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Nextrans Consulting Engineers (A Division of NextEng Consulting Group Inc.) was retained by Al Ruggero and Rocco
Forgione (the ‘Client), to undertake a Transportation Impact Study in support of the Rezoning (ZBA and Site Plan
Control Application (SPCA) for the proposed Residential Development located at 86 Thomas Street, in the City of
Mississauga.

The proposed 10 back to back townhouse units located at 86 Thomas Street will provide 21 vehicular parking spaces,
one (1) of which are designated as an accessible parking space. Access to the site is proposed via one (1) full
movement driveway located on the north side of Thomas Street.

Based on the information contained in the 2016 Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS), a non-auto modal split for the
subject area is approximately 20%. The proposed development is anticipated to generate four (4) two-way trips (1
inbound and 3 outbound) during the AM peak hours and six (6) two-way trips (4 inbound and 2 outbound) during the
PM peak hours.

The intersection capacity analysis results (based on the methodology and procedures outlined in the Highway Capacity
Manual, HCM 2000, published by the Transportation Research Board) indicate that the study area intersections and
proposed vehicular access are expected to operate within acceptable levels of service, with the exception of the
northbound left-right lane at the Hillside Drive and Thomas Street intersection during the AM peak period, and the
southbound left lane at the Thomas Street and Joymar Drive intersection during the AM and PM peak periods
experiencing a failing level of service.

It is recommended the Region monitor the intersections for potential road improvements at Hillside Drive / Thomas
Street and Joymar Drive / Thomas Street as they are experiencing failing levels of service in existing and future
background traffic conditions, without the implementation of our site traffic.

To ensure safe traffic operation in the area, we recommend appropriate signage consisting of a STOP sign (Ra-1) and
STOP bar be provided on the Thomas Street driveway, and a DISABLED PARKING PERMIT Sign (Rb-93) at the
accessible parking spaces.
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Transportation Impact Study

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Nextrans Consulting Engineers (A Division of NextEng Consulting Group Inc.) was retained by Al Ruggero and Rocco
Forgione (the ‘Clients’), to undertake a Transportation Impact Study in support of the Rezoning (ZBA and Site Plan
Control Application (SPCA) for the proposed Residential Development located at 86 Thomas Street, in the City of
Mississauga. Subject lands are currently vacant. The proposal is to construct 10 back to back townhouse units.

The subject site location is illustrated in Figure 1.1.

Project North
(NTS)

The proposed 10 back to back townhouse units located at 86 Thomas Street will provide 21 vehicular parking spaces,
one (1) of which are designated as an accessible parking spaces. Access to the site is proposed via one (1) full
movement driveway located on the north side of Thomas Street.

Figure 1.2 illustrates the current site plan; Appendix A also provides larger scale version of the current site plan.
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Transportation Impact Study

Figure 1.2 — Proposed Site Plan
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The existing subject site is located north of Thomas Street, west of Joymar Drive in the City of Mississauga. The existing
road network is described as follows:

Thomas Street: is classified as a Major Collector road under the Official Plan of City of Mississauga. It has a four-lane
cross with sidewalks on both sides of the road and maintains a posted speed limit of 50 km/h in the vicinity of the
subject site.

Hillside Drive: is classified as a Local road. It has a two-lane cross section and maintains a unposted speed limit of
40 km/h in the vicinity of the subject site.
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Transportation Impact Study

2.2. Existing Active Transportation Network

Sidewalks

The vicinity of the subject site is currently serviced with dedicated sidewalks. Sidewalks are available throughout a
majority of the residential areas in the vicinity of the subject site. There are also sidewalks available on Thomas Street,
Queen Street South, Joymar Drive and Mississauga Road.

Bicycle Lanes

There are currently dedicated Bicycle Lanes, Signed Bike Routes and a Multi-Use Trail in the vicinity of the subject
site, and are detailed as follows:

Bicycle lanes - Mississauga Road south of Erin Centre Boulevard and Main Street East of Wyndham Street

o Signed bike routes - Joymar Drive, Erin Centre Boulevard and Mississauga Road between Erin Centre
Boulevard and Reid Drive
e Multi-use trail - Thomas Street West of Erin Mills Parkway

Figure 2-1 depicts the sidewalks and shared roadways near the subject site.
Figure 2-1 - Cycling Map and Sidewalk Availability

\ Legend \ -
* Subject Site Location
= Multi-Use Trails

== Bicycle Lanes

. ‘v === Signed Bike Routes
== Sidewalk Availability J&£=

2.3. Existing Traffic Volumes

Existing traffic volumes at the study area intersections of Thomas Street and Hillside Drive and Thomas Street and
Joymar Drive were undertaken by Spectrum Traffic on behalf of NexTrans Consulting Engineers on Thursday, March
7, 2019 and Wednesday, September 21, 2016 respectively during the morning (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.) and afternoon
(4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) peak periods. Detailed traffic data sheets are provided in Appendix B. It is important to note
the surrounding area is fully developed based on images taken from Google Earth, as detailed in Appendix C. As
such, the turning movement counts from September 21, 2016 are assumed to remain unchanged.
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Transportation Impact Study

The existing volumes are illustrated in Figure 2-2, and were analyzed using Synchro 10 software. The methodology of
the software follows the procedures described and outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual, HCM 2000, published by
the Transportation Research Board. The detailed results are provided in Appendix D and summarized in Table 2.1.

Figure 2-2 - Existing Traffic Volumes
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Table 2.1 - Level of Service - Existing Traffic Assessments
Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection Movement LOS Delay Queue LOS Delay | Queue
(v/c) (s) (95" m) (v/c) (s) | (95" m)
rilsde Drveand | weLT | A(0.04) | 1.9 11 |A@O08)| 16 | 14
. : NBLR F (1.62) | 408.0 86.0 C(0.31) | 24.8 9.6
(unsignalized)
Thomas Street and EBLT A (0.33) 6.8 11.0 A(0.19) | 6.6 5.3
Joymar Drive SBL F (1.00) | 316.0 27.9 F (0.55) | 126.3 16.7
(unsignalized) SBR B (0.31) 12.0 9.9 C (0.50) | 23.0 20.2

As summarized in Table 2.1, under existing traffic conditions, the study area intersection is currently operating at
excellent levels of service during both peak periods with no critical movements, with the exceptions of the northbound
left-right lane at the Hillside Drive and Thomas Street intersection experiencing a failing level of service during the AM
peak hour time period, and the southbound left lane at the Thomas Street and Joymar Drive intersection experiencing
a failing level of service during the AM and PM peak hour time periods. This is considered a typical condition for any
unsignalized intersection where a Major Collector road, otherwise known as a high capacity urban road, meets with a
local residential road.
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Transportation Impact Study

As previously mentioned, the failing level of service at the unsignalized intersections are considered a typical where a
Major Collector road, otherwise known as a high capacity urban road, meet with a local residential road. It is important
to note, the signalized intersections of Thomas Street and McFarren Boulevard/Gafney Drive and Thomas Street and
Streetsville GO Parking Access are 400 meters apart. As such, Joymar Drive and Hillside Drive intersections cannot
be signalized based on the signalized spacing requirements of 400 meters. It is recommended, Signal-Coordinating
Timing Plan be implemented between the intersections of Thomas Street and McFarren Boulevard/Gafney Drive and
Thomas Street and Streetsville GO Parking Access to synchronize signals together that are closely spaced. Benefits
of signal coordination include, maintenance of a preferred speed, possibility of sending vehicles through successive
intersections in moving platoons and avoiding stoppage of large number of vehicles. On this basis, it is expected the
delays and v/c ratios for the northbound left-right movement via Hillside Drive and the southbound left movement via
Joymar Drive will improve with the increase in gap availabilities.

Based on Table 2.1 Synchro outputs, the northbound shared lane configuration via Hillside Drive and Thomas Street
intersection experiences an average Vv/c ratio of 1.62 during the morning peak hour, and the southbound lane via
Joymar Drive and Thomas Street intersection experience an average v/c ratio of 3.22 and 4.11 during the morning and
afternoon peak hour respectively.

It is our experience that Synchro is overly conservative when assessing level of service at unsignalized one-way stop-
controlled intersections. Factors such as platooning, and gap opportunities are not considered in the analysis as those
parameters do not appear in the Synchro inputs for one-way stop control analysis. In order to address this shortcoming
and provide an accurate assessment of level of service and volume to capacity at the unsignalized location, NexTrans
has opted to employ video based turning movement counts. The video allows for queuing, turning delay and gap study
analysis. Using the videos provided by Spectrum Traffic Data Inc., we have reviewed the videos to determine the v/c
ratio during the AM peak hour period to calculate an average v/c ratio for the shared-lane configuration. The surveyed
delay study sheet experienced during the AM peak hour period is detailed in Appendix E.

Based on the survey results, the average delay during the morning peak hour period for the shared-lane configuration
is 0.30 seconds. As expected, the Synchro analysis for the existing condition is 1360% overly conservative during the
morning peak hour. Level of service is determined based on Synchro ‘v/c ratio’ as detailed in Table 2.2 in accordance
to the Synchro 10 software.

Table 2.2 - Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections

Table 2. Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
Level of Service Average Control Delay (sec/veh)
A 0-10
B >10-15
C =15 - 25
D =25 - 35
E »35 - 50
F =50

Based on the results summarized in Table 2.2, the northbound shared-lane configuration is operating at an acceptable
LOS ‘D’ during the AM peak period.
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Transportation Impact Study

While the delay study of the existing condition clearly demonstrates good level of service and ample capacity for the
northbound shared movement, it is not possible to carry forward these observations in any quantitative sense to the
future background or future total conditions since observations can only be made in the present, not the
future. However, we may make some qualitative assumptions based on the conditions that would change both turning
delay and gap opportunities in the future. Primarily, the factor that would impact unsignalized operations the greatest
would be changes in the flow of traffic on Thomas Street, and thus gap opportunities, due to future background
growth. The Synchro unsignalized analysis will be brought forward in the following sections unchanged, but discussed
in the context of the observations made in the existing condition.

