS). The
City has optcd out of the CMP regional network and, therefore, is required to prepare an
environmental assessment based on local standards and determinations, The City uses a modified
version of SANTEC/TE s puidelines to determing potential significant impacts.
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SANTEC/ITE s TIS guidelines provide a threshold to determine when a potential impact may be
considered significant. In gencral, the region-wide goal for an acceplable LOS on all freeways,
roadway segments, and intersections is LOS D, As such, for the purposc of this analysis, LOS A
through LOS D arc considered acceptable, and LOS E and LOS F are considered unacceptable
operating conditions. Table 4.13-1 provides the measurc of significance for project traffic

impacts.
Table 4,13-1
City of La Mesa Measure of Significant Project Traffic Impacts
Level of Serviee Allowable Change trom Project Impact
(LOS) with Project Freeways Roadway Sepments Intersections Ramp Metering
E and F (or VICH Speed (mph) ViCH Speed {mph) Delay (sce)¥ Delay (min)f
ramp meler delays =
of more than 13 0.01 ] 0.02 1 2 2
minutes)**

*Y/C = volume-to-capacity ratic; mph = miles per hour

tDelay: average stopped delay per vehicle measure in seconds (sce) for intersections or minutes (min} for ramp
meters

¥+ SANTEC also provides a significance threshold for LOS D locations

Source: City of [a Mesa, SANTLEC/UTE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studics in the San Dicgo Region (Table 1)

As specified in Table 4.13-1, a significant impact would occur when traffic demand on a
roadway segment increases by 2 pereent of capacity (change in V/C greater than or equal to
0.02) when the roadway segment operates at LOS E or LOS I, [f a project causes the allowable
change in V/C ratio to be ecxceeded, the impacts are determined to be significant,

Table 4.13-2 lists the various roadway types identiticd in the 2012 General Plan Circulation
Element and the maximum daily traflic volumes that type of roadway can accommodate per
SANTEC/TEs T1S guidelines. Not all roadways are built to 2012 General Plan designations. In
such cases, the capacity and V/C ratios are based on the existing number of lanes rather than the
roadway classification.
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Table 4.13-2
Daily Roadway Segment Capacity

La Mesa SANTLEC Level of Service Standards (AD'Y)
Roadway Roadway Typical Lane
Classification Classification Configuration A B C D I
Parkway Arterial | Major Arterial [ 20,000 | 28,000 | 40,000 | 45000 | 50,000
Arterial Major Arterial 4 15,000 | 21,000 | 30,000 | 35000 | 40,000
Arterial Major Arterial® 2 7.875 11,025 15,750 18,375 | 21,000
Major Collector Secondary Arterial/ 4 10,000 | 14,000 | 20,000 | 25000 | 30,000
Collector (4 lancs)
1.ocal Collector Collector (no center 4 5,000 7,000 10,000 13.000 | 15,000
lane, continuous lefi-
turn lane)
Local Collector Collector (commercial 2 2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 7,500
industrial fronting)
Local Streels Collector (mulli- 2 2.500 3,500 5,000 6,500 7,500
family)

*I,a Mesa has arterials with two lanes and continuous lefi-turn lanes. Capacity of these roadways is, therefore, hall
of a four-lane arterial with an additional capacity adjustment 1o account for the continuous lefi-turn lanes.

Note: V/C ratios for roadway segments are estimated on an ALT/24-hour traffic volumes basis. The acceptable 1,05

for frecways, roadways, and intersections is generally LOS D.

Source: SANTECATE Guidelines for Traffic tmpact Studics in the San Diego Region (Table 2)

Existing Traffic Conditions

Existing ADT volumes are based on 24-hour counts conducted in 2011 and 2012 under the
direction of City staff for typical weekday conditions. An LOS analysis was conducted to
cvaluate existing traffic conditions of the planning area’s roadway sepgments. The results of the
roadway capacity analysis are summarized in Table 4.13-3 and iltustrated in Figure 4.13-2.

