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WAC 197-11-960:  Environmental checklist.   
 
 
 

 
SEPA 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 
Purpose of checklist: 
 
 The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to consider the 
environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions.  An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared for 
all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of the environment.  The purpose of this checklist is to 
provide information to help you and the agency identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the 
proposal, if it can be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required. 
 
Instructions for applicants: 
 
 This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.  Governmental agencies 
use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are significant, requiring preparation of an 
EIS.  Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or give the best description you can. 
 You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  In most cases, you should be 
able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts.  If you really do not 
know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply."  Complete answers 
to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 
 Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations.  Answer 
these questions if you can.  If you have problems, the governmental agencies can assist you. 
 The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on 
different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its environmental effects.  
The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional information 
reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact. 
 
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals: 
 
 Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply."  IN 

ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D). 
 For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site" should 
be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively. 
 
A.  BACKGROUND 
 
1.  Name of proposed project, if applicable:   Windhaven First Addition, P.U.D. Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 
2.  Name of applicant: Morningside Investments, LLC – J.R. Bonnett Engineering, PLLC (agent) 
    
3.  Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 

     815 E. Rosewood Avenue 

      Spokane, WA 99208 

     (509) 489-4260 

Contact:  Jay Bonnett 

(509) 534-3929 
 
4.  Date checklist prepared: October 14, 2015. (Amended May 4, 2016) 
 
5.  Agency requesting checklist: City of Spokane 
 
6.  Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

     To be determined 
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7.  Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with this proposal?  If yes, 
explain.  
 
No planning or construction documents have been prepared relating to this proposal as of this date.  The property will 
likely be developed into a multi-family living community upon securing all applicable permits. 

 

8.  List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this 

proposal.   

 

Infrastucture, including roadways, water, sewer, storm drainage, electrical, gas, and phone has already been installed 

throughout the site.  Geotechnical reports relating to stormwater disposal and street pavement design may have been 

prepared in support of the construction work.  No buildings were constructed on the site. No critical areas exist on the 

site.  No wetlands or other environmentally sensitive areas exist on the site.  Stormwater drainage reports (WCE No. 

2009-678) dated November 2009 and July 2011, were prepared by Whipple Consulting Engineers.  These reports were 

prepared in support of a supplemental parking lot addition along the northeast boundary of the property for the existing 

Lusitano Apartments directly east of the subject property.  The parking lot was never constructed.  The WCE drainage 

reports referenced a geotechnical study dated April 19, 2005, prepared by Allwest in 2005 that supported the use of 

drywells for stormwater disposal purposes in the Windhaven PUD.    

 
9.  Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property 
covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain.   
 
We anticipate submitting applications to the City of Spokane for the purpose of acquiring development permits. We are 
not aware of any applications that are or may be pending government approvals for this property.   

 
10.  List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 

 

This proposal requests approval of changing the land use designation in the City’s Comprehensive Plan from R4-10 and 

R10-20 to R10-20 and R15-30.  It also requests approval of changing the City’s zone designation from RSF and to RTF 

to and RMD.  Standard development and construction permits will be secured for building multi-family dwellings.       

 
11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the project and site.  There are 
several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those 
answers on this page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.) 

 

This project is intended to place multiple multi-family dwellings on approximately 49.5 acres of land.  The site 

infrastructure, including paved private streets, water piping networks, sewer systems, stormwater control facilities and 

all dry utilities have been constructed throughout the site to accommodate 286 single family dwellings.  The intent is to 

construct wood-framed, multi-family buildings in lieu of the single family dwellings within the confinements of the 

existing private street system with as little disruption to the existing facilities as possible. The requested land use 

designation would provide for a housing density of approximately 15 15-30 units per acre, yielding up to 750 742 – 1485 

units.  It is likely the actual unit count will be closer to the lower end of this range.         

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

The subject property is located on the north side of Barnes Avenue, approximately 320 yard west of Indian Trail Road 

within the city limits of Spokane, WA.  It is directly west of the existing Lusitano Apartment community.   
 
 
13.  Does the proposed action lie within the aquifer sensitive area (ASA)?  The General Sewer Service area?  The Priority Sewer 
Service Area?  The City of Spokane?  
 
Yes 
 
14.  The following questions supplement Part A. 
 
a. Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) / Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA)  
 
(1)  Describe any systems, other than those designed for the disposal of sanitary waste, installed for the purpose of discharging 
fluids below the ground surface (includes systems such as those for the disposal of stormwater or drainage from floor drains).  
Describe the type of system, the amount of material to be disposed of through the system and the types of material likely to be 
disposed of (including materials which may enter the system inadvertently through spills or as a result of firefighting activities). 
 
Development of this property related to this proposal would consist of multi-family dwellings that will be served by 
public water and sewer.  No fluids are anticipated to be discharged below the ground surface. 
 
(2)  Will any chemicals (especially organic solvents or petroleum fuels) be stored in aboveground or underground storage tanks? 
   
No. 
 
(3)  What protective measures will be taken to insure that leaks or spills of any chemicals stored or used on site will not be 
allowed to percolate to groundwater?  This includes measures to keep chemicals out of disposal systems. 
    
It is not expected that significant quantities of chemicals will be used on the site.  Household detergents, cleaning 
solutions, soaps, etc. consistent with normal residential products are anticipated.  No leaks or spills of any chemicals are 
anticipated. 
 
(4)  Will any chemicals be stored, handled or used on the site in a location where a spill or leak will drain to surface or 
groundwater or to a stormwater disposal system discharging to surface or groundwater? 
    
Chemicals beyond those contained in normal household products purchased by the occupants will not be stored, handled 
or used on the site.  
 
b.  Stormwater  
 
(1)  What are the depths on the site to groundwater and bedrock (if known)? 
 
Unknown.   
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 
 
1.  Earth 
 
a.  General description of the site (circle one):  Gently Sloped, Relatively Flat , rolling, hilly, steep slopes, 

mountainous, 
other . . . . . . 
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b.  What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
 

The site generally slopes uniformly down from the east end to the west end.  The average grade across the site is 

approximately 3%.  The steepest grades are approximately 6%. 
 
 
c.  What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)?  If you know the 

classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland. 

According to the Windhaven PUD geotechnical report the site soils consist of Marble loamy coarse sand (MbC).  No 

farmlands exists on this site.  

   
d.  Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, describe.   
 
We did not encounter any surface conditions or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity.  

     
e.  Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. 

 

Minimal filling and grading is anticipated.  Minor excavation work is anticipated for placement of new building 

foundations.  Minor grading is anticipated at the new driveways and approaches to the buildings from the street.  