The AADT data for Thomas Street provided by Peel Region Open Data website indicates an unknown annual growth
rate as counts have not been conducted on Thomas Street. It is important to note the surrounding area is fully
developed based on images taken from Google, as detailed in Appendix C. Therefore, a growth rate of 1% was utilized
on a 5-year horizon for the eastbound and westbound directions on Thomas Street.

Future background developments to be considered in the analysis included a residential development located at the
northwest corner of Thomas Street and Joymar Drive, municipally known as 80 Thomas Street. Based on the study
completed by NexTrans Consulting Engineers dated March 28, 2019, the development proposes 194 residential
condominium / townhouse units. The background development considered is summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 - Background Development (80 Thomas Street)

Morning Peak Hour | Afternoon Peak Hour

ITE Land Use Parameter
In Out | Total In Out | Total

Residential Condominium Gross New TripS 15 81 96 77 37 114

/ Townhouse Gross Trip Rate | 0.07 | 0.37 | 044 | 0.35 | 0.17 | 0.52
(LUC 230) 194 units Non-Auto (10%) 2 8 10 8 3 11
Total New Trips 13 73 86 69 34 103

The future (2024) background traffic volumes are provided in Figure 3-1. Table 3.4 summarizes the level of service
at the study area intersections under future background traffic conditions. An applied growth rate of 1%, which given
the general build-out conditions of the immediate area, and background development can be considered a reasonable
approach to the traffic assessment. Detailed output analysis can be found in Appendix G.
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Figure 3-1 - Future (2024) Background Traffic Volumes
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Table 3.2 - Level of Service - Future (2024) Background Traffic Assessments

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection Movement LOS Delay Queue LOS | Delay | Queue
(v/c) (s) (95" m) (v/c) (s) | (95" m)
H'T"ﬁ'odrﬁazrg’tfeaert‘d WBLT | A(0.02) | 1.1 06 |A@©O6)| 16 | 13
nas £ NBLR | F(1.34) | 207.7 | 659 |D(026)| 256 | 7.7
(unsignalized)
Thomas Street & EBLT | A(024) | 52 71 |A(©022)] 72 | 62
Joymar Drive SBL F(0.58) | 1247 | 183 |F(0.52) | 1347 | 152
(unsignalized) SBR | B(0.19) | 10.6 55 |C(047)] 220 | 184

As summarized in Table 3.2, under future background traffic conditions, the study area intersections will continue to
operate at excellent levels of service during both peak periods with the exception of the northbound left-right lane at
the Hillside Drive and Thomas Street intersection during the AM peak period, and the southbound left lane at the
Thomas Street and Joymar Drive intersection during the PM peak period.

These results are nonsensical, particularly in view of the fact that there is only a 1.00% growth rate per annum increase
in through volumes on Thomas Street and no vehicles per hour increase to the northbound left-right turn movements
during the critical AM peak hour. It can be safely assumed based on an existing northbound left-right v/c of 0.11 that
the future background 2022 traffic conditions at the subject intersection will continue to operate at good levels of
service.
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Transportation Impact Study

The development proposal is to construct 10 back to back townhouse dwelling units. Trip rates and site generated trips
were derived from the information contained in the Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) for “Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)” (LUC 220).

According to the 2016 TTS data, approximately 20% of people in the vicinity of the subject site utilize alternative modes
of transportation, such as transit, walking, and cycling, as summarized in Table 4.1. TTS Data for Ward 11 can be
found in Appendix E.

The trip generation summary is shown in Table 4.2.
Table 4.1 - TTS Data for Ward 11

Modes of Travel
Time Period | Auto Mode of Travel Non-Auto Mode of Travel
Driver | Passenger | Transit | GO Train | Walking & Cycling | Other
6-9AM 62% 16% 6% 4% 5% 8%
24 Hours 67% 17% 6% 2% 4% 5%
Average 64% 16% 6% 3% 5% 7%
Total 80% 20%
Table 4.2 - Site Traffic Trip Generation (Based on ITE)
Morning Peak Hour | Afternoon Peak Hour
ITE Land Use Parameter
In Out | Total In Out | Total
Multifamily Housing Gross New Trips 1 4 5 5 3 8
(Low-Rise) Gross Trip Rate | 0.10 | 0.40 | 0.50 | 0.50 | 0.30 | 0.80
(LUC 220) 10 Units Non-auto (20%) 0 1 1 1 1 2
Total New Trips 1 3 4 4 2 6

The proposed development is anticipated to generate four (4) two-way trips (1 inbound and 3 outbound) during the AM
peak hours and six (6) two-way trips (4 inbound and 2 outbound) during the PM peak hours.

It must be noted, the proposed development site traffic volumes were not assigned to the critical northbound left and
right turn movement via Hillside Drive.

Furthermore, the subject site is generating a minimal amount of traffic onto Thomas Street. As such, it is our opinion
the site traffic will not significantly impact the traffic onto Thomas Street, with the site generating a fraction of the existing
traffic (i.e. <1%).

The assumptions for the trip distribution rates are detailed in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3 - Trip Distribution

. . . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Direction Via
Inbound | Outbound | Inbound | Outbound
East Thomas Street 31% 31% 47% 47%
West Thomas Street 69% 69% 53% 53%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Figure 4-1 - Site Generated Traffic Volumes
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The forecasted 2024 future total traffic volumes (future background traffic volumes plus site generated traffic volumes)
are illustrated in Figure 5-1, and were analyzed using Synchro 10 software. The detailed calculations are provided in

Appendix F and summarized in Table 5.1.
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Figure 5-1 — Future (2024) Total Traffic Volumes
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Table 5.1 - Level of Service — Future (2024) Total Traffic Assessments
Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection Movement LOS (v/ Delay | Queue LOS Delay | Queue
vVie) | ") | (@5"m)| (vie) | (s) | (95" m)
risde Drveand | weLT | A©0.02) | 14 06 | A©O6) | 16 | 13
. . NBLR F (1.34) 299.4 66.1 D (0.26) | 25.7 7.8
(unsignalized)

Thomas Street & EBLT A (0.24) 5.2 7.1 A (0.22) 7.2 6.2
Joymar Drive SBL F (0.58) 124.9 18.3 F (0.53) | 135.7 15.2
(unsignalized) SBR B (0.19) 10.6 5.5 C(0.47) | 22.0 18.4

Thgﬁj;g:ﬁ & | EBLT | A(<001) | 00 00 |A(<001)| 02 | 01

. ! SBLR C (0.01) 18.4 0.3 D (0.02) | 334 0.4
(unsignalized)

As summarized in Table 5.1, under future total traffic conditions, the study area intersections will continue to operate
at acceptable levels of service during both peak periods with the exception of the northbound left-right lane at the
Hillside Drive and Thomas Street intersection during the AM peak period, and the southbound left lane at the Thomas
Street and Joymar Drive intersection during the AM and PM peak periods.

As detailed in Table 5.1, these results are nonsensical as mentioned earlier, particularly in view of the fact that there
is only a 1.00% growth rate per annum increase in through volumes on Thomas Street and no vehicles per hour
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increase for the northbound left-right turn movements on Hillside Drive during the critical AM peak hour. Due to the
limitations in Synchro and inability to accurately reflect delay opportunities, the formulae are extremely sensitive to
small increases in traffic. Furthermore, no more than six (6) vehicles were added from the existing traffic conditions to
the future total 2024 conditions. It can be safely assumed based on an existing LOD ‘D’, based on delay study, for the
northbound left-right movement via Hillside Drive, that future total 2024 traffic conditions at the subject intersection will
continue to operate at good levels of service.

As noted in Section 4.0, the subject site is generating a minimal amount of traffic onto Thomas Street. As such, it is
our opinion this will not be the cause of any major issues to Thomas Street, as the site is only generating a fraction of
the existing traffic (i.e. <1%).

It is recommended the Region monitor the intersections for potential road improvements at Hillside Drive /
Thomas Street and Joymar Drive / Thomas Street as they are experiencing failing levels of service in existing
and future background traffic conditions, without the implementation of our site traffic.

In accordance with the site plan provided, access to the site is provided through one (1) full movement driveway located
on the north side of Thomas Street. In accordance with Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM) Book 5, we recommend
appropriate signage consisting of a STOP sign (Ra-1) and STOP bar be provided on the Thomas Street driveway, and
a DISABLED PARKING PERMIT Sign (Rb-93) at the accessible parking spaces, see Figure 6-1. The DISABLED
PARKING PERMIY Sigh (Rb-93) is provided on the site plan: Appendix G also provides a larger scale version of the
signage plan.

Figure 6-1: Signage Plan
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) refers to variety of strategies to reduce congestion, minimize the number
of single-occupant vehicles, encourage non-auto modes of travel, and reduce vehicle dependency to create a
sustainable transportation system. Typically, TDM strategies are for residential and office developments where large
quantities of people congregate in one origin or destination.

Based on our experience, excessive parking supply imposes environmental costs, contradicts community development
objectives for more livable and walkable communities, and tends to increase driving and discourage the use of
alternative mode of travel. It is anticipated that the combination of reduced parking supply and an efficient public transit
system will encourage the use of alternative modes of travel.

The owner is committed to promoting sustainable transportation systems. It actively encourages its tenants to explore
and take advantage of the alternative modes of travelling available within their neighbourhood. The Mississauga Smart
Commute webpage can provide information on the following categories: Public Transit, Carpooling and Cycling
Information and Active Transportation.