Per Table 4.13-3, all planning area roadway scgments are operating at LOS D or better, excepl
for ihe following segment, which is bolded within the table:

o #2] - Massachusctts Avenue south of Pearson Avenue (1.OS E)

Public Transit System

The City is scrved by a light rail system and scveral bus lines provided by MTS, MTS is the
regional trapsit service provider in the southern half of San Diego County, connecting La Mcsa
to the greater San Diego metropolitan area. The most recent MTS ridership data is from fiscal
year 2008/2009. As MTS ridership levels have remained fairly constant over the last few years,
these values would also be consistent under existing conditions.
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4.13 Transportation and Traffic

Light Rail Lines

Light rail currently servicing the City is as {ollows:

Orange Line Trolley operates beiween downtown San Diego and Santee (approximately
20.7 miles one-way). Four stations on this line are within La Mesa: Spring Strect, [.a
Mesa Boulevard {downtown), Grossmont Center, and Amaya Drive. The downtown
location of the I.a Mcsa Boulevard station intersects major bus routes and provides transit
access to the Civic Center, village commercial, and surrounding residential areas. The
Grossmont Center station is a transfer station between the Orange and Green Lines. The
Orange Linc generally provides 15-minute service during weekdays and 30-minute
service on the weekends {except Saturday midday with 15-minute service). The Orange
Line operates 18 trains during non-peak periods and 28 trains during peak periods, In
fiscal year 2008, the Orange Line transported 8.35 million passengers. In SANDAG's
2050 RTP, planned improvements to the Orange Line include increased 7.5-minute peak
and 15-minute off-peak frequencies by 2030, a potential grade-scparation at Allison
Avenue/University Avenue/La Mesa Boulevard, and an extension to the Airport
Intermodal Transit Center by 2035,

Green Line Trolley operates between Old Town Station and Santce (approximately 19.3
miles one-way). Three stations on this line are within l.a Mesa: Amaya Drive, Grossmont
Center, and 70th Street. The Green Line gencrally provides 15-minute service during the
weekdays and 30-minutc service on the weekends (except Saturday midday and evening,
with 15-minute scrvice), The Green Line operates 14 trains during non-peak and peak
periods. In fiscal year 2008, the Green Line transported 8.16 million passengers. In
SANDAG's 2050 RTP, planncd improvements to the Green Line include an extension to
downtown Bayside by 2018.

Bus Routes

The MT'S bus routes currently serving La Mesa include the following;

Route 1 operales between Grossmont Transit Center and 5th Avenue and Evans Place in
Hillerest (approximately 12,7 miles one-way). Within La Mesa, the routc runs from
Grossmaont Transit Center through the La Mesa Boulevard and 70th Streel Trolley Station
to Hillerest, Route 1 generally provides 30-minute service during the weckdays and
weekends (with the exception of no service to the 70th Street trolley station on the
weekend), Route 1 west of 70th Strect operates with higher service {requencies (15- 1o
20-minute service). Route 1 operates cight buses durimg non-peak periods and 10 buscs
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during peak periods. In fiscal year 2009, Route 1 transported approximately 1.5 million

Passengers,

» Route 7 operates between La Mesa and downtown San Diego (approximately 1.3 miles
onc-way). Within La Mesa. the route runs along University Avenue and serves the La
Mesa Boulevard trolley station. Route 7 generally provides 24- o 30-minute scrvice
during the weekdays and weekends. West of the La Mesa Boulevard trolley station,
Route 7 operates with higher scrvice frequencies (15-minute scrvice). Route 7 operates
13 buses during non-peak periods and 19 buscs during peak periods. In fiscal ycar 2009,
Route 7 transported approximately 3.8 million passengers.

« Route 14 operates between Baltimore Drive/Lake Murray Boulevard and the Grantville
trolley station {approximately 11.4 miles one-way). Within La Mesa, the route runs along
Lake Murray Boulevard to I Cajon Boulevard and provides connections to the 70th
Street trolley station, San Diego State University, and Kaiser Permanente Hospital, Route
14 generally provides 60-minute service during weekdays. It does not provide weekend
service, Route 14 operates two buses during non-peak and peak periods. In fiscal year
2009, Route 14 transported approximately 260,000 passengers.

« Route 851 operates between the Spring Street trolley station and Spring Valley Shopping
Center (approximately 7.1 miles one-way). Within La Mesa, the route runs
southcast/south from Spring Street and provides connections to Spring Valley, Roule 851
generally provides 60-minute service during the weckdays. 1t does not provide weekend
service. Route 851 operates one bus during non-peak periods and two buses during peak
periods. In fiscal year 2009, Route 851 transported approximately 101,000 passengers.