Approximate quantities of soil for filling and grading will be determined during the site design phase.  The site 

excavations will likely be balanced, so no import or export of soil is anticipated. 

 
f.  Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 

 

Erosion could possibly occur as a result of construction activity or use.  Temporary erosion and sediment control best 

management practices will be used to mitigate potential erosion impacts to the offsite areas.  Permanent landscaping that 

includes ground covering vegetation will be placed at the completion of the project and therefore no erosion is 

anticipated upon project completion.   

 
g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction (for example, 

asphalt or buildings)? 

 

We estimate that approximately 60% of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces upon project completion. 

 
h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: 

 

Since the site is relatively flat, it is unlikely that erosion will occur as a result of any clearing.  Mass excavation activities 

are not anticipated, since the streets and underground utilities have already been constructed.  Temporary erosion and 

sediment control best management practices during construction will be used to mitigate potential erosion impacts to the 

offsite areas.  Permanent landscaping that includes ground covering vegetation will be placed at the completion of the 

project and therefore no erosion is anticipated upon project completion.   

 
a. Air 
 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors, industrial 
wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed?  If any, generally describe and give 
approximate quantities if known. 
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Emissions generated on-site would occur during the following: Short term dust and emissions construction equipment; 

automobile emissions and dust (on and off site).  Upon project completion, dust from construction activities will not exist 

and automobile emissions will likely return to expected levels contributory to multi-family housing.     
 
c.           Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 
 
Methods to reduce or control dust and vehicle emissions include the following: Keep construction access routes adequately 
moistened with water.  Cover loads; etc.  The subject property is in close proximity to an existing Neighborhood Center 
where pedestrian and bicycle travel would likely reduce automobile trips.  The subject site is in close proximity to a public 
transit system and would likely be used by residents of this community, which would reduce automobile trips.    
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
3.  Water 
 
a.  Surface: 
 

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

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

describe and attach available plans. 

 

The project will not require any work over, in, or adjacent to such waters.    

 
3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from surface water or 

wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.  Indicate the source of fill material. 
 

             None 

 
4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general description, purpose, and 

approximate quantities if known. 

 

The proposal does not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 

 
5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 

 

 The proposal does not lie within a 100-year floodplain. 

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

and anticipated volume of discharge. 

 

 No, the proposal does not involve any discharge of waste materials to surface waters. 

 
b.  Ground: 
 

1)  Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water?  Give general description, 
purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 
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No ground water will be withdrawn.  The existing stormwater system utilizes underground injection wells (drywells) 

to dispose of runoff.  The system was approved by the City of Spokane and is presumed to be in compliance with all 

local and state regulations.  While not anticipated, additional drywells may be installed in accordance with Spokane 

Regional Stormwater Manual and Washington State Department of Ecology regulations if determined to be 

necessary to adequately dispose of surface runoff.  

 
2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources, if any (for 

example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following chemicals . . ; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the 
general size of the system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 

 

            No waste material will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources.  

            The subject property is located in the City of Spokane, which provides solid waste disposal service.  

 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 
 

1)  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any (include 
quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?  Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. 

 
Runoff (including stormwater) from new asphalt-paved areas will be conveyed to adequately designed 
biofiltration swales for treatment and disposed of through infiltration facilities such as drywells or 
underground gravel galleries.  

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

            

No waste materials are anticipated on this site.  Contaminants from vehicles will be conveyed to biofiltration swales 

for treatment prior to disposal through the infiltration facilities.   

            
d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any: 

            
As noted previously, runoff (including stormwater) from new concrete or asphalt-paved areas will be 
conveyed to adequately designed biofiltration swales for treatment and disposed of through infiltration 
facilities such as drywells or underground gravel galleries.  

             
4.  Plants 
 

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site: 
 

�  deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 

�  evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 

�  shrubs 

�  grass 
  pasture 
  crop or grain 
  wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
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  water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
  other types of vegetation 
 
 
b.  What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

 

The vegetation that exists on the site consists of natural dryland sparse pine young pine trees, grass, weeds, etc., will 

likely be removed from all areas.  The entire site was previously stripped of vegetation during construction of the streets 

and in preparation of single family dwelling construction.  The vegetation that currently exists has naturally emerged 

since that time.  
 
c.  List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

       

We have reviewed the Threatened and Endangered Species list as determined by the Washington Department of Fish 

and Wildlife.  None of the species are located within the area proposed for development. 

     
d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if any: 

Proposed landscaping will be consistent with the adjacent existing landscaping at the Lusitano Apartments in 

accordance with City of Spokane regulations.       

 
5.  Animals 
 
   a.  Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be on or near the site: 
 
 birds:  hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:         
 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:         
 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other:        
 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 
 
Based on our review of the Department of Fish & Wildlife’s determination, we were not able to identify 
any threatened or endangered species within this area.   

 
               
  c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 

   

      The subject site is surrounded by developed land and was recently developed with streets and sidewalks.  No evidence 

of migration routes have been detected. 

 
d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

      

    Not Applicable   

 
6.  Energy and natural resources 
 
a.  What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the completed project's 

energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. 

 

    Electricity and natural gas will likely be used for energy needs of the community. 
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 b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  If so, generally describe. 
 
     Unknown 

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

 List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: 

 

None at this time.  All construction and development will be in accordance with local, state and federal regulations, 

including energy codes.           

 
7.  Environmental health 
 
a.  Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill, 

or hazardous waste that could occur as a result of this proposal?  If so, describe. 

      

We do not expect to encounter any environmental health hazards.  
 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 

    AGENCY USE ONLY 
1) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

 

        None   

    
2) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: 

 

        No environmental health hazards are anticipated. 

 
b.  Noise 
 

3)  What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, equipment, operation, 
other)? 

  

Existing traffic noise will continue from area residents and those visiting the Neighborhood Center.  Temporary 

construction-related noise will occur during working hours. 

 
4) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-term or a long-

term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)?  
 Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. 
 
Noise will be created by operation of construction equipment, etc. during normal working hours and on 
a short-term basis through project completion.  Noises associated with a residential community is 
anticipated in the long-term.      
 

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

        

Construction-related noise impacts will generally occur during normal working hours, which will minimize 

impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods.                        
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8.  Land and shoreline use 
 
a)  What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 
    
     The site is currently vacant - no structures exist.  Streets, sidewalks and street lighting along with all standard 

residential utility services, including water, sewer, gas, phone and cable have been constructed.  The adjacent 
properties have been developed into single family residential dwellings to the north, west and portions of the 
south.  Multi-family housing exists along the east boundary and portions of the south boundary.  A 
Neighborhood Center exists at the southeast corner of the site.   

 
b.  Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe. 

  

    Unknown 

 
c.  Describe any structures on the site. 

     No structures exist on the site.  

 
d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

 

      No.  
 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

      

     RSF and RTF   

 
f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

  

     R4-10 and R10-20 

 
g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 

 

     Not applicable.   

 
h.  Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area?  If so, specify. 

 

     No  

 

  i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 

 

Unknown.  The completed project could support between 740 and 1200 up to 750 housing units. 
 
 
j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

 

None.  
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k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 
 
      No displacement impacts are expected. 