The findings, recommendations and conclusions of our analysis are as follows:

e The proposed 10 back to back townhouse units located at 86 Thomas Street will provide 21 vehicular parking
spaces, one (1) of which are designated as an accessible parking space. Access to the site is proposed via
one (1) full movement driveway located on the north side of Thomas Street.

e Based on the information contained in the 2016 Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS), a non-auto modal
split for the subject area is approximately 20%. The proposed development is anticipated to generate four (4)
two-way trips (1 inbound and 3 outbound) during the AM peak hours and six (6) two-way trips (4 inbound and
2 outbound) during the PM peak hours.

o The intersection capacity analysis results (based on the methodology and procedures outlined in the Highway
Capacity Manual, HCM 2000, published by the Transportation Research Board) indicate that the study area
intersections and proposed vehicular access are expected to operate within acceptable levels of service, as
no critical movements were identified based on the recommendations made to Thomas Street and Hillside
Drive, and Thomas Street and Joymar Drive.

e |tis recommended the Region monitor the intersections for potential road improvements at Hillside Drive /
Thomas Street and Joymar Drive / Thomas Street as they are experiencing failing levels of service in existing
and future background traffic conditions, without the implementation of our site traffic.

e To ensure safe traffic operation in the area, we recommend appropriate signage consisting of a STOP sign
(Ra-1) and STOP bar be provided on the Thomas Street driveway, and a DISABLED PARKING PERMIT Sign
(Rb-93) at the accessible parking spaces
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SITE STATISTICS

ZONING REGULATIONS - From Table 4.14.1 - RM9 and RM10 Permitted Uses and Zone Regulations

ZONE RM-10 REXTON DUNPAR
(BACK TO BACK AND STACKED TOWNHOUSES) DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT
1. ZONE REGULATIONS REQUIRED PROPOSED REQUIRED APPROVED
2. MAXIMUM DWELLING HEIGHT
Measured to the mean height level of a
3. 5.1 flat roof on top of a sloped roof. 15.0 m. 3 Storeys. 12.66 m. 4 Storeys. 9.54 m. 3 Storeys.
4 6.0 MINIMUM FRONT YARD 750 m. 8.22 m {Rorth)
5. ' 3.78 m (South) 3.27 m (South)
7. 4.5 m. N/A N/A
7.0 MINIMUM EXTERIOR SIDE YARD
8. N/A 3.05 m (East)
9. 4.5m. 8.72 m (West) 1.67 m (West)
8.0 MINIMUM INTERIOR SIDE YARD
10. 1.20 m (East) N/A
11. 12.2 MINIMUM PARKING SPACES
2.0 spaces per 4-4 bedroom unit =
8 parking spaces. 1.3 spaces / Unit for 2 bedroom units.
12. 1.5 spaces per 6-2 bedroom unit = 17 spaces 20 spaces 1.4 Spaces / Unit for 3 bedroom units 261 spaces
9 spaces.
13. 12.3 MINIMUM VISITOR PARKING SPACES
14. 0.25 spaces per 10 units = 2.5 spaces. 2.5 spaces 1 space 0.2 visitor spaces per unit 40 spaces
15. MINIMUM BARRIER FREE PARKING SPACES
Accessible parking spaces shall apply
16. only to the total number of visitor parkin 1 space 1 space 1.6 spaces 2 spaces
Yy 9
spaces required.
17. 13.0 PARKING AREAS SETBACKS
Minimum setback between a parking
18. space and an interior side lot line and/or | 3.0 metres 1.63 metres 1.67 metres
rear lot line.
19 15.0 MINIMUM AMENITY AREA AND
’ ) LANDSCAPE AREA
20. 15.1 MINIMUM LANDSCAPE AREA 40 % of lot area. 30.64 % (503.52 m?) 33.17% (8,203.19 m?)
MINIMUM REQUIRED LANDSCAPED 50 % of landscaped
69.45 % (349.67 m? 66.57% (5,461.15 m?
211 152 1 SoFT AREA area o ) o )
MINIMUM LANDSCAPED BUFFER 1.20 m East yard.
22. 15.3 ABUTTING ANY SIDE AND REAR LOT 3.0 metres 1.67 metres
1.22 m West yard.
LINE
82.17 m? (5 % of the lot
23. 15.4 XIIQNEIXIUM CONTIGUOUS AMENITY area) (5% 72.12 m? outdoor. 511 m?
MINIMUM CONTIGUOUS PRIVATE 2 5 2
24, 15.7 OUTDOOR SPACE PER UNIT 6.0m 6.60 m 3.8m
LEGAL DESCRIPTION General Note: Overhead Wires
PART OF Lot 4 i I hereby certify that this drawing confirms in all respects to the site development
Concession 5, West of Hurontario Street plans Architect or Engineer's Signature (if applicable) and Professional seal -
Clty .Of MISSISS_a.UQa_ ii. The City of Mississauga requires that all working drawings submitted to the / -
Reg|0na| Mum‘:'pa“ty of Peel Building Division as part of an application for the issuance of a building permit
shall be certified by the architect or engineer as being in conformity with the site
SITE STATISTICS development plan as approved by the City of Mississauga.
iii.  All exterior lighting will be directed onto the site and will not infringe upon the HPLS
ZONING: adjacent properties. Q
RM10 (Back to back & stacked townhouse) . ) ) . )
iv.  All rooftop mechanical units shall be screened from view by the applicant. O
LOT AREA 1,643.35 m? (17,689 th) (0.406 ac) V. Parking spaces reserved for people with disabilities must be identified by a sign, b & GU ’(’(er %
installed at the applicant's expense, in accordance with the By-law CU r
BUILDING COVERAGE: Requirements and Building Code Requirements. _%
PERMITTED: N/A vi.  The applicant will be responsible for ensuring that all plans confirm to Transport _QC)
PROPOSED: 885.48 m? (9,531 Ft?) 53.88 % Canada's restrictions. E—)
DWELLING UNIT WIDTH: vii.  Grades will be met with a 33% maximum slope at the property lines and within 5
: he site.
MINIMUM PERMITTED: 45m the site
PROPOSED: 573m viii. All damaged areas are to be reinstated with topsoil and sod prior to the release
of securities.
LOT FRONTAGE: ix.  Signage shown on the site development plans is for information purposes only.
REQUIRED (MIN.): 38.0m Al signs will be subject to the provisions of Sign by-law 0054-2002, as amended,
PROPOSED: 39.04 m and a separate sign application will be required through the Building Division.
X. Any fencing adjacent to municipal lands is to be located 15 cm (6.0 in.) inside
BUILDING G.F.A.: the property finc.
FIRST FLOOR AREA 31 1 58 m2 (3 353 82 th) Xi. OnIy “shielded” Ilghtlng fixtures are permitted for all development, except for
SECOND FLOOR AREA 882-42 m2 (9’498-29 Ft?) detached and semi-detached dwellings within 60 m (196.8 ft.) of a residentially
THIRD FLOOR AREA 882.42 m2 (9’498.29 Ft2) zoned property and must confirm to the Engineer Certified Lighting Plan.
FOURTH FLOOR AREA 882.42 m? (9,498.29 Ft?) xii.  The Engineer Certified Lighting Plan must be signed by the consulting Engineer.
TOTAL GROSS AREA 2,958.84 m* (31,848.69 Ft*) xiii. The Owner covenants and agrees to construct and install “shielded” lighting
fixtures on the subject lands, in conformity with the Site Plan and Engineer
SETBACKS REQUIRED PROVIDED Certified Lighting Plan to the satisfaction of the City of Mississauga.
E':::YY::: ((?\I%Lliit:f:])) ;g rnn] g;g 2 Xiv. Z::aadpa;?licr::r\ilzililol:z responsible for ensuring that all plans confirm to Transport Cu rb & Gu tter
Interior Side Yard (East) 25m 1.20 m '
Interior Side Yard (West) 25m 872 m xv.  Where planting is to be located in landscaped areas on top of an underground
parking structure, it is the responsibility of the applicant to arrange the
PARKING SETBACKS: coordination of the design of the underground parking structure with the
East (to a Residential Zone) 45m 163 m Landscape Architect and the Consulting Engineering. Underground parking
' ' structures with landscaping area to be capable of supporting the following loads:
BUILDING HEIGHT: MAXIMUM PERMITTED 15.0 m 3 Storeys - 15 cm of drainage gravel plus 40 cm topsoil for sod
PROVIDED: 12.66 m 4 Storeys - 15 cm of drainage gravel plus 60 cm topsoil for shrubs
- 15 cm of drainage gravel plus 90 cm for trees
PARKING: Or
REQUIRED: - Prefabricated sheet drain system* with a compressive strength of 1003 Kpa
) . . plus 40 cm topsoil for sod
2.0 spaces per 4-4 bedroom un.lt : 8 parking spaces - Prefabricated sheet drain system* with a compressive strength of 1003 Kpa
1.5 spaces per 6-2 bedroom unit= 9 spaces. plus 60 cm topsoil for shrubs
0.25 spaces per 10 units = 2.5 spaces - Prefabricated sheet drain system* with a compressive strength of 1003 Kpa
Total: 20 spaces plus 90 cm topsoil for trees
PROVIDED: 21 spaces *  Terradrain 900 or approved equal
Including 1 Accessible space xvi. The structural design of any retaining wall over 0.6 m in height or any retaining
wall located on a property line is to be shown on the Site Grading plan for this
LANDSCAPE AREA project and is to be approved by the Consulting Engineer for the project.
MINIMUM REQUIRED 40 % o ) xvii. Continuous 15 cm high barrier type poured concrete curbing will be provided
PROPOSED 30.64 % (503.52 m?) between all asphalt and landscaped areas throughout the site.
SNOW STORAGE xviii. All utility companies will be notified for locates prior to the installation of the
REQUIRED MIN.: 32.87 m? (2.00 % of Lot Area) hoarding that lies within the site and within the limited of the City boulevard
PROVIDED: 33.04 m? ( 2.01% of Lot Area) area.
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UNIT SIZES

Unit First Floor Second Floor Third Floor Fourth Floor Total

1 31.65m? 89.64m? 89.64m?2 89.64m? 300.57m?