« Route 854 operatcs between Grossmont Transit Center and Grossmont College
(approximately 5.9 miles one-way). Within La Mesa, the rouic runs along SR-125 and
Fletcher Parkway to Baltimore Drive. Route 854 generally provides 30-minute service
during the weekday peak periods and  60-minute scrvice during  non-peak
periods/evenings, It also operates during Saturdays with 60-minute service. Route 854
operales two buses during peak and non-peak periods. In fiscal year 2009, Route 854
transported 167,000 passengers.

» Route 855 operates between the Spring Steeet trolley station and Jamacha Bowlevard and
Doubletree Road/Calave Drive (approximately 4.7 miles one-way). Within La Mesa, the
route runs southeast from Spring Street 1o Campo Road and provides connections to Casa
de Oro and Rancho San Diego. Roule 855 generally provides 30-minute service during
the weekdays and 60-minute service during the weekends. Route 855 operates onc bus
during non-peak periods and two buses during peak periods. In fiscal year 2009, Route
855 transported approximately 287,000 passengers.

Febroary 2003 4.13-14 L.a Mesa General Plan 1113



4.13 Transportation and Traffic

Table 4.13-4 provides a summary of cxisting transit routes in La Mesa. Figure 2-8 presents an

illustration of these routes.

In 2010, approximatcly 6.5 percent of commuters during peal-period work trips in the San Dicgo

region used fransit.

Table 4.13-4
Existing Transit Services in La Mesa

Doublzetree Road/Calavo
Dirive

Weekdny Saturday Sunday
Transit General Route Weeliday | Average | Saturday | Average | Sunday | Average
Line Description Service* | Hendways | Service* | Headways| Serviee® | Headways
Orange Line| Dewntown San Diego 430AMto | oL |SB0AMI} 1510 500 AMto| oo o
Trolley and Santee 1:00 AM -1 1:30 AM 30 min {1:30 PM
Green Line | Old Town Station and 4:30 AM Lo 15 min 5E00AM ] 1510 (5:00 AMto 30 min
Tralley Sanlee 1130 PM - A0 PM | 30min | 11:000M | °
Grossmont Transit Center
6:00 AM to . 6:00 AM 1wl L, . 7:00 AM to .
Rouwte 1 and 5th Avenlue alnd 12:00 AM 30 min 12:00 AM 30 min 2-00 PM 30 min
Evans Place in Hillerest
Rouic 7 1.a Mesa to Downtown 530 AM to 2dto  [630AMI0] 2410 [6:00AMta| 2410
. San Diego 11:00PM | 30min | 9:00PM | 30min | §30PM | 30min
Baltimore Dirive/Lake .
Route 14 Murray Boulevard to 6:30 AM to 60 min N/A N/A N/A N/A
) . : . 830 PM
Grantville Trolley Station
Spring Street Trolley .
Route 851 Station and Spring Valley 5:30 AM to 30 min NIA N/A N/A N/A
. 7:00 PM
Shopping Center )
Grossmont Trangit Center | 5:30 AM to 30 (%00AM o :
Routc 834 to Grossmornt College 10:30 PM 60 min .30 PM 60 min /A A
Spring Strect Trolley
Station and Jamacha
) 530 AM to . 1630 AM 1o L (T30 AM o e
Route 855 | Boulevard and 10:30 PM 30 min 000 PM 60 min 530 PM 60 min

*Based on service provided at transit stations within La Mesa. Scrviee times arc approximated.
Source: MTS Wehsite (2012) http:/fwww.sdmts.com,

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilitics

Existing and Planned Bicyele Facifities

I.a Mesa currently has 12 segments of Class 11 bicyele lanes and one segment of Class 111 bicycle

routes. These facilities are described in Tabie 4.13-5 and shown in Figure 2-7.