 

l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans, if any: 

 
Since most of the land within and surrounding the Neighborhood Center has already been developed in to relatively 
low-density housing, this proposal would contribute to the quality of life in this area by supplementing the existing 
underutilized multi-family housing developments in the area and providing increased population within walking 
distance of the existing Neighborhood Center.  The increased population would help support the Neighborhood 
Center and would have a positive influence on increasing investment and tax revenues as deemed necessary by the 
Comprehensive Plan to attract higher incomes to the neighborhood.  The goal is to amend the land use code as it 
relates to the subject site to the R15-30 designation to make up for deficient multi-family housing stock in this area.  
 
 Multiple properties with multi-family residential land use designations within and around the Neighborhood Center 
fail to meet density goals of the Comprehensive Plan.        

 
9.  Housing 
 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 
housing. 

      The completed project could consist of 740 – 1485 up to 750 units.  Middle to high income housing is anticipated.   

 
b.  Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 

housing. 

 

No housing units will be eliminated.   

 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 

 

     None 

    
10.  Aesthetics 
 
a.  What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the principal exterior building 

material(s) proposed? 

 

      To be determined. Building heights will be limited to applicable building and development codes. 

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

 

Unknown 

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

 

     None 

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

       

    Lighting will be used to provide indoor and outdoor lighting needs, which will include parking areas. 

    Minimal glare will likely occur during evening hours, when people are entering or leaving the site.         

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

      

The site will be designed to utilize its location.  Light and glare will be minimal and should not be a safety hazard 

or significantly interfere with views. 

    
c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

 

Existing off-site sources of light and glare generally continue to occur in the surrounding areas.  Most of the off-site 

sources are generated by the surrounding houses and street lights.        

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

 

     No measures are proposed.   
       
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 

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

 

The subject property is in close proximity to a Neighborhood Center where shopping, restaurants and other 

social activities are available.  The property is also close to the City’s Pacific Park.  The property is located along 

and accessible to a designated pedestrian and bicycle route.  The property is also in close proximity to the City’s 

public library and elementary school with a playground. 

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

 

      The proposed project will not displace any existing recreational uses. 

 
c    Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreational opportunities to be provided 
by the project or applicant, if any: 

      

     Not Applicable 

 
13.  Historic and cultural preservation 
 
a.  Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers known to be 
on or next to the site?  If so, generally describe. 

 

We are not aware of any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers 

known to be on or next to the site. 
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b.  Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to 

be on or next to the site. 
 
     We are not aware of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next 

to the site. 
 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 
 
     Not applicable 
 
 
14.  Transportation 
 
a.  Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the existing street system.  

Show on site plans, if any. 

    

The existing main entrances to the site access Barnes Road.  Additionally, access may be provided at the northeast 

corner of the site at the existing Moore Street.  

 
b.  Is site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 

       

The nearest public transit stop is approximately ¼-mile from the site on Indian Trail Road. 

 
c.  How many parking spaces would the completed project have?  How many would the project eliminate? 

    

The number of completed parking spaces will be determined during the design phase of the development.  It is 

anticipated that 2 parking spaces per living unit will be provided.  No parking spaces will be eliminated.  

 
d.  Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets, not including 

driveways?  If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private). 

 

No new roads or streets are anticipated. 
  
e.  Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation?  If so, generally 

describe. 

 

    No, the project will not use water, rail, or air transportation. 
 
f.  How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project?  If known, indicate when peak 

volumes would occur. 
 

A traffic impact analysis trip generation analysis estimating the Average Daily Trips and peak volumes will be 

prepared for the project based on the final living unit count.  The number of vehicular average daily trips could be as 

many as 4,950 range between 4,900 and 7,980 according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual.  

    
g.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 
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     Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts include: ride sharing, alternating days & time, utilize  

      the Spokane Transit Authority, etc. 

      
15.  Public services 
 
a.  Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, police protection, 
health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally describe. 

 

    It is difficult to determine how the project may, or may not, result in an increased need for public services.  

    The following services should be considered when determining the need of the community: 

     

    Fire Protection: Fire Protection is provided through Government funding.  

    Police Protection: Police Protection is also provided through Government funding. 

    Health Care: This is based on need and is paid for through the recipient. 

    Schools: This provides an opportunity for Children to go to School.  

  

 Due to the increase in population there may be an increased need for public services.  Concurrency must be met.  

According to the GMA and Comprehensive Plan, the City’s capital improvement program must provide adequate public 

facilities and ensure that the facilities will be in place when development occurs.      

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

 

Impact fees and GFC’s will be assessed to the developer of this project to pay proportionate impacts to public services. 
 
 
16.  Utilities 
 
a.  Circle utilities currently available at the site:   
 
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, cable, septic system, other. 

 
b.  Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the general construction 

activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed. 
 

Utilities proposed for the development would consist of standard residential-type utilities described below.  

     

     Electricity:  Avista 

     Natural Gas:  Avista 

     Refuse Service:  City of Spokane 

     Water:  City of Spokane 

     Telephone:  Centurylink  

     Sanitary Sewer:  City of Spokane   

 

 
C.  SIGNATURE 
 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the lead  
agency is relying on them to make its decision. 
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Signature:          ...............................................................................................................................  
 
Date Submitted:              5/4/2016 ...........................................................................................................................................  
 
 
 
 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
D.  SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (do not use this sheet for project actions) 
 
 Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction  

with the list of the elements of the environment. 
 
 When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal or the types of  

activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or  
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general 
 terms. 

 
1.  How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production, storage, or release of 

toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 

 

The intention of this proposal is to provide the means for increasing the residential density on the property by 

changing the land use designation.  The site is adjacent to an existing CC-Core land use designation and CC2-NC 

zoning designation that is occupied by various types of businesses.  If approved, there would be increased air 

emissions from vehicles upon completed development compared to the emissions coming from vacant land.  There 

will be no production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances nor will there be any production of noise 

after construction activities have stopped other than normal residential-type noises.   

 
 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 
 
Best management practices relating to erosion and sediment control, dust abatement, etc. will be exercised 
during construction activities.  Construction activity will be limited to normal working hours.  All driving 
surfaces will be paved and undeveloped areas surrounding the buildings and paved areas will be landscaped in a 
manner to reduce dust.   

 
2.  How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 

 

Not Applicable.  The site does not contain any endangered plants, animals, fish or marine life. 

 

 
Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 

 

Not Applicable. 

 
3.   How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

 

No energy or natural resources will be depleted by development of this property. 
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Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 
 
All buildings will be constructed in accordance with all local, state and federal regulations including energy 
codes. 

 
4.  How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated (or eligible or 

under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,  wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or 
endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 
 
No adverse effects to environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated for governmental protection is 
anticipated.  