2 30.83m?2 87.31m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 292.76m?

3 30.83m? 87.31m? 87.31m?2 87.31m? 292.76m?

4 30.83m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 292.76m?

5 31.65m? 89.64m? 89.64m?2 89.64m? 300.57m?

6 31.65m? 89.64m? 89.64m?2 89.64m? 300.57m?

7 30.83m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 292.76m? SITE PLAN
8 30.83m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 87.31m? 292.76m?

9  30.83m* 87.31m? 87.31m?  87.31m?  292.76m? SCALE 1:150
10 31.65m? 89.64m? 89.64m? 89.64m? 300.57m?

Total 311.58m? 882.42m? 882.42m? 882.42m? 2,958.84m?

DRAWING IS

BE SCALED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK AND VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON
SITE. ALL DRAWINGS ARE THE PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECT
AND MAY NOT BE USED WITHOUT HIS PERMISSION. THIS

COUNTERSIGNED BY THE ARCHITECT. DRAWINGS ARE NOT TO

NOT TO BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION UNTIL

NEY DRIvE

GAF|

—

C

JOYMAR STREET

KEY

A

THOMAS STREET

PLAN

N.T.S.

2 [MAY 13 2020 | SITE PLAN APPROVAL

1 [MAR 21 2019 | PRE—APPLICATION CONSULTATION

INO. DATE

REVISION/ISSUED FOR BY

PROJECT NAME

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

86

MISSISSAUGA, ON

PROPOSED

THOMAS ST.

NZS
/\Q*OQ‘S
§

CONSTRUCTION NORTH

WES SURDYKA

architect inc

3645 KEELE STREET , 2nd

TORONTO
TEL (416)
E—mail:

FLOOR , STE 108

ONTARIO M3J 1M8
630—-2254 FAX (416) 630—5741
surdykaarchitect@bellnet.ca

DRAWING TITLE

SITE PLAN

DRAWN BY DRAWING NO.
PLOTTED MAY 21, 2020

]
START DATE AR 2019
PROJECT NO. 18 12 OF



AutoCAD SHX Text
Part 4, 43R-936 PIN 13123-0125(LT)

AutoCAD SHX Text
Lot 4, Concession 5 West of Hurontario Street

AutoCAD SHX Text
SNOW STORAGE (32.87m²)

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRIVEWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
WALKWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
ENTRY 14' X 13' (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
17

AutoCAD SHX Text
18

AutoCAD SHX Text
19

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.6 X 5.2 (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text
21

AutoCAD SHX Text
PARKING AREA

AutoCAD SHX Text
WALKWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
WALKWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
Dwelling

AutoCAD SHX Text
Brick

AutoCAD SHX Text
2 Storey

AutoCAD SHX Text
No. 90

AutoCAD SHX Text
Curb Cut

AutoCAD SHX Text
Curb Cut

AutoCAD SHX Text
Curb & Gutter

AutoCAD SHX Text
Curb & Gutter

AutoCAD SHX Text
ACCESSIBLE PARKING SIGN

AutoCAD SHX Text
Driveway

AutoCAD SHX Text
Curb Cut

AutoCAD SHX Text
Wood Deck

AutoCAD SHX Text
GRASS

AutoCAD SHX Text
GARDEN

AutoCAD SHX Text
Cut

AutoCAD SHX Text
Stone

AutoCAD SHX Text
Verandah

AutoCAD SHX Text
SIDEWALK

AutoCAD SHX Text
SIDEWALK

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
YARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRASH RECEPTACLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
BENCH

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRELLIS

AutoCAD SHX Text
PERMEABLE PRECAST CONCRETE UNIT PAVERS - PEDESTRIAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
PERMEABLE PRECAST CONCRETE UNIT PAVERS - VEHICULAR

AutoCAD SHX Text
Overhead Wires

AutoCAD SHX Text
Overhead Wires

AutoCAD SHX Text
HPLS

AutoCAD SHX Text
N 39°41'00" E39.04

AutoCAD SHX Text
N 40°31'30" E39.13

AutoCAD SHX Text
N 44°52'40" W3.48

AutoCAD SHX Text
N 44°48'40" W39.08

AutoCAD SHX Text
N 44°43'45" W2.90

AutoCAD SHX Text
N 44°43'45" W39.06

AutoCAD SHX Text
Thomas Street

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROJECT NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING TITLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ES  SURDYKA

AutoCAD SHX Text
3645  KEELE  STREET ,  2nd  FLOOR , STE 108

AutoCAD SHX Text
TORONTO      ONTARIO      M3J 1M8

AutoCAD SHX Text
V

AutoCAD SHX Text
V

AutoCAD SHX Text
BY

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISION/ISSUED FOR

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROJECT NAME

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
PLOTTED

AutoCAD SHX Text
START DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAR 2019

AutoCAD SHX Text
AS SHOWN

AutoCAD SHX Text
NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONSTRUCTION NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUE

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAR 21 2019

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAY 21, 2020

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK AND VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON

AutoCAD SHX Text
SITE. ALL DRAWINGS ARE THE PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECT

AutoCAD SHX Text
AND MAY NOT BE USED WITHOUT HIS PERMISSION. THIS

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING IS NOT TO BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION UNTIL

AutoCAD SHX Text
COUNTERSIGNED BY THE ARCHITECT. DRAWINGS ARE NOT TO

AutoCAD SHX Text
BE SCALED.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TEL (416) 630-2254    FAX (416) 630-5741

AutoCAD SHX Text
E-mail: surdykaarchitect@bellnet.ca

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAY 13 2020

AutoCAD SHX Text
SITE PLAN APPROVAL


Appendix B - Existing Traffic Data



XeA9LLXN 9Jo | abed uNo9 Wwawano | Buuin
8681 v.€ zel 0 0 61 €01 ole 0 0 902 4 % 9 0 b 87 00:0€:81
9861 Ges ] 0 0 v 6cl LEE 0 0 cee | st GE € 0 S o€ 00:G}:81
061 L6% €91 0 0 €2 ovl gle ! 0 192 | Lt 9 v 0 8 8% 00:00:81
EV/L 897 8¢l 0 0 22 9kl 082 0 0 (W4 6 0 4 0 % 8% 00:G¥:L1
991 205 851 0 0 64 6El 662 0 0 162 8 Gy % 0 L 8¢ 00:0€:L}
8/€l €ty 62l 0 0 8l FLL /52 0 0 ove | /1 /S € 0 4 €g 00:GL:/1
1521 oee GhL 0 0 2e €6 191 0 0 €51 8 4 € b € 0 00:00:L1
LLVL 98¢ EhL 0 0 0e €6 622 0 0 €ee 9 144 S 0 4 o 00:6%:91

612 8/ 0 0 61 65 0l 0 0 16 . L€ L 0 9 e 00:0€:91
zee Y01 0 0 €l 16 €81 0 0 081 € GE 4 0 € e 00:G1:91
0se 6 0 0 L} LL 8LL 0 0 FLE Vi 8¢ S 0 8 o€ 00:00:9}
we AV ns

172 ISt 16 0 0 L) 08 o ! 0 Fa7 4 8 4 0 b L 00:6%:60
7.8 991 001 0 0 64 I8 o 0 0 4% 4 02 € 0 S Gt 00:0€:60
EviL 202 o€l 0 0 v 901 S ! 0 S € Gl 0 0 ! vl 00:G1:60
8ecl 9ze 61 0 0 Ge 40 29 0 0 69 € o1 L 0 € e 00:00:60
beLk 082 761 Z 0 e ISH 85 0 0 Gg € 82 L 0 4 e 00:6%:80
2002 Gev 0z¢ 0 0 IS 692 €6 0 0 88 S 2z S 0 9 9l 00:0€:80
6802 /8¢ 192 0 0 6 8le 6 0 0 88 9 9z L 0 4 2z 00:5+:80
6Lle 619 LGY 0 0 6. 8.€ 1] 0 0 68 gk L9 L 0 4 LS 00:00:80
€8/1 995 12y 0 0 06 Lee 16 0 0 08 Ll 8t Vi 0 . 17 00:G%:20
LIS /8¢ 0 0 ele zee 001 b 0 6 9 (1] L 0 9 e 00:0€:20
L\ ¥2€ 0 0 €2 L0E 9. 0 0 v % Lh L 0 6 8 00:G+:20
€82 902 0 L 6l 981 €9 0 0 €9 0 i 4 0 4 ol 00:00:20

(y 1) (uiw g1) 1S SYIWOHL 1S SYINOHL 4a dvwAor SHILIES

|e1ol "luj |e1ol "juj yoeouddy m yoeouddy 3 yoeouddy N
(1S SVINOHL *® HA HVIWAOr * 2) Juno) jusawanoly buiuiny
e L wnioods ()
SueJ | XaN N0 Wwawano Buuin]



XeA9LLXN 90 g abed N0 Wawso | Buiuin

- - - %0 %0  %L°0 - %0  %L0 %90 - %0 %0 %0 % ephdg
- - - 0 0 4 - 0 € b - 0 0 0 sajafolg
- - - %0 %LV %6 - %0 %6C %eh - %0 %9V %ET % Aneay
- - - 0 2l gLl - 0 16 4 - 0 S Lt Aneay