L.a Mesa General Plan TIR
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Table 4.13-5
City of La Mesa Existing Class 11 and 111 Facilities
Road Segment f Miles ‘ _Limits ] Notes
L Existing Class 1T Bike Lanes*
70th Street 0.86 | University Avenue and City limits | Conneets lo Rolando Elementary S¢hool
Amaya Drive 0.62 l-lc:tchcr Parloway und Lakeview Bike lane gap between Severin Drive and
Drive Howell Dhive
Short segment ravils through City of San
Baltimare Drive 1,71 | -8 and northern City limit Diego; bike lane gap on southbound lanes
o between Tanglerod Lane and Lake Park Way
Fletcher Parkway 2.28 | Baltimore Drive and City limits Wide interseetions at major streets
Grossmont Bouleviard 0.25 | lackson Drive and Wilson Street Bike lanc gap between the shopping center
and La Mcsa Boulevard )
. { dAwestl ike lane
. Murtay Drive and 1.a Mesa Northboundiwes mmlld !JI.I(L |.dnlLS only
Jackson Drive 1.44 ) between [-8 and Hayes Street; bike lane gap
Boulevard )
hetween I-8 on-ramp and Fletcher Parkway
Luke Murray Boulevard | 199 | Wisconsin Avenue and City limits | Bike lane gap over |-8
Massachusct(s Avenue 0.67 University Avenue and Waite Short steep section southbound hetween
e ’ Prrive Boulevard Drive and Hotfman Avenuc
Road changes to Yale Avenuc where thers is
Muiray Hill Road $.29 | Orien Avenue and Waite Drive a bike lane gap between Orien Avenue and
University Avenue
Southbound bike lane ends shart of the
Severin Drive 0.37 | Campina Drive and Mutray Drive | intersection; bike lane gap over [-8 and
between Amaya Drive and City limits
_— Baltimore Drive and La Mesa Bike lanc gap between Baltimore Drive and
University Avenue {.48 " L
Boulgvard Spring Street
Conneels to Grossmont High School; bike
Water Street 0.24 | Milden Strect and City limits lane gap between Milden Street and Amaya
Drive
‘Total Mileage 11.2 _ .
Existing Class 111 Bike Routes®
El Pase Strect 0.92 | Baltimore Drive and Dallas Street | Only onc bike route sign at Baltimore Drive
Total Mileage 1,92 .

*Facilities that meet Caltrans Chapter 1000 requirements,
Saurce: City of La Mesa 2012 (Table 2)

The 2012 Bicycle Facilities and Alternative I'ransportation Plan (City of La Mesa 2012) lists
several recommendations to improve La Mesa's bicycle network, Future improvements to Class

I bile facilitics are planned along the following roadways:

e University Ave (City limits and Spring Street)

e La Mesa Boulevard (Grossmont Boulevard and Grossmont Center Drive)

e (irossmont Boulevard (Lake Murray Boulevard and Bancroft Drive)
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4,13 Transportation and Traffic

+ Spring Street (Fresno Avenue and SR-94, Center Street to 1-8)

» La Mesa Boulevard (University Avenue and Grossmonl Boulevard)

¢ Bl Cajon Boulevard (City limits and Baltimore Drive)

¢ Lake Murray Boulevard/70th Street (Alvarado Road and Parkway Drive)

¢ Severin Drive (Murray Drive and Bancroft Drive)

s Center Drive (Grossmont Center Drive and Jackson)

¢ Baltimore Drive (El Cajon Boulevard and University Avenue)

« High Street (Riviera Drive and Valley View Circle)

¢ Bancrofi Drive (Grossmont Drive and Severin Drive)

e Baltimore Drive (LLake Murray Boulevard and Fletcher Parkway)

« Alvarado Road (70th Street and Guava Avenue)

e Crossmont Center Drive (La Mesa Boulevard and 1-8 off-ramp)

»  Murray Drive (Severin Drive/I-8 and Grossmont Center Drive/Water Drive; Grossmont
Center Drive and Jackson Drive)

» Center Drive (Case Street and Jackson Drive}

+ Jackson Drive (Parkway Drive and Murray Drive)

s Dexter Drive/Riviera Drive (High Street and Gateside Road)

The plan also provides general recommendations for existing bike lanes and improvements for
Class 11 bicycic routes within La Mesa,

Pedestrian Facilitics

In February 2006, the La Mcsa, California Walkability Plan was (inalized. This community-
based plan addressed the General Plan’s vision of having nonmotorized options for its residents.
The plan developed walkability visions, goals, and strategics for L.a Mesa; categorized cxisting
street conditions Tor pedestrians; and developed specific recommendations to be implemented as
part of the City’s capital improvement program.

The Walkability Plan describes various hilly and non-hilly residential, collector, and arterial
strcets. The alder commercial core around the downtown village is typical of a traditional
walkable town center with a well-connected grid of sweets and allcys, sidewalks, and strect-
facing retail. Older commercial corridors along University Avenue, El Cajon Roulevard, La
Mesa Boulevard, Baltimore Parloway, and Spring Street are more ypical suburban street patterns
and street designs with large interscctions, auto-oriented uses, numerous curb cuts, atiached
sidewalks, parking lots next to the sidewalk, and buildings set back from the street. Newer
commercial corridors along Fletcher Parkway and the Grossmont Center arca have similar but

improved landscaping and aceess control.