 
Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 

 
No environmentally sensitive areas exist on or around the site.  Therefore, no protection measures are 
warranted.  

 

 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it  

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

 
The subject property is not within or near a shoreline area and therefore not subject to shoreline regulations. 

  
 

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

 
No shoreline areas exist on or around the site.  Therefore, no protection measures are warranted.  
 

 
6.  How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services and utilities? 

 

Due to the increase in population there may be an increased need for public services.  Concurrency must be met.  

According to the GMA and Comprehensive Plan, the City’s capital improvement program must provide adequate 

public facilities and ensure that the facilities will be in place when development occurs.  Traffic on Barnes Road and 

Indian Trail Road would likely increase.  Public water and sewer demands will be evaluated and compared to existing 

capacities during the design phase.  If determined to be warranted, system upgrades will be made as necessary.      

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

 

The intersection of Barnes Road and Indian Trail Road is signalized with designated left and right turn lanes.     

Public water and sewer demands will be evaluated and compared to existing capacities during the design phase.  If 

determined to be warranted, system upgrades will be made as necessary.  Pedestrian and bicycle paths will be 

provided to the public right-of-way to promote those modes of transportation to the Neighborhood Center, nearby 

school, library and park.  The use of nearby public transportation will be encouraged to all residents.     
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7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the 

protection of the environment. 
 
 

No conflicts with local, state or federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment are known to exist. 
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Windhaven First Addition P.U.D. 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

(Z1500084 Morningside Investment) 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of this document is to describe the owner’s objectives for developing the subject property and to present 
justifications for changing the current land use designation and zoning classification on the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
and Zoning Maps from R4-10 to R10-20 and R15-30, and RSF to RTF and RMF.  
 
The need for this amendment is to adjust for multi-family housing growth that has failed to materialize in and around the 
neighborhood center.  The land that was made available for multi-family housing has been under-developed with 
densities far below the zoning minimums and do not meet the GMA and Comprehensive Plan goals, nor do they meet the 
neighborhood’s expectations for sustaining the neighborhood center. 
 
 
Background 
 
Existing Property description: 

- Property size is approximately 49.5 acres. 
- Current land use designation is partially R4-10 (45.5 ac) and partially R10-20 (4 ac) – See Appendix E. 
- Current zone classification is partially RSF (residential single-family) and partially RTF (residential two-family) 
- Number of existing lots: 260 single-family lots & 26 duplex lots.  Total = 286 lots – See Appendix F. 
- Total number of units currently able to build = 312. 
- All streets, sidewalks, and utilities were constructed nearly a decade ago. 
- No housing structures have been erected on any of the lots. 

 
Growth Management Act and Comprehensive Plan: 
 

- In 1990 the state legislature adopted the Growth Management Act (GMA) – RCW 36.70A. 
 

- In July 1993, the City of Spokane began planning under the State’s GMA. 
 

- In May 2001, the City Council adopted the Comprehensive Plan based on GMA policies. 
 

- In August 2006, Windhaven First Addition P.U.D. infrastructure was completed, including all private streets, 
sidewalks, domestic water, sanitary sewer, stormwater conveyance and control facilities, electric, natural gas, 
phone and cable services.   

 
- In September 2006, Windhaven First Addition P.U.D. Final Plat was approved and recorded. 

 
- In 2007, properties were rezoned, with citizen participation through the Spokane Horizons process, in the area 

of the Indian Trail shopping center known as Sundance Plaza.  City Ordinance C34154 was adopted by the City 
Council that established current land use designations and zoning classifications.   
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A key function of the GMA is to identify and protect critical areas and natural resource lands by controlling growth and 
designating urban growth areas.  A key function of the Comprehensive Plan is to implement GMA goals and policies, 
and to guide future growth and development.  Through GMA planning, the urban growth boundary was established.  
Essentially, most of the areas within Spokane’s city limits, including the subject property, lie within the urban growth 
boundary.   
 
The Comprehensive Plan contains “Centers and Corridors” growth strategies that are intended to direct population 
growth to specific mixed-use centers and corridors around the city.  These “Centers” are designated in the 
Comprehensive Plan as:  Neighborhood Center, District Center, Employment Center, Corridor, Regional Center, CC 
Core and CC Transition.  Currently the City’s land use map designates seven neighborhood centers within the City.  The 
area around and including the Sundance Plaza is one of the seven neighborhood centers. 
 
According to the Comprehensive Plan, land in and around the neighborhood center should have a greater intensity of 
development to support frequent transit service to neighborhoods and to sustain neighborhood businesses.  Housing 
density should decrease as the distance from the neighborhood center increases.  The size of the neighborhood center, 
including the higher density housing surrounding the center, should be 15 to 25 square blocks.  The density should be 
about 32 units per acre in the core of the neighborhood center and may be up to 22 units per acre at the perimeter.          
 
 
Proposed Action 
 
Change land use designation from R4-10 to partial R10-20 and partial R15-30 (existing RTF to remain)–See Appendix E. 
 
Change zone classification from RSF to partial RTF and partial RMF (existing RTF to remain). 
 
Proposed breakdown of property: 

- Existing RTF zone – 26 duplex lots with approximately 52 units. (buffer between Barnes Rd. and RMF) 
- Proposed RTF zone – approximately 31 duplex lots with approximately 62 units. (Buffer between RSF & RMF) 
- Proposed RMF zone – up to 636 apartment units.  
- Proposed total number of units = 750. 
- Proposed recreation building with swimming pool, play areas, and other recreational/open areas. 
- Proposing to utilize existing streets, sidewalks, and utility mains. 
- Overall proposed property density = 15.1 units per acre. 

 
 
Project Description 
 
The subject property is located within close proximity of the existing Sundance Plaza shopping center that is within a CC 
Core Land Use designation and a CC2-NC zone classification.  It is also directly adjacent to an existing multi-family 
housing facility within an R15-30 Land Use designation and an RMF zone classification and among other multi-family 
developments that are located on Barnes Road.  As stated earlier, according to Chapter 3 of the Comprehensive Plan, the 
Neighborhood Center (NC) designation encourages greater intensity of development to promote Land Use efficiency.  
The most dense housing should be located within or around the Neighborhood Center to provide economic support to the 
businesses within the Center.  Furthermore, housing density within the Neighborhood Center should be about 32-
units/acre at the core and up to 22-units/acre at the perimeter.   
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Currently, there are no housing units within the designated CC2-NC zone boundaries (the core).  And the existing RTF 
and RMF housing developments directly adjacent to the Neighborhood center are underutilized and do not meet the 
density goal of the comprehensive plan.  This amendment promotes efficient use of land and public services by offering 
increased density at the core boundary.   
 
Housing Units Proposed: 
 

- 3-story multi-family buildings with surface parking.  
- 2-story multi-family buildings with tuck-under and surface parking. 
- 1 or 2-story duplexes or condominium-type buildings with garages and surface parking. 