- - %S 1S %0 %28 %EEY %6E %0 %eLE %8} %¥'6 %0 %2l %28 % SleloL
- - - %0  %6'GL %L¥8 - %0 %EGE %LV - %10 %EL %698 %uoeoiddy
= 8988 0/G¥ 2 L /2l | 2v8E 09¥e g 0 862e | 291 8¢e8 9/ b 601 | 82, | [el0L pueln
6691 60€ 191 0 0 LL vyl LLL ! 0 gLl v e S 0 v L2 00:6¥:81

‘f s|ifeq oay | :peeuswhodeg 910z ‘I des ‘PoM Bked
1S SYWOHL 8 HA YVINAOT :dWeN uojesoT E_._._uum_n_m
suel | xaN N0 Wwawano Buuin]




XeA9LLXN 90 ¢ abed N0 Wawso | Buiuin
- %0 - - - %0 - - - %0 - - - %peoy uo sajohalg
- - 0 0 0 b - 0 0 b 0 - 0 0 0 0 peoy uo sejohoig
- %0 - - - %0 - - - %v'6e - - - %)|emsso1) uo s3johalg
- - 0 - - - - 0 - - - - S - - - jlemsso49 uo sajahoig
- %0 - - - %6°G - - - %Lv9 - - - %S uelsapad
- - 0 - - - - b - - - - Ll - - - suelisepad
- %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 % SHONIL paje|ndnly
- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 S)oN.L paje|ndiuy
- %3 %0 %80 %c’c %9°S %0 %6°S  %L'C %S'v %0 %LL  %8E % sasng
- LE 0 4 6¢ X4 0 0c b L 0 4 S sesng
- %E€°0 %0 %Yv'0  %E0 %E"0 %0 %0  %L'C %9°¢ %0 %8'C  %E'C % s¥ona1 Hun-ajbuis
- g 0 b v b 0 0 b % 0 b g s)oni1 nun-s|buig
- %L L6 %0 %886 %SG°L6 %1 '¥6 %0 %l'V6 %9°V6 %6°26 %0  %S'88 %8°€6 % syb1
- €651 0 vve  60¢t [4°1 0 L1IE Ge o148 0 €ec aclh syb1q
- wez % %L %sE %S % %S %rs ekl %W %S %29 %haeoH -
- 9€ 0 € €€ [44 0 0c 4 L 0 € 8 Aneay
- 80 0 690 680 €0 0o &0 0 90 0 a0 0  4wd -
- %S L %0  %LLL %E'E9 %9 L1 %0  %6°GL WL’} %L %0 %2t %19 % Sle1oL
- - %0  %S'SlL %SVv8 - %0 %106 %66 - %0 %L'9L %E'E8 %Yseosddy
6112 6851 0 0 lve | cvEl V.8 } 0 LEE A 961} 9l 0 9 o€l |ejol puety
619 yAS14 0 0 6. 8.€ L0} 0 0 68 cl 19 L 0 ¥ A} 00:00:-80
999 ley 0 0 06 Lee L6 0 0 08 L1 8y L 0 L 84 00:G¥:20
L1S /8¢ 0 0 1] 43 00} I 0 v6 9 0¢ I 0 9 4 00:0€:20
LIy ¥ce 0 0 €e 10€ 9/ 0 0 172 4 LI } 0 6 8 00:G}:20
[e10] yoeouddy spad uinj-n  He7 nuyl | [elol yoeouddy spad winj-n niyl wbry | [ero] yoeouddy spad wnl-n 4o by
(unu g1) 1S SYWOHL 1S SYINOHL da "YINAOP suill Hels
|e1ol “1uj yoeouddy m yoeouddy 3 yoeouddy N
Joyleapy NIV G180 - NV G120 INOH Yedad
s o ™ wnioads

suel] XoN

N0 Wwawano Buuin]




XeA9LLXN 9 Jo y abed uNo9 Wwawano | Buuin
- %0 - - - %0 - - - %0 - - - %peoy uo sajohalg
- - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 b 0 - 0 0 0 0 peoy uo sejohoig
- %0 - - - %0 - - - %YL - - - %)|emsso1) uo s3johalg
- - 0 - - - - 0 - - - - 2 - - - Nlemssoi) uo sajoholg
- %0 - - - Y% lb'L - - - %9°8L - - - %S uelsapad
- - 0 - - - - I - - - - L - - - sueLsapad
- %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 % SHONIL paje|ndnly
- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 S)oN.L paje|ndiuy
- %E'C %0 %0  %LC %E" L %0 %YL %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 % sasng
- 14" 0 0 14 9l 0 9l 0 0 0 0 0 sesng
- %0 %0 %0 %0 %10 %0 %10 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 % s¥ona1 Hun-ajbuis
- 0 0 0 0 I 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 syoniL Hun-s|buig
- N YAVAS %0  %00F %E€°L6 %986 %0 %G'86 %00} %00} %0  %00F %001 % syb1
- 86S 0 88 01§ (VANE 0 8cti 974 981 0 44 ¥91 syb1q
o wez %0 %0 %Lz wvh %W %L %0 % %0 %0 %0 %haeoH -
- v 0 0 4! Lt 0 Lt 0 0 0 0 0 Aneay
o e 0 20 %0 880 o es0 a0 880 0 690 S80  4Hd -
- %8°0€ %0 %¥'v  %¥92 %865 %0  %LLS %C'C %¥ 6 %0 %L L %E'8 % Sle1oL
- - %0  %V'VL %9°G8 - %0  %V'96 %9°€ - %0  %8'LlL %c'88 %Yseosddy
9861 cl9 0 0 88 X4 8811 I 0 Svil (97 981 el 0 (44 12 |ejol puety
G2S €61 0 0 4 6¢ct LE€ 0 0 (44 Sl g€ € 0 S 0€ 00:G1:8}
L6¥ €91 0 0 €e ovi cle ! 0 192 HE 96 14 0 8 514 00:00:8}
89 8¢l 0 0 cc 91l 08¢ 0 0 ble 6 0g 14 0 4 14 00:G¥:L}
c0S 8Gl 0 0 6} 6€l 662 0 0 162 8 414 4 0 L 8€ 00:0€:L}
[e10] yoeouddy spad uinj-n W87 niyl | |elo] yoeolddy spad uinj-n niyl Wby | elol yoeouddy spad wnl-n e by
(unu g1) 1S SYWOHL 1S SYINOHL 4a HYINAOP suill Hels
|erol "1uj yoeouddy m yoeouddy 3 yoeouddy N
9yleapy  INd 0€:90 - INd 0€:G0 -A1NOH Yead
s o ™ wnioads

suel] XoN

N0 Wwawano Buuin]




XSN9LLXN 9o G abed
o5
."
0 0 M ﬁ.rOzN,
&
! 0 3 i)
Jv-
L S N
Suel}SBpad Y[eMSS0JD) UO S8|oAalg
® & 2
= &
.mﬁw.._ %%
=]
2 v
-
G
@/ o
5
S
&@%
- ) \ N, c@\\w
7. /mc 9 n«@\
i ; /m/mo S W\P
% _nL ﬂ/eb o@w\\
& &
@ %
o %
i &N
1 \ %
O

(% AAVAH) STIOIHAA IVLOL (% ##) #it# e

:pusaba

I9Y1BdM NV S1:80 - NV S1:Z0 :INOH Xead

‘f s|ifeq oay | :peeuswhodeg 910z ‘I des ‘PoM Bked
1S SYIWOHL 8 HA HYINAOC :2WeN uoRedo]
N0 Wwawano Buuin]

SuBJ| XoN

JUN0D JUBWBAO N Buun

wnJajoads




XSN9LLXN 9 Jo g abed
5
."
0 0 M O,M.,
&
! 0 3 i)
Jv-
L 4 N
SUBLIISOPad MYEMSS04D U0 S3|0A01g
m,.w a,.w
=, = S
= ﬁfﬂur 9@
= >
=]
! v
A
%s%%o/
;3
S
&@%
= &1,. 5> N, b\\oﬂe
e ) &// @ =N (2]
o af o/ c,
% @ o
he
5&0 e nwmw.
a £ \r:\ @‘F.
1 \ %
O

(% AAVAH) STIOIHAA IVLOL (% ##) #it# e

:pusaba

~9yleap  INd 0€:90 - Nd 0€:S0 :41NOH Xead

‘f s|ifeq oay | :peeuswhodeg 910z ‘I des ‘PoM Bked
1S SYIWOHL 8 HA HYINAOC :2WeN uoRedo]
N0 Wwawano Buuin]