La Mesa Geneeal Plan LIR 4.13-17 February 2013
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Recommended improvements include a list of 13 scctions grouped by geography or type of
neighborhood/community. Sections | through 8 address future growth and retrofit opportunities,
with arcas of high priority for pedestrians, including hillside and non-hillside neighborhoods,
downtown, University Avenue, FEl Cajon Boulevard, Fletcher Parkway, Hospital/Grossmont
Center, and Industrial Center. Scctions 9 through 12 are areas that need more generic
recommendations common (o La Mesa’s topography and features, such as similar reatments for
schools, midblock crossings, and transit stations.

Figure 2-6 presents existing and proposed sidewalk facilities as part of the 1.a Mesa, California
Walkability Plan.

4.13.2 Repulatory Setting

The following provides a general description of the applicable regulatery requircments for the
planning arca, including federal, state, regional, and local guidelines.

Federal
Department of Transporiation Act of 1960

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 specities thar a {ransportation
project requiring the use of publicly owned parks, recreation arcas, historic sites (including those
owned privately), wildlife and waterlowl refuges, and many other types of resources can be
approved only il there is no feasible and prudent alternate to using that land and if (he project is
planned 1o minimize harm to the property.

General procedures are as (ollows:

A specific finding is required. Seetion 4(f) lands may be uscd for federal aid highways
only if:

I, There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2. The program ot project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,

reercation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

Each project proposal must include a Section 4() avoidance alternative.

February 2013 4.13-18 La Mesa General Plan EIR
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Surface Transportation Assistance Act

In 1982, the lederal government passed the Surface Transportation Assistance Act. This act
requires states to allow larger trucks on the “National Network,” which is compared to the
Interstate System plus the non-Interstate Federal-Aid Primary System. “Larger trucks™ includes
(1) doubles with 28.5-foot-long trailers, (2) singles with 48-foot-long semi-trailers and unlimited
kingpin-to-rear-axle distance, (3) unlimited length for both vehicle combinations, and (4) widths
up to 102 inches. 1-8 in the planning area is defined as a Surface Transportation Assistance Acl
route,

State
California Department of Transportation

Caltrans is the primary state agency responsible for transportation issues. One of its duties s the
canstruction and maintenance of the state highway system. Caltrans has established standards for
roadway traffic flow and has developed procedures to determine if intersections require
improvement. For projects that may physically affect facilitics under its administration, Caltrans
requires cncroachment permits before any construction work can be undertaken. For projects that
would not physically affect facilitics bul that may influence traffic flow and LOS at such
facilities, Caltrans may recommend measures to mitigate the traftic impacts,

Califormia Tramsportation Commission
] J

The California Transportation Commission consists of nine members appointed by the governor.
The commission is responsible for programming and allocating funds for construction of
highway, passenger rail, and transit improvements throughout the state. The California
Transportation Commission is responsible lor adopting the State Transportation Improvement
Program and the State Highway Operation and Protection Program.

Assembly Bill 32

With AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Calilornia committed itself to reducing
GHG cmissions to 1990 levels by 2020, ARB is coordinating the response to comply with
AR 32,

In 2007, ARB adopted a list of carly action programs that could be put in place by January 1,
2010, In 2008, ARB defined its 1990 bascline level of cmissions, and in 2011 it completed its
major rule-making for reducing GG emissions. Rules on emissions, as well as market-based

La Mesa General Plan EIR 4.13-19 I'ehruary 2013
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mechanisms like the proposed cap and trade program, Look effect January 1, 2012. On December
11, 2008, ARB adopted its Proposed Scoping Plan for AB 32. This Scoping Plan included the
approval of SB 375 as the means for achieving regional transportation-related GHG targets. SB
375 provides guidance on how curbing emissions from cars and light trucks can help the state
comply with AB 32.

Senaie Bifl 375

SB 375 has four key components. First, SB 375 requires regional GHG emissions targets, ARB’s
Regional Targets Advisory Committee puides the adoplion of targets to be met by 2020 and
2035 for cach MPO in the state. For La Mesa, the MPO is SANDAG (see below). These targets
arc updated cvery 8 years in conjunction with the revision schedule for housing and
transporiation elements.