 
 
Project Relevance 
 
A primary goal of the Comprehensive Plan (CP) is to reverse the increasing decline in personal income and property 
valuations relative to unincorporated Spokane County.  Its policies attempt to increase disposable income by creating 
employment opportunities within neighborhoods and employment centers (CP 1.1).  To this end, a Neighborhood Center 
was planned within the North Indian Trail neighborhood to create an urban area with the goal of attracting livable wage 
jobs.  Success of the Neighborhood Center would be dependent on the promotion of high-density urban development on 
lands nearest the center to create a pedestrian-friendly community and avoid leapfrog development and segregated land 
uses.   
 
Since most of the land surrounding the Neighborhood Center has already been developed in relatively low-density 
housing, this amendment would contribute to the quality of life in this area by supplementing the existing underutilized 
multi-family housing developments in the area and providing a significant population growth mechanism within walking 
distance of the existing Neighborhood Center.   
 
The following summarizes the housing potential and utilization on nine properties in and around the neighborhood center 
having multi-family land use designations - (see appendix H). 
 
Property 1 – 
Status – Fully developed  
Land use – R15-30 
Property Area – 10 acres 
Number of developed units – 212 
Density – 21.2 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 150 
Maximum allowed number of units – 300 
Underutilization – 88 units 
 
Property 2 –  
Status – Fully developed 
Land use – R15-30 
Property Area – 6.78 acres 
Number of developed units – 96 
Density – 14.1 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 102 
Maximum allowed number of units – 203 
Underutilization – 107 units 
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Property 3A – Neighborhood Center Core  
Status – Fully developed 
Land use – CC2-NC 
Property Area – 21.74 acres 
Number of developed units – 0 
Density – 0 units/acre (target is 15-32 units/acre)   
Minimum required number of units – 326 (15 units/acre) 
Maximum allowed number of units – 696 (32 units/acre) 
Underutilization – 696 units 
 
Property 3B – Neighborhood Center Core 
Status - Undeveloped 
Land use – CC2-NC 
Property Area – 11.64 acres 
Number of developed units – 0 
Density – 0 units/acre (target is 32 units/acre) 
Minimum required number of units – 175 (15 units/acre) 
Maximum allowed number of units – 372 (32 units/acre) 
Underutilization – 372 units 
 
Property 4 –  
Status – Fully developed (commercial) 
Land use – R15-30 
Property Area – 6.76 acres 
Number of developed units – 0 
Density – 0 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 101 
Maximum allowed number of units – 203 
Underutilization – 203 units 
 
Property 5 –  
Status – Partially developed 
Land use – R15-30 
Property Area – 9.93 acres 
Number of developed units – 34 
Density – 3.4 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 149 
Maximum allowed number of units – 298 
Underutilization – 264 units 
    
Property 6 –  
Status – Fully developed 
Land use – R10-20 
Property Area – 5.26 acres 
Number of developed units – 27 
Density – 5.1 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 53 
Maximum allowed number of units – 106 
Underutilization – 79 units 
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Property 7 –  
Status – Fully developed 
Land use – R10-20 
Property Area – 1.9 acres 
Number of developed units – 10 
Density – 5.3 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 19 
Maximum allowed number of units – 38 
Underutilization – 28 units 
 
Property 8 –  
Status – Fully developed 
Land use – O-35 
Property Area – 4.45 acres 
Number of developed units – 96 
Density – 21.6 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – NA 
Maximum allowed number of units – NA 
Underutilization – NA 
 
Property 9A –  
Status – Fully developed 
Land use – R10-20 
Property Area – 1.9 acres 
Number of developed units – 6 
Density – 3.1 units/acre 
Minimum required number of units – 19 
Maximum allowed number of units – 38 
Underutilization – 32 units 
 
Property 9B –  
Status – Undeveloped 
Land use – R10-20 
Property Area – 8.4 acres 
Number of developed units – 0 
Density – NA 
Minimum required number of units – 84 
Maximum allowed number of units – 168 
Underutilization – NA 
 
 
Other developed RTF properties exist along Indian Trail Road away from the Neighborhood Center, but were not 
included in this assessment due to the distance from the center. However, densities associated with these properties were 
consistent with densities of the developed RTF properties described above – ranging between 3-6 units per acre.  In 
addition, there is an undeveloped, 6.53-acre parcel with an O-35 land use designation that could support multi-family 
housing along with a variety of commercial uses that also was not included in the assessment.       
 
The analysis above shows that there are a total of 88.8-acres within and around the Neighborhood Center that was 
originally envisioned to support multi-family housing.  Of that total, 67.8-acres have been developed and 21.0-acres 
remain undeveloped, with 11.6-acres of the undeveloped total being within the center’s core.  Currently, no housing units 
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exist within the core.  While there is undeveloped land remaining in the core that could be developed in to multi-family 
housing, the existing development pattern suggests that the remaining land will be developed in to commercial uses.  
This being the case, only 9.4-acres are currently available for multi-family housing near the center.   
 
In accordance with zoning regulations and comprehensive plan planning goals, there should be a minimum of at least 
1,178 multi-family units and a maximum of 2,422 multi-family units located on these properties.  Note, the maximum 
could actually be higher due to no limits placed on the O-35 and CC2-NC properties.  It is reasonable to assume that the 
original planning group planned for densities in accordance with Table LU 2 of the Comprehensive Plan (See Appendix 
I) that allows for a minimum of 15 and maximum of 22 units per acre at the perimeter of the center on designated multi-
family properties (RTF or R15-30), and 15-32 units per acre within the core of the center (CC2-NC).  Accordingly, the 
envisioned number of units on the properties within the core (33.4-acres) would be a minimum of 501 units and 
maximum of 1,068 units.  Moreover, at the perimeter of the core (55.4-acres), there would be a minimum of 677 units 
and a maximum of 1,354 units.          
 
Currently there are a total of 481 multi-family living units located on these properties – 697 shy of the minimum and 
1,941 shy of the maximum envisioned units.  Nearly all of the R15-30 properties around the core have been fully 
developed, leaving only one R10-20 property for future multi-family development.  Based on current development 
patterns for properties with the R10-20 designation, it is likely that only 30 or 40 units will be constructed on this 
property.  Thus, based on the above analyses, there would still be a need of between 657 and 1,911 multi-family units to 
fulfil the envisioned demand.  The current total density of housing on the fully developed multi-family properties in and 
around the center is 7.1 units per acre.  The current total density of housing on the developed multi-family properties at 
the perimeter of the neighborhood center is 10.5 units per acre. The current total density of housing within the core of 
center is 0 units per acre.       
      