SuBJ| XoN

JUN0D JUBWBAO N Buun

wnJajoads




ASO611XN 9Jo | abed uNo9 Wwawano | Buuin

SLLL Sy ovi 0 0 eel L cl 4 0 S L €9¢ 0 0 b cse 00:0€:81
081 5144 Lcl 0 0 LLL 0l HE 2 0 S 9 0Le 0 0 cl 86¢ 00:G}:81
VELL 961 9€} 0 0 443 14" Sl 0 0 L 8 2% 0 0 ()% GEE 00:00:8+
18S1 9G€ Vel 0 0 oct 14 61 0 0 9 €l €0¢c 0 3 Sl /81 00:G¥:L1
efeieg (012 6€l 0 0 6cl 0l cl 0 0 9 9 68€ 0 0 €l 9/€ 00:0€:21}
Glcl aove LEL 0 0 0l gl gl } 0 9 L 4% 0 0 8l 61 00:GL:L}
8vcl Ve 66 0 0 €6 9 6 I 0 14 S Gee 0 0 €l 444 00:00:2}
172" 0ee 9Lt 0 0 901} ol 0l I 0 9 14 02 0 0 81 98I 00:G¥:91
09¢ 16 0 } 16 S Ll 0 0 6 8 Eidt 0 0 6 LE} 00:0€:9}
Sl€ €6 0 0 /8 9 8 4 0 € S vie 0 0 €l 102 00:G}:91
69¢ L} 0 0 oLk L Sl 0 0 L 8 LE} 0 0 8 6cl 00:00:91}
xxx AV xxx
192 8Ll chi 0 0 L0} S 14 0 0 S 6 [4°] 0 0 S yA4 00:G¥:60
198 csli 8 0 0 18 € €l I 0 14 6 GG 0 0 4 €g 00:0€:60
clLil 661} Sl 0 0 FEL 14 6l 0 0 HE 8 S9 0 0 € 29 00:G1:60
6€€1 454 el 0 0 el ! 14 ! 0 cl gl 28 0 0 6 €L 00:00:60
G991 y8¢ 681 0 0 81 S 9l I 0 S HE 6. 0 0 8 b 00:G¥:80
961 A1 4 9ce 0 0 61€ L 1 0 0 6 jor4 16 0 0 ¥ €6 00:0€:80
090¢ 99¢€ VAL 0 0 ()24 L 14 0 0 6 9l 6 0 0 L /8 00:G}:80
Llle 8G9 06€ I 0 G8€ S X4 I 0 6 cl yA4! 0 0 14 94 00:00:80
098I G69 ovy 0 0 (0937 ol g€ 0 0 Sl 0c Ocl 0 0 c 8l 00:G%:20
(871 88€ 0 0 98¢ 4 0e 0 0 Sl Sl gcl 0 0 4 XA 00:0€:20
%44 €€ I 0 c0€ HE X4 I 0 cl 6 68 0 0 0 68 00:G}:20
L0€ 6l¢c 0 0 Sle 14 Ll 0 0 8 6 S9 0 0 c €9 00:00:20
P10 oeoiddy er,n_ :“,D._.>>D wh“,h,.\_,. ﬁm@\_,w_ fel0L. yoeoiddy mmwn_ ENWD R,m.w_ ﬁmh_m._wm fe0L. yaeoiddy mmwn_ Ewm_.m_: mwm.__ R,sm__.
(y1)  (ugy) 1S SYWOHL Ha 3dISTIH 1S SYINOHL L HES
|e1ol "luj |e1ol "juj yoeouddy m yoeouddy s yoeouddy 3

(4@ 3AIST1IH 8 LS SVIWOHL ° 1) }uno) juswanoly buiuiny

‘f sojnodoy (4 %o1ied :pea Juswhoide@ 6102 ‘20 BN Ny :Bteq
Ha 3AISTIH 8 LS SYWOH.L :oWeN uojesoT E_.r_.._um_n_m

suel] XoN 1unoD WewiaAo Bulun |



ASO611XN 9 Jo g abed uNo9 Wwawano | Buuin

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - % 9]9Ad1g
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - sa|oAolg

- - - %0  %8C WL’} - %0 %22 %E’L - %0  %SC %9°¢C % AneaH

- - - 0 0cH € - 0 14 € - 0 S 16 Aneay

- - %S°0S %0 %G8 %C %8'v %0  %bC %L %L vy %0  %ECT %vCy % Slelol

- - - %0 %96  %6°€ - %0  %}EY %6°9G - %0 %S %616 %uoeoiddy
- 6698 L6EY 4 I Liey | €L1 Ocy 14" 0 181 6€¢ 888¢ 0 b 861 | 689€ | [el0L puely

8591 662 821 0 0 4! L 6 b 0 € 9 29t 0 0 0l 2st 00:S¥:8}

sojnodoy (4 %o1ied :pea Juswhoide@ 6102 ‘20 BN Ny :Bteq
HQ JAISTIH B LS SYWOH.L 3WeN UogeooT wnJ3oads
SUB. | XaN JUNO) JUSWISAO Buiun |




ASOBLIXN 90 ¢ abed N0 Wawso | Buiuin
- %05 - - - %0S - - - %0 - - - %Suelllsapad
- - 4 - - - - c - - - - 0 - - - suell}sapad
- %3S %0 %C  %9°€ %60 %0 %S %0 %2’ %0 %0  %E’'S % sasng
- e 0 0¢ I I 0 I 0 o1 0 0 4 sasng
- %10 %0 %10 %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 % %0 %0 %Lt % syoniL nun-9ibuls
- 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 S 0 0 S syoniL yun-s|buig
- %8°L6 %0  %6°L6 %PV 96 %166 %0 %86 %00} %L €6 %0 %00} %9°€6 % syb1q
- 861 | 0 [A4" /e 90} 0 0S8 99 (Si2% 0 8 (847 syb1q
B wwz %0 %T %YE %0 % w2 w0 %wes % %0 W9 %haeoH
- €e 0 4% 3 b 0 3 0 0€ 0 0 0¢ Aneay
e 80 0 .80 90 o0 0 S0 L0 80 0 G0 280  dHd -
- %E'CL %0 Yokl  %E'L %S %0 %V’  %9'C %9°¢e %0 %¥'0 %c'ec % Sle1ol
- - %0 %286 %8I - %0  %LLY %ECS - %0 %Lt %E'86 %Yoeosddy
LLC LESL 14 0 €051 8¢ L0} 4 0 1S 99 (VA4 0 0 8 (VA4 [el1ol puely
8GS 06€ I 0 G8¢€ S le b 0 6 cl A4 0 0 14 4" 00:00:-80
S6S ovy 0 0 oey 0l Ge 0 0 Sl 0c oct 0 0 4 8L 00:G¥:20
A4 88¢€ 0 0 98¢ c 0€ 0 0 Sl Gl gcl 0 0 4 el 00:0€:20
g€y €le I 0 c0g (5 le b 0 cl 6 68 0 0 0 68 00:G}:20
[e10] yoeouddy spad wni-n niyl by | elo] yoeoiddy spad uini-n 497  wbiy | |B10] yoeosddy spad winj-n  ue  nuyl
(unu g1) 1S SYWOHL Ha 3QISTTIH 1S SYWOHL swilL Hels
|erol -1uj yoeouddy m yoeouddy s yoeouddy 3
(D, 82°CL-) Spno|Q M3 dyledp NV G1:80 - NV G1:0 :INOH Xead
e e S wnioads

suel] XoN

N0 Wwawano Buuin]




NAGO6}LXN 9 10 ebied 1uNoD usWaAo | Buluin |
- %0 - - - %00} - - - %0 - - - %Suelsapad
- - 0 - - - - b - - - - 0 - - - suell}sapad
- %2'C %0 %S¢ %0 %0 %0 %0 %0 V1" %0 %0  %C't % sasng
- cl 0 cl 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 14" sasng
- %20 %0 %0 %lC %8 1 %0 %C'V %0 %10 %0 %0  %L'0 % syonil nun-ajbuis
- b 0 0 b b 0 b 0 b 0 0 b s)oni1 yun-s|buig
- %9°L6 %0  %SL6 %6°L6 %< 86 %0  %8°G66 %00} %886 %00}F %00} %.'86 % syb1q
- €cS 0 VA4 Ly 99 0 €e €€ cect b 0§ 1811 syb1q
B we %0 wsT %bT %wer %0 %er %0 wer %W %0 %L %haeoH
- el 0 4} b b 0 b 0 Gt 0 0 St Anea
e %0 0 S0 980 sZ0 0 980 €90 g0 20 €80 80  dHd -
- %62 %0  %SG'9C %9°C %€ %0 %E L %81 %8°L9 %b0  %L'C %S9 % Sle1ol
- - %0 %16 %6 - %0 %Ly %6°LS - %l 0 %Y %6°G6 %Yoeosddy
(0)74:1 8 9€9 0 0 88Y% 514 PAS] I 0 4 € VA7t 0 I 09 961} lelol puein
5144 Lc) 0 0 LLL 0l HE 3 0 S 9 0Le 0 0 cl 862 00:G1:8}
96¥ 9cl 0 0 ccl 14 Sl 0 0 A 8 Sve 0 0 ol Gee 00:00:8}
9G€ Vel 0 0 Oct 14 61 0 0 9 €l €0¢ 0 I Gl 18} 00:S¥:LI1
(0)2°] 6¢€l 0 0 6ct 0l cl 0 0 9 9 68¢€ 0 0 gl 9.8 00:0€:L}
[e10] yoeouddy spad wni-n niyl by | elo] yoeouddy spad winjl-n Mo by | |eiol yoeouddy spad winj-n 4O NIyl
(unu g1) 1S SYWOHL Ha 3qISTTIH 1S SYWOHL swilL Hels
|erol -1uj yoeouddy m yoeouddy s yoeoiddy 3
(0, 9¥°S-) spno|) passneds dyleap  Nd 0€:90 - Nd 0€:50 :4NOH Yead
e s S A wnids

suel] XoN

N0 Wwawano Buuin]




NSO6LXN

940 g ebed
L
@&
2
A
4 M @ b
0 3 @&. %
=
z s i NI
‘&
sueu}sepad w
e
N AN
,osQ 7 L.w@ ﬁ..w
< A & ,.._...\h_.
Ve g o,
@% ) L ®
[®) Ay > //...u
= 2 % P 2
G e N\, ¢ d
= ‘o ( //m/
(&) { &
3
o.e\,ob \
v lrwe %w/
.),_..ﬂ_u_\v
o7
o X
4
J .Y
S 7 O
//00 /1/% OA\
£y ,_v»»m.
> L
S &L
S %
5 °
3 y g
(% AAVAH) STTIOIHIA TVIOL (% #'#) #HHt el
:pusaba

(0. 82°21L-) SPNOJQ Mo :1ayledafn NV S1:80 - INV G1:20 -INOH Yead

sojnodoy (4 %o1ied :pea Juswhoide@ 6102 ‘20 BN Ny :Bteq
HA 3AISTIIH 8 LS SYIWOHL :9WeN uojeoon
N0 Wwawano Buuin]