Second, MPOs are required to create an SCS that provides a plan for meeting regional targets.
The SCS and the RTP must be consistent with each other, including action items and financing
decisions. [f the SC8 does not meet the regional target, the MPO must produce an Alternative
Planning Strategy that details an alternative plan to meet the target.

Third, SB 375 requires thal regional housing elements and transportation plans (also prepared by
SANDAG as the MPO lor the San Diego region [La Mcsa is a member agency|) be synchronized
on 8-ycar schedules. In addition, Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation numbers must
conlorm to the SCS. I local jurisdictions arc required to rezone land as a result of changes in the
housing clement, rezoning must take place within 3 years.

Finally, MPOs must use transportation and air emissions modeling techniques consistent wilh
guidelines prepared by the California Transportation Commission. Regional transportation
planning agencies (such as SANDAG) are encouraged, but not required, to use travel demand
modcls consistent with the California Transportation Commission guidelines.

The SANDAG region was the first region in the state to adopt an SCS and RTP update under 5B
375. The 2050 RTP/SCS was approved by the SANDAG board of ditectors on October 28, 201 1.

Assenthly Bill 1358 - California Compleie Streets Act of 2008
Supporting some of the previously referenced regulations/requitements, the California Complete

Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358) requires circulation clements as of Januvary 1, 2011, to
accomumodate the transportation system from a multi-modal perspective, including public transit,
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walking, and biking, which have traditionally been marginalized in comparison o autos in
contemporary American urban planning.

Laoeal
SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Compamities Strategy

SANDAG is the regional transportation planning ageney in San Diego County. As such,
SANDAG is responsible for planning and funding transportation projects throughout the region,
SANDAG adopted its 2050 RTP on Qctober 28, 2011. The following projects have been
identified in the City to improve mobility:

+ Rapid bus service from La Mesa to Occan Beach

e Lixpress light rail and increased frequencies along the Orange Line
e [ligh-frequency local bus routes within the City

s Operational improvements along [-8

e  Managed lanes on SR-94

e (eneral purpose lanes on SR-125

e [nhanced freeway connectivity between SR-94 and SR-125

Congestion Management Program

The 2008 CMT for San Diego County was developed to meet the requirements of Section 65089
of the California Government Code. Since that time, the local agencies within San Diego County
decided to opt out of the CMP requirements, as allowed by the Government Code. As such, there
are no CMP-specific requirements associated with the 2012 General Plan.

The City of La Mesa Bicycle Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan

The 2012 Bicycle Facilitics and Alternative Transpottation Plan provides a framework for the
future development of the Cily's bicycle network, and also makes the City eligible for local,
state, and federal funding for bicyele and pedestrian projects. This plan is a comprehensive report
documenting local and regional bicycle policies and gozls, evaluating existing bicyele facilities,
and developing planned/programmed bicycle improvements. The plan includes proposed
sidewalk facility projects as part of the 2000 La Mesa Watkability Plan. Several bicycle facilities
were assessed in this plan, including Class [ (Bike Paths), Class 1l (Bike Lanc Facilitics), and
Class 111 (Bike Route Facilitics), throughout La Mesa.
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City of La Mesa Municipal Code

Municipal Code Title 12 contains the gencral provisions and regulations relating to traffic

control, strects, enlorcement, trains, and parking,.

4.13.3 Thresholds for Determining Significance

Consistent with the procedures provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the
significance thresholds used by the City states that a significant impact related o
transportation/traffic would occur if implementation of the 2012 General Plan would:

» Result in a V/C change equal to or greater than 0.02 when the roadway scgment operates
at LOS C or I with the project.

The above threshold analyzes impacts related to traffic congestion and LOS, which were
idenlified as potentially significant issues in the Initial Study (sce Appendix A). The language of
the threshold included in this EIR differs slightly from the thresholds listed in the Imitial Study,
which are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Under the thresholds listed in the
Initial Study, a significant impact rolaied to transportation and traffic would occur 1f
implementation of the 2012 General Plan would result in a substantial increase in the V/C ratio
on roads or exceed an LOS standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designatced roads or highways.

As explained in Section 4.13.1, the City opted out of the SANDAG CMP (the county congestion
management agency plan), and must preparc an environmental assessment based on local
standards and determinations. Therefore, the LOS and V/C ratio standard used in the threshold
included in this EIR is not based on the standards cstablished by the SANDAG CMP, but is
bused on the City’s dircction to generally follow SANTEC/ITE's guidelines to determine
potential significant impacts.