This proposal intends to provide 750 affordable living units on 49.5 acres at the perimeter of the neighborhood center.  At 
full buildout of all the available multi-family properties around the perimeter including the subject property, the resulting 
overall multi-family density would increase from the existing 10.5 units per acre to approximately 12.3 units per acre, 
still below the envisioned 15-22 units per acre as anticipated by comprehensive plan.   
       
The existing Windhaven First Addition P.U.D. development was approved to provide 260 single-family homes and 52 
duplex units for a total of 312 units.  Thus, the net increase to the area would be 438 units, where the above analysis 
concludes that a minimum of 1,178 multi-family units would be needed to meet the original planning goals.  The net 
increase would still be less than the minimum number of units needed at the perimeter (677).  
 
The comprehensive plan speaks to the importance of Neighborhood Centers and directing future growth in and around 
the centers as follows:  
 
The increased population from the additional living units would help support the Neighborhood Center and would have a 
positive influence on increasing investment and tax revenues as deemed necessary by the Comprehensive Plan to attract 
higher incomes to the neighborhood.  
 
CP 1.1 states that various types of centers are the key to attracting higher incomes back to the city.  The centers have 
features and characteristics of living environments that attract higher income wage earners.  Family demographics have 
changed where more and more people desire the living intensity and diversity within concentrated centers.   
 
LU 1.3 states that the character of single-family residential neighborhoods are protected by focusing higher intensity land 
uses in designated centers. 
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LU 1.4 states that higher density housing of various types is the critical component of a center.  It further states, without 
substantially increasing population in a center’s immediate vicinity, there is insufficient market demand for goods and 
services at a level to sustain neighborhood-scale businesses. 
 
LU 3.1 states that future growth should be directed to locations where adequate services and facilities are available.  The 
centers and corridors are the areas of the city where infill development, redevelopment, and new development should be 
encouraged. 
 
LU 3.2 states that neighborhood centers require a greater intensity of development than the surrounding residential area.  
The most dense housing should be focused in and around the neighborhood center.  The goal is to provide density that is 
high enough to enable frequent transit service to a neighborhood center and to sustain neighborhood businesses.  The 
density of housing should be 32 units per acre in the core of the neighborhood center and up to 22 units per acre at the 
perimeter. 
 
Chapter 3.5 – Center and Corridor Transition – states that multi-family residential areas provide a transition between the 
Center and Corridor Core designations and the existing residential areas. 
 
This proposed development offers solutions to supplementing population levels of the underdeveloped, multi-family-
designated properties that have been deemed necessary by the comprehensive plan to provide economic support to the 
neighborhood center.            
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Proposal is consistent with goals and policies of the GMA, the Comprehensive plan, and SEPA 
 
GMA Goals and Policies 
 
The development alternatives related to this proposal are consistent with the applicable planning goals and policies of the 
GMA, RCW 36.70a.020.  The following GMA planning goals are supported: 
 

Goal (1)  Urban Growth - It provides for development in an urban area that has adequate public facilities and 
services. 

 
Goal (2)  Reduce Urban Sprawl – This project would develop vacant land near the perimeter of a designated 
Neighborhood Center where higher density housing is desired and therefore, would not contribute to urban 
sprawl.  

 
Goal (3)  Transportation – This development would support and likely increase ridership of the existing public 
transit system along Indian Trail Road.  Public transit bus stops are within walking distance of the development. 
The project is located along designated pedestrian and bicycle routes and supports the goals of the regional 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan of having efficient intermodal transportation service with safe routes to and 
from transit stops.  The Plan supports development near town centers to encourage walking and biking to work 
and on errands as opposed to driving. 

 
Goal (4)  Housing - This proposal will provide affordable housing to various economic segments of the 
population, promote a variety of multi-family housing types, and will not displace existing housing stock. 

 
Goal (5)  Economic Development - Economic development is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan 
by providing opportunities for expansion of existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses. 

 
Goal (6)  Property Rights – Private property will not be taken for public uses as it relates to the development of 
this property. 

 
Goal (7)  Permits – This planning goal relates to processing state and local permits in a timely and fair manner.   

 
Goal (8)  Natural Resource Industries – No natural resources or related industries will be adversely affected by 
this proposal.  This property does not produce agricultural or timber products. 

 
Goal (9)  Open Space and Recreation – The subject property is surrounded by developed land.  Currently, paved 
streets, sidewalks, and public utilities consistent with urban housing developments exist on the property.  As 
such, no wildlife habitat will be adversely affected.  No designated open spaces or recreational areas will be 
displaced by this proposal.  Two city parks (Pacific Park and Meadowglen Park), an elementary school with 
playgrounds, School District 81 ball fields and Meadowglen Conservation Area are in close proximity to the 
property. 

 
Goal (10)  Environment – Groundwater will be protected through stormwater control and treatment measures in 
accordance with all local and state regulations.  Air quality impacts will be consistent with normal residential 
levels of emissions.  All qualifying vehicles within the city must be inspected and tested to ensure compliance 
with federal clean air act requirements and to protect human health and the environment. 

 
Goal (11)  Citizen Participation – The North Indian Trail Neighborhood Council is purposed to improve and 
preserve the quality of life in North Indian Trail Neighborhood.  To that end, they were involved in the planning 
process of the Neighborhood Center and other surrounding land use designations of the comprehensive plan.  
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Since many of the properties with high-density housing designations were developed with no residential units or 
lesser density than allowed, the neighborhood should be in favor of this development to supplement lost 
residential opportunities near the core of the Center that is essential for its economic health. 

 
Goal (12)  Public Facilities – Appropriate assessments of the public utilities will be made during design phases 
of the development.  Development will proceed only upon gaining approval from the City of Spokane for 
adequate water, sewer, and transportation facilities.  Essential service providers were noticed and were allowed 
to evaluate related impacts.  No unfavorable responses were received.  Mitigation solutions have been offered to 
address traffic impacts. 

 
Goal (13)  Historic Preservation – No historic or archaeologic significance has been associated with this 
property, therefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

 
Goal (14)  Shorelines – The subject site is not within close proximity to any bodies of water, therefore, this 
proposal will not have adverse effects to shorelines. 

 
The GMA puts an emphasis on: Urban Growth, “Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities 
and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner”; and, Reduce Sprawl, “Reduce the inappropriate conversion 
of undeveloped land into sprawling, low density development.”  Available land in and around the Neighborhood Center 
and opportunities for higher density development is rapidly disappearing.  Adequate public services are present, 
available, and adequate for serving this development.                 
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Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies 
 
The development alternatives related to this proposal are consistent with the applicable planning goals and policies of the 
comprehensive plan.  The following main goals and policies are supported: 
 

LU 1.1  Neighborhoods – The developed project could include a variety of multi-housing types including 
townhomes, zero lot-line, and apartments. The project is located within a short walking distance of an 
elementary school, parks, public library, shopping, and public transit system. 