SuBJ| XoN

JUN0D JUBWBAO N Buun

wnJajoads




NSO6LXN

90 g abed
L
@&
2,
“
0 M %,
%\v ~
0 3 7 3
.
F S i N
‘&
sueu}sepad <
N o
& _.v_.}o%z d...ﬁ
6 »
@ -..a”v@ ..._mv
..m_..N‘ er &S \h_.,v\
s E >/ %
Oz..w‘..p_ .\.m; /w/o/\c
3 w.m_\ \Ww Ly D
.wO 4 2N v o
&) { &
5
ao.e\ \
Y ¥
v lrWz o
© >
.uw_
%S o
0/&»? U
) B
.o/os 1\ O
o /9@ 04\&)
,e//m._z Cadl M.Vm|
& L
n.mw O
(=] 99.
! / V
(% AAVIH) STTIOIHAA TVLOL (% #'#) #it el
:pusaba

(00 9¥'S-) spnojD palaneds :ayleap\  Nd 0€:90 - Nd 0€:G0 :ANOH Yead

sojnodoy (4 %o1ied :pea Juswhoide@ 6102 ‘20 BN Ny :Bteq
HA 3AISTIIH 8 LS SYIWOHL :9WeN uojeoon
N0 Wwawano Buuin]

suel] XoN

JUN0D JUBWBAO N Buun

wnJajoads




Appendix C - Existing Traffic Level of Service
Calculations



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hillside Drive & Thomas STreet 04/09/2019
— N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 1 44 W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1503 28 8 471 51 56

Future Volume (Veh/h) 1503 28 8 471 51 56

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 087 064 050 0.82 0.85 0.70

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1728 44 16 574 60 80

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1772 2069 886

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1772 2069 886

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 96 0 73

cM capacity (veh/h) 356 45 292

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1

Volume Total 1152 620 207 383 140

Volume Left 0 0 16 0 60

Volume Right 0 44 0 0 80

cSH 1700 1700 356 1700 87

Volume to Capacity 068 036 004 023 1.62

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 1.1 00 86.0

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 408.0

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.7 408.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 23.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.4% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: Thomas Street & Joymar Drive 04/09/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% b1 if

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 247 1342 337 37 26 130

Future Volume (Veh/h) 247 1342 337 37 26 130

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 069 089 0.90 054 072 0.57

Hourly flow rate (vph) 358 1508 374 69 36 228

Pedestrians 1 16

Lane Width (m) 3.7 3.7

Walking Speed (m/s) 1.1 1.1

Percent Blockage 0 2

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 459 1896 238

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 459 1896 238

tC, single (s) 4.1 7.0 7.0

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.6 3.4

p0 queue free % 67 0 69

cM capacity (veh/h) 1088 36 740

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 861 1005 249 194 36 228

Volume Left 358 0 0 0 36 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 69 0 228

cSH 1088 1700 1700 1700 36 740

Volume to Capacity 033 059 015 0.11 1.00  0.31

Queue Length 95th (m) 11.0 0.0 0.0 00 279 9.9

Control Delay (s) 6.8 0.0 0.0 00 3160 120

Lane LOS A F B

Approach Delay (s) 3.2 0.0 53.5

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 7.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 2



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hillside Drive & Thomas STreet 04/09/2019
— N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 1 44 W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 488 48 50 1196 24 33

Future Volume (Veh/h) 488 48 50 1196 24 33

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 095 08  0.83 0.80 0.86 0.63

Hourly flow rate (vph) 514 56 60 1495 28 52

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 570 1410 285

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 570 1410 285

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.9 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 94 77 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 1013 120 718

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1

Volume Total 343 227 558 997 80

Volume Left 0 0 60 0 28

Volume Right 0 56 0 0 52

cSH 1700 1700 1013 1700 261

Volume to Capacity 020 013 006 059 0.31

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 14 0.0 9.6

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.6 00 248

Lane LOS A C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.6 24.8

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.9% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: Thomas Street & Joymar Drive 04/09/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% b1 if

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 88 524 1145 43 22 164

Future Volume (Veh/h) 88 524 1145 43 22 164

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 094 0389 0.72 0.69 0.85

Hourly flow rate (vph) 96 557 1287 60 32 193

Pedestrians 1 13

Lane Width (m) 3.7 3.7

Walking Speed (m/s) 1.1 1.1

Percent Blockage 0 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1360 1802 686

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1360 1802 686

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 81 45 50

cM capacity (veh/h) 505 58 389

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 282 371 858 489 32 193

Volume Left 96 0 0 0 32 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 60 0 193

cSH 505 1700 1700 1700 58 389

Volume to Capacity 019 022 050 029 055 050

Queue Length 95th (m) 5.3 0.0 0.0 00 167 20.2

Control Delay (s) 6.6 0.0 0.0 00 1263 230

Lane LOS A F C

Approach Delay (s) 2.9 0.0 37.7

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.4% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 2



Appendix D - Future (2024) Background Traffic
Level of Service Calculations



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hillside Drive & Thomas STreet 04/05/2019
— N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 1 44 W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1582 28 8 507 51 56

Future Volume (Veh/h) 1582 28 8 507 51 56

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1720 30 9 551 55 61

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1750 2028 875

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1750 2028 875

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 98 0 79

cM capacity (veh/h) 363 49 297

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1

Volume Total 1147 603 193 367 116

Volume Left 0 0 9 0 55

Volume Right 0 30 0 0 61

cSH 1700 1700 363 1700 87

Volume to Capacity 067 035 0.02 022 1.34

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 0.6 00 659

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 297.7

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 04 297.7

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 14.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.5% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: Thomas Street & Joymar Drive 04/05/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% b1 if

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 249 1410 354 38 33 142

Future Volume (Veh/h) 249 1410 354 38 33 142

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 271 1533 385 41 36 154

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 426 1714 213

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 426 1714 213

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 76 42 81

cM capacity (veh/h) 1130 62 792

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 782 1022 257 169 36 154

Volume Left 271 0 0 0 36 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 41 0 154

cSH 1130 1700 1700 1700 62 792

Volume to Capacity 024 060 015 010 058 0.9

Queue Length 95th (m) 741 0.0 0.0 00 183 55

Control Delay (s) 5.2 0.0 0.0 00 1247 106

Lane LOS A F B

Approach Delay (s) 2.3 0.0 32.3

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.5% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 2



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Joymar Drive & Entrance #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 10 1 2 9 5

Future Volume (Veh/h) 26 10 1 2 9 5

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 28 11 1 2 10 5

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 16 12 15

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 16 12 15

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 97 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 1001 1068 1603

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 39 3 15

Volume Left 28 1 0

Volume Right 11 0 5

cSH 1019 1603 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.04 000 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.9 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.7 2.4 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 2.4 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 6.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: Joymar Drive & Entrance #2 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 21 7 1 27 7 4

Future Volume (Veh/h) 21 7 1 27 7 4

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 23 8 1 29 8 4

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 41 10 12

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 41 10 12

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 98 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 970 1071 1607

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 31 30 12

Volume Left 23 1 0

Volume Right 8 0 4

cSH 994 1607 1700

Volume to Capacity 003 000 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.7 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.7 0.2 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 0.2 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

11: Joymar Drive & Driveway #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 7 2 1 47 9 1

Future Volume (Veh/h) 7 2 1 47 9 1

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 2 1 51 10 1

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 64 10 11

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 64 10 11

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 942 1071 1608

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 10 52 11

Volume Left 8 1 0

Volume Right 2 0 1

cSH 965 1608 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.2 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.8 0.1 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.8 0.1 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hillside Drive & Thomas STreet 04/05/2019
— N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 1 44 W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 524 48 50 1262 24 33

Future Volume (Veh/h) 524 48 50 1262 24 33

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 570 52 54 1372 26 36

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 622 1390 311

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 622 1390 311

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.9 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 94 79 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 969 124 691

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1

Volume Total 380 242 511 915 62

Volume Left 0 0 54 0 26

Volume Right 0 52 0 0 36

cSH 1700 1700 969 1700 236

Volume to Capacity 022 014 006 054 0.26

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 7.7

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.6 00 256

Lane LOS A D

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.6 256

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.7% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: Thomas Street & Joymar Drive 04/05/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% b1 if

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 99 551 1203 50 25 169

Future Volume (Veh/h) 99 551 1203 50 25 169

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 108 599 1308 54 27 184

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1362 1850 681

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1362 1850 681

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 78 48 53

cM capacity (veh/h) 501 52 393

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 308 399 872 490 27 184

Volume Left 108 0 0 0 27 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 54 0 184

cSH 501 1700 1700 1700 52 393

Volume to Capacity 0.22 023 051 029 052 0.47

Queue Length 95th (m) 6.2 0.0 0.0 00 152 184

Control Delay (s) 7.2 0.0 0.0 00 1347 220

Lane LOS A F C

Approach Delay (s) 3.1 0.0 36.4

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 43

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Joymar Drive & Entrance #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 12 4 9 9 4 24

Future Volume (Veh/h) 12 4 9 9 4 24

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 13 4 10 10 4 26

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 47 17 30

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 47 17 30

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 957 1062 1583

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 17 20 30

Volume Left 13 10 0

Volume Right 4 0 26

cSH 980 1583 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.02  0.01 0.02

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.4 0.1 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.7 3.7 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 3.7 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.6% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: Joymar Drive & Entrance #2 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 11 3 7 14 25 20

Future Volume (Veh/h) 11 3 7 14 25 20

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 12 3 8 15 27 22

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 69 38 49

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 69 38 49

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 931 1034 1558

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 15 23 49

Volume Left 12 8 0

Volume Right 3 0 22

cSH 950 1558 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.02  0.01 0.03

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.4 0.1 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.9 2.6 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.9 2.6 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 16.9% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