Impacts related to change in air traffic patterns, emergency access, and conflicts with policies
and plans supporting alternative transportation were determined to be less than significant in the
Initial Study, and will not be discussed further in this EIR. Refer to the Initial Study in Appendix
A for a discussion of these issue arcas.
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4.13.4 Analvsis of Environmental Impacts

Roadway LOS Change and V/C Ratio Increase
Future Cireulation Network

Future 2035 conditions include cumulative land use assumptions as described in the 2012
General Plan. These land use assumptions, as well as the 2035 circulation network, are consistent
with land uses, regional roadways, and interchange improvements that are included in
SANDAG’s 2050 RTP,

Within the planning area, the following planned improvements are expected to be in place by
2035:

o SR-94/5R-125 new west-to-norih and south-to-gast freeway connectors

e SR-125 from SR-94 to I-8, expansion from eight lanes (o 10 lanes, plus two Value

Pricing lanes

No local transportation improvements are specifically described in the 2012 General Plan.
However, the City adopted the Bicycle Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan in February
2012 and a Sidewalk Master Plan in January 2008. These plans describe pedestrian and bicycle
facility improvements’ within the City, In addition, it is assumed that signal modiications by the

City would occur as necessary under future conditions,
Development of Future Trafite Volumes

The travel demand forceasting model used for the traffic impact analysis was derived from
SANDAG’s regional transportation model, which provided data for 2008 and 2035, The 2035
network from SANDAG's 2050 RTP was used {or the 2035 scenario. The network includes
regional transportation improvements that are “reasonably expected,” as delined in the RTP and
the Final Scries 12, 2050 Regional Growth Forecast completed in Octeber 201 1.

The travel demand model for the General Plan’s traftic impact analysis was developed by
comparing the pereentage growth from the 2008 model year to the 2035 model year on
individual daily link volumes in the RTP, An annual growth rate was then derived from each
roadway and applied o the existing 201172012 conditions. This medel resulted in a cumulative
forecasted volume under future 2035 conditions. The model output produced negative growth for

Specific project details be included as part of the La Mesa Bicycle and Walkability Plan Negative Declaration.
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a fow roadway segments based on factors that may affect traffic in the future (e.g., fransit,
gusoline, and economic assumptions). To have consistent results with other future projections,
zero growth was assumed for those segmenits where the mode! output showed negative growth.

Table 4.13-6 summarizes the vear 2035 ADT volumes for the 25 traffic study arca roadway
segments within La Mesa.

Year 2035 Conditions

An LOS analysis using the previously described methodologies was conducted to evaluate year
2035 {raflic conditions in the traffic study arca roadway segments, The results of the roadway
capacity analysis are summatized in Table 4,13-6 and illustrated in Figure 4.13-3.

Although Segment #22 — Massachusetts Avenue south of Pearson Avenue operaies at fLOS E
under 2035 conditions, the V/C ratio would not change in the future {this location was projected
to have zero growth) and, therefore, would not be significantly impacted by the 2012 General
Plan.

Based on the City’s threshold of significance, no scgments are projected to be significantly
impacted under future 2035 conditions. Therefore, the 2012 General Plan would result in less-
than-significant impacts,

Per the Circulation Element of the 2012 General Plan, ongoing roadway maintenance and
construction of future improvements represent a significant commitiment of resources from the
City®s capital improvement program. The City’s fiscal year 2012 capital improvement program
lists $9.2 million in transportation projects, including traffic signal upgrades, Proposition 42
street improvements, transit stops, and other improvements. fmprovements lo traffic flow and
safety will be made through techniques such as changes to traffic signal timing at key
intersections and improvements o transit services,
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Alternative Transportation Modes

Impacts related 1o alternative transportation modes ((ransit, bicycle, and pedestrian [acilities)
were determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study and will not be discussed [urther
in this EIR.

The 1.a Mesa Bicycle Facilitics and Alternative Transportation Plan (2012) includes proposed
improvements to bicycle and sidewalk facilities within the planning arca. The plan was designed

{0 avoid significant environmental impacts.

4.13.5 Mitiration Measures

Implementation of the 2012 General Plan would not result in significant impacts w0 roadway
opcrations; thercfore, no mitigation is required.

4.13.6 Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of the 2012 General Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
roadway operations.
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