 
LU 1.3  Single Family Residential Areas - Developable land in the Indian Trail area is significantly diminishing. 
Opportunities for additional multi-family projects near the center are few.  Single-family residential 
neighborhoods are protected when placing higher intensity land uses near centers.    

 
LU 1.4  Higher Density Residential Uses - This project is adjacent to an existing neighborhood center that does 
not contain any multi-family housing within its core.  The proposed higher density housing supplements 
underutilized developed land within and around the core and is a critical component of a center. The target 
density within the boundary of the center is 15-32 units per acre – the current density is zero.  The target density 
near the boundary of the center is 15-22 units per acre – the current density is 10.5 units per acre.  The total 
density at full build-out of the subject property and all undeveloped multi-family properties around the perimeter 
would be about 12.3 units per acre.  

 
LU 1.12 Public Facilities and Services - Prior to development of the property, public facilities, including fire 
protection, police protection, parks and recreation, libraries, public sewer, public water, solid waste disposal and 
recycling, transportation and schools will meet the City's level of service standards.  Accordingly, the existing 
essential public utilities have been deemed sufficient under the City’s required level of service standards to 
effectively service full development as proposed.   

 
LU 2.1  Public Realm Features - The project will be developed in a similar fashion as other specific projects by 
this developer within the city that are aesthetically pleasing and blend in to the adjacent developments.  
Regularly maintained, attractive landscaping, pedestrian walks, recreational amenities, and connections to 
public and private places will be provided.  Sidewalks for pedestrians and bike lanes for cyclists will be 
provided. 

 
LU 2.2  Performance Standards - Development of the project will be in accordance with all local, state, and 
federal design standards that ensure compatibility with the surrounding land uses. 

 
LU 3.1  Coordinated and Efficient Land Use - This project offers land use efficiency in an area where adequate 
services and facilities are located.  The subject property is located next to a neighborhood center where infill 
development, redevelopment, and new development is encouraged in accordance with GMA goals.  

 
LU 3.2  Centers and Corridors -  This project is located at the perimeter of the designated neighborhood center 
around which growth is focused.  The neighborhood center was a result of neighborhood planning that would 
rely upon residents living in variety of housing types including multi-family dwellings.   The most dense 
housing should be focused in and around the neighborhood center.  Density of housing within the core should be 
32-units per acre and up to 22-units per acre at the perimeter.  At full build-out of the subject property and all 
undeveloped multi-family properties around the perimeter, the density would be about 12.3 units per acre.   

 
LU 3.3, 3.4, 3.6  Neighborhood Centers - The location of the Indian Trail and Barnes neighborhood center (one 
of seven neighborhood centers within the city) was chosen based on:  existing and planned density; amount of 
commercial land needed to serve the neighborhood; and transportation capabilities including public transit.  
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While the majority of the land within and around the center has been developed, no multi-family housing exists 
within the core and other designated multi-family housing developments at the perimeter do not meet target 
densities - resulting in a need for more near the core. 

 
LU 3.11  Compact Residential Patterns - The goal is to allow more compact, affordable housing in all 
neighborhoods, including townhouses and row houses.  These dwellings mark a transition between the large 
single-family lots and the proposed multi-family dwellings. 

 
LU 4.1, 4.2, 4.4  Transportation - The subject property is located near an existing public transit stop, designated 
bicycle routes and pedestrian paths.  The project will provide easy access to support alternative transportation 
modes.  Multi-family housing located near the neighborhood center provides opportunities for people to walk to 
work, shopping, dining, and other services to reduce automobile trips.  Pedestrian sidewalks internal to the 
development will be provided and efforts will be made to coordinate with the street department to add 
crosswalks across Barnes Road to have safer access to the neighborhood center.  Internal bike lanes are 
envisioned to promote bicycle travel. 

 
LU 5.1, 5.2  Built and Natural Environment/Environmental Quality Enhancement - Development related to this 
project will not adversely impact the environmental quality of the area beyond normal residential-type noises 
and emissions.  All parking areas will be paved and undeveloped areas will be attractively landscaped, therefore 
minimizing any dust related air quality concerns. Stormwater will be properly contained and disposed of in 
accordance with all local, state, and federal regulations, therefore minimizing groundwater quality concerns. The 
property is located near a major arterial with only commercial and multi-family developments in between.  In 
addition, on-site parking will be provided throughout the project.  The existing single family developments in 
the area should not be negatively impacted by project-related traffic or parking within the neighborhoods. 

 
LU 5.3  Off-site Impacts - The property is located near a major arterial with only commercial and multi-family 
developments in between.  In addition, on-site parking will be provided throughout the project.  The existing 
single family developments in the area should not be negatively impacted by project-related traffic or parking 
within their immediate neighborhoods. 

 
LU 5.4  Natural Features and Habitats - The property within this development has already been developed with 
streets, sidewalks, lighting and utilities.  As such, no environmentally significant natural features or wildlife 
habitat will be disrupted by this proposal. 

 
LU 6.5  Elementary School Location - The subject site is within safe walking distance of Woodridge 
Elementary school.  The walking route currently has crosswalks across Indian Trail Road at a signalized 
intersection.  Internal sidewalks will be provided for safe walking routes. 

 
TR 1  Overall Transportation - This proposal supports the overall goal of promoting alternative modes of 
transportation and reducing dependency on automobiles.  By locating higher density housing near 
Neighborhood Centers, the likelihood of pedestrian and bicycle travel will increase.  The increased density will 
also support the existing public transit system that averaged only 10 and 6 boardings per day at the two nearest 
stops in 2014. 

 
TR 3.1  Transportation and Development Patterns -  This proposal would utilize the City's existing 
transportation system and infrastructure and would reduce sprawl. 

 
TR 3.2  Reduced Distances to Neighborhood Services - As previously discussed, the proximity of this 
development creates opportunities for the residents to walk or bicycle to the Neighborhood Center for their daily 
needs. The intent of the Neighborhood Center is to attract neighborhood residents, not to draw people from 
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outside the neighborhood.   

 
TR 3.4  Increased Residential Densities - The higher density of this development would promote the efficiency 
of alternative transportation modes. 

 
TR 3.5  Healthy Commercial Centers - The increased population near the Neighborhood Center would support 
existing businesses to help keep it financially healthy and maintain, or increase, the City's commercial tax base.  
The additional residents would also help attract new businesses that would provide beneficial services and 
employment opportunities to all the residents in the Indian Trail neighborhood.   

 
TR 4.4  Arterial Location and Design - This project is located near and would utilize the existing arterial street 
system. No new roadways would be constructed. 

 
TR 4.6  Internal Connections - The multi-family community would be provided with efficient transportation 
circulation with multiple connections to the public streets, school routes, pedestrian and bicycle routes. 

 
TR 5.2  Neighborhood Transportation Options - This project would promote the desired transportation 
alternatives within the neighborhood. 