11: Joymar Drive & Driveway #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 3 1 2 23 44 7

Future Volume (Veh/h) 3 1 2 23 44 7

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 3 1 2 25 48 8

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 81 52 56

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 81 52 56

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 920 1016 1549

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 4 27 56

Volume Left 3 2 0

Volume Right 1 0 8

cSH 942 1549 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.00 000 0.03

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.8 0.6 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.8 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future (2024) Background (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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Appendix E - TTS Data for Ward 11



malatest

CITY OF MISSISSAUGA

WARD 11
N
0 1.5 3
]
Kilometers
WARD 11
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Dwelling Type Household Size Number of Available Vehicles Household Averages
o = >
& c
Households . 2 o o 2 o 8 8
@ c ‘2 o x Q o =
3 H ] 2 S = <= o
16,600 | 74% 19% 7% 9% 21% 19% 28% 23% 2% 29% 50% 15% 4% 3.4 19 23 1.9 6.7
POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
Age . Employment Type
Rl -
8_ b= a Transit
29| &g Population Full Part At Student | Licensed Fore
Population =S| %‘, Time Time Home
c >5 go =
n n n < ) ®T 2 -
o i N < © - ° oo =
i o & & @ th 2 o | B Male
° - - o b < 28100 |  47% | 6% | 4% | 27% | 69% | 19%
Female
57,100 | 13% | 9% | 15% | 26% | 28% | 10% | 38.9 23| 075 28900 | 33% | 10% | 3% | 26% | 64% | 19%
TRIPS MADE BY RESIDENTS OF CITY OF MISSISSAUGA - WARD 11
. Trip Purpose Mode of Travel Median Trip Length (km)
Time Trips % GO | Walk& GO
Period P 24hr HB-W HB-S HB-D N-HB Driver Pass. Transit . Other Driver Pass. Transit X
Train Cycle Train
6-9 AM 29,500 | 26.3% 45% 24% 22% 10% 62% 16% 6% 4% 5% 8% 6.7 3.3 11.0 27.7
24 Hrs 112,000 34% 14% 38% 14% 67% 17% 6% 2% 4% 5% 6.0 4.2 9.9 27.7
TRIPS MADE TO CITY OF MISSISSAUGA - WARD 11 - BY RESIDENTS OF THE TTS AREA
Time e o 24 Trip Purpose Mode of Trag/gl — Median Trip Length (km) —
Period P hr Work School | Home Other Driver Pass. Transit . Other Driver Pass. Transit .
Train Cycle Train
6-9 AM 31,100 | 28.7% 61% 19% 5% 15% 73% 11% 4% * 3% 8% 10.7 3.3 10.5 *
24 Hrs 108,200 27% 6% 44% 23% 70% 15% 5% 1% 4% 5% 6.9 4.0 9.2 27.8

TTS Travel Summaries — Regional Municipality of Peel — Wards

March 2018 Transportation Tomorrow Survey




Appendix F - Future (2021) Total Traffic Level of
Service Calculations



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hillside Drive & Thomas STreet 04/05/2019
— N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 1 44 W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1583 28 8 509 51 56

Future Volume (Veh/h) 1583 28 8 509 51 56

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1721 30 9 553 55 61

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1751 2030 876

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1751 2030 876

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 98 0 79

cM capacity (veh/h) 363 48 296

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1

Volume Total 1147 604 193 369 116

Volume Left 0 0 9 0 55

Volume Right 0 30 0 0 61

cSH 1700 1700 363 1700 87

Volume to Capacity 067 036 0.02 022 1.34

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 0.6 00 66.1

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 2994

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 04 299.4

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 14.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.6% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: Thomas Street & Joymar Drive 04/05/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% b1 if

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 249 1411 354 38 33 142

Future Volume (Veh/h) 249 1411 354 38 33 142

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 2711 1534 385 41 36 154

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 426 1714 213

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 426 1714 213

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 76 42 81

cM capacity (veh/h) 1130 62 792

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 782 1023 257 169 36 154

Volume Left 271 0 0 0 36 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 41 0 154

cSH 1130 1700 1700 1700 62 792

Volume to Capacity 024 060 015 010 058 0.9

Queue Length 95th (m) 741 0.0 0.0 00 183 55

Control Delay (s) 5.2 0.0 0.0 00 1249 106

Lane LOS A F B

Approach Delay (s) 2.3 0.0 32.3

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.6% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Joymar Drive & Entrance #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 10 1 2 9 5

Future Volume (Veh/h) 26 10 1 2 9 5

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 28 11 1 2 10 5

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 16 12 15

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 16 12 15

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 97 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 1001 1068 1603

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 39 3 15

Volume Left 28 1 0

Volume Right 11 0 5

cSH 1019 1603 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.04 000 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.9 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.7 2.4 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 2.4 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 6.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: Joymar Drive & Entrance #2 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 21 7 1 27 7 4

Future Volume (Veh/h) 21 7 1 27 7 4

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 23 8 1 29 8 4

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 41 10 12

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 41 10 12

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 98 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 970 1071 1607

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 31 30 12

Volume Left 23 1 0

Volume Right 8 0 4

cSH 994 1607 1700

Volume to Capacity 003 000 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.7 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.7 0.2 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 0.2 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

11: Joymar Drive & Driveway #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 7 2 1 47 9 1

Future Volume (Veh/h) 7 2 1 47 9 1

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 2 1 51 10 1

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 64 10 11

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 64 10 11

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 942 1071 1608

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 10 52 11

Volume Left 8 1 0

Volume Right 2 0 1

cSH 965 1608 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.2 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.8 0.1 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.8 0.1 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

13: Thomas Street & Site Access 04/05/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 1641 515 0 1 2

Future Volume (Veh/h) 1 1641 515 0 1 2

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 1784 560 0 1 2

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 560 1454 280

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 560 1454 280

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 100 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 1007 121 7

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1

Volume Total 596 1189 373 187 3

Volume Left 1 0 0 0 1

Volume Right 0 0 0 0 2

cSH 1007 1700 1700 1700 271

Volume to Capacity 000 070 022 0.11 0.01

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.4

Lane LOS A C

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 18.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.1% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (AM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hillside Drive & Thomas STreet 04/05/2019
— N ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations 1 44 W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 526 48 50 1263 24 33

Future Volume (Veh/h) 526 48 50 1263 24 33

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 572 52 54 1373 26 36

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 624 1392 312

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 624 1392 312

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.9 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 94 79 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 967 123 690

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1

Volume Total 381 243 512 915 62

Volume Left 0 0 54 0 26

Volume Right 0 52 0 0 36

cSH 1700 1700 967 1700 235

Volume to Capacity 022 014 006 054 0.26

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 7.8

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 257

Lane LOS A D

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.6 25.7

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.8% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report

Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: Thomas Street & Joymar Drive 04/05/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% b1 if

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 99 552 1205 50 25 169

Future Volume (Veh/h) 99 552 1205 50 25 169

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 108 600 1310 54 27 184

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1364 1853 682

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1364 1853 682

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 78 47 53

cM capacity (veh/h) 500 51 392

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 308 400 873 491 27 184

Volume Left 108 0 0 0 27 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 54 0 184

cSH 500 1700 1700 1700 51 392

Volume to Capacity 0.22 024 051 029  0.53 0.47

Queue Length 95th (m) 6.2 0.0 0.0 00 152 184

Control Delay (s) 7.2 0.0 0.0 00 1357 220

Lane LOS A F C

Approach Delay (s) 3.1 0.0 36.6

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.4% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Joymar Drive & Entrance #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 12 4 9 9 4 24

Future Volume (Veh/h) 12 4 9 9 4 24

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 13 4 10 10 4 26

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 47 17 30

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 47 17 30

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 957 1062 1583

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 17 20 30

Volume Left 13 10 0

Volume Right 4 0 26

cSH 980 1583 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.02  0.01 0.02

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.4 0.1 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.7 3.7 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.7 3.7 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.6% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: Joymar Drive & Entrance #2 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 11 3 7 14 25 20

Future Volume (Veh/h) 11 3 7 14 25 20

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 12 3 8 15 27 22

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 69 38 49

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 69 38 49

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 99 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 931 1034 1558

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 15 23 49

Volume Left 12 8 0

Volume Right 3 0 22

cSH 950 1558 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.02  0.01 0.03

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.4 0.1 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.9 2.6 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.9 2.6 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 16.9% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

11: Joymar Drive & Driveway #1 04/05/2019
A T U A

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ 4 T»

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 3 1 2 23 44 7

Future Volume (Veh/h) 3 1 2 23 44 7

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 3 1 2 25 48 8

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 81 52 56

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 81 52 56

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 920 1016 1549

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 4 27 56

Volume Left 3 2 0

Volume Right 1 0 8

cSH 942 1549 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.00 000 0.03

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 0.0 0.0

Control Delay (s) 8.8 0.6 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 8.8 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

13: Thomas Street & Site Access 04/05/2019
A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d¢ 4% W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 559 1315 2 1 1

Future Volume (Veh/h) 2 559 1315 2 1 1

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 092 092 0.92 0.92 0.92

Hourly flow rate (vph) 2 608 1429 2 1 1

Pedestrians

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (m)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1431 1738 716

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1431 1738 716

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 100 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 471 78 373

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 SB1

Volume Total 205 405 953 478 2

Volume Left 2 0 0 0 1

Volume Right 0 0 0 2 1

cSH 471 1700 1700 1700 129

Volume to Capacity 000 024 05 028 0.02

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 04

Control Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 334

Lane LOS A D

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.0 33.4

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.4% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Future Total (PM) 04/02/2018 Synchro 10 Report
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Appendix G - Signage Plan
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