 
TR 6  Environmental Protection - Development of this proposed property would increase density on land that 
has already been developed for single-family use.  All stormwater runoff will be contained and disposed of on 
site without any adverse impact to the surrounding environment.  No new paved roadways will be created by 
this proposal.  The site will be well vegetated after construction to minimize negative environmental impacts of 
transportation.  
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Spokane Municipal Code 
 
The following is a list of considerations that validate this proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment in accordance with 
SMC 17G.020.030. 
 

A. Regulatory Changes. 
Amendments to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with any recent state or federal legislative actions, or 
changes to state or federal regulations. 
 
No known regulatory changes have occurred recently that would have an effect or be affected by this proposal. 
 
B. GMA. 
The change must be consistent with the goals and purposes of the state Growth Management Act. 

 
This amendment is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the GMA.  See above for GMA discussion. 
 
C. Financing. 
In keeping with the GMA’s requirements for plans to be supported by financing commitments, infrastructure 
implications of approved comprehensive plan amendments must be reflected in the relevant six-year capital 
improvement plan(s) approved in the same budget cycle. 

 
With the exception of traffic, comments received from the City’s public service and utility providers relating to this 
amendment indicate that all essential services provided for by capital services and utilities can be accommodated 
without diminishing or degrading services to existing users.  Also, with the exception of Indian Trail Road and the 
Assembly Street/Francis Avenue intersection, no essential services or utility upgrades have been identified, and are 
thus, not included in any six-year plan.  The Indian Trail Road Widening and Assembly Street/Francis Avenue 
Intersection projects appear in the Citywide Capital Improvement Program within the Impact Fee Program, but 
complete funding has not been secured.  In addition, the Pavement Maintenance Program lists Indian Trail Road for 
proposed roadway resurfacing in 2018, 2019, and 2021.    
 
Adverse traffic demands along portions of Indian Trail Road and Francis Avenue were identified in the Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA).  While all signalized intersections within the study met the City’s Level of Service (LOS) 
standards, existing lane capacity issues during peak-hour driving periods along sections of Indian Trail Road were 
identified.  In addition, according to the TIA, although the overall intersection’s LOS were found to meet 
concurrency standards, the westbound approach to Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection was forecast to have an 
89-second delay during the PM peak hour, representing a LOS F condition.  The acceptable LOS E requires an 85-
second delay.  Details to mitigate the delay have been included in the TIA.     
 
Impact fees are commonly used to aid in meeting capacity related Growth Management Act concurrency 
requirements.  These fees are assessed to developments to pay proportionate costs associated with the service area-
wide water, sewer, and transportation needs for new improvements created by the new developments. 
 
The proposed traffic mitigation includes re-striping and widening Indian Trail Road within the identified bottleneck 
area.  The current resurfacing project will be expanded to include the required restriping and widening work.  
Additional costs associated with the restriping and widening will be paid in part from traffic impact fees attributable 
to this project paid upfront along with the developer’s private funds.  The developer’s private funds will be 
reimbursed from the collection of traffic impact fees on future projects or impact fee credits against future projects 
sponsored by this developer. 
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Additional mitigation includes offering free public transit passes to the residents of the new development to lessen 
traffic impacts.   
 
Please see the TIA for further mitigation discussion.  
 
D. Funding Shortfall 
If funding shortfalls suggest the need to scale back on land use objectives and/or service level standards, those 
decisions must be made with public input as part of this process for amending the comprehensive plan and capital 
facilities program.  

 
Funding shortfalls are not anticipated since funding has been secured for the road resurfacing project, and the 
proponent is fronting costs associated with restriping and widening portions of Indian Trail Road. 
 
No requests have been made to reduce the service level standards on any essential services, nor is it warranted. 
 
E. Internal Consistency 
The requirement for internal consistency pertains to the comprehensive plan as it relates to all of its supporting 
documents, such as the development regulations, capital facilities program, shoreline master program, downtown 
plan, critical areas regulations, and any neighborhood planning documents adopted after 2001.  In addition, 
amendments should strive to be consistent with the parks plan, and vice versa.  As appropriate, changes to the map 
or text of the comprehensive plan must also result in corresponding adjustments to the zoning map and 
implementation regulations in the Spokane Municipal Code.  

 
This amendment is consistent with the Citywide Capital Facilities Program.  With the exception of the Indian Trail 
Road widening and resurfacing projects, the program has not identified capital facility or service needs in the area.  
The resurfacing project will be expanded to restripe and widen portions of the Indian Trail Road, but will not affect 
the existing funding commitments.  The Indian Trail Road widening project has been listed in the Impact Fee 
Program of the Six-Year Comprehensive Street Program, but is not fully funded and, according to the City, is not 
officially considered to be included in the six-year plan.  No other capital needs have been identified.  Through the 
comprehensive plan amendment process, the application has been circulated to the appropriate essential service 
providers including; emergency medical, fire, law enforcement, libraries, parks, solid waste, streets, wastewater 
management, water, solid waste, recycling, transit and schools.  Responses received indicate that all services can be 
efficiently provided to satisfy the needs of the proposed development.  
 
The requested land use designations and zoning classifications changes will occur simultaneously and are consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan policies.  The land use and zoning maps illustrate multi-family zones around the center 
that create a buffer to the single-family zones.  The subject property is contiguous with other multi-family zones, is 
on land surrounding the neighborhood center, which follows the direction of the comprehensive plan and, therefore, 
meet the rule of consistency.    
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F. Regional Consistency. 
All changes to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with the countywide planning policies (CWPP), the 
comprehensive plans of neighboring jurisdictions, applicable capital facilities or special district plan, the regional 
transportation improvement plan, and official population growth forecasts.  

 
This amendment will not have adverse impacts on the neighboring jurisdiction’s essential services, or 
comprehensive plans, and is generally consistent with the countywide planning policies.  Nine key policies are 
addressed in the CWPP.  The following addresses these topics as they relate to this amendment. 
 
- The designation of urban growth areas (UGAs). 

Discussion:  Urban growth boundaries have been established and no urban growth boundaries or areas in the 
city or county will be affected by this amendment. 
 

- Joint Planning within urban growth areas. 
Discussion:  This property is not within a joint planning area, therefore, this policy is not applicable. 
  

- Promotion of contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban services. 
Discussion:  The subject property is located adjacent to an established neighborhood center where essential 
services are adequate to meet the demands of the new development without diminishing service to existing 
users.  The center was established in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and through planning efforts that 
included citizen involvement.  The proposed additional living units will supplement already-developed, 
underutilized, multi-family properties surrounding the center.  

 
- Parks and Open Spaces. 

Discussion:  The subject property is located within walking distance of an established 5-acre city park – Pacific 
Park, and public school playgrounds at Woodridge Elementary school.  In addition, the subject site is located 
approximately one mile from 14-acre Meadowglen Park and 16-acre Meadowglen Conservation area.  Sundance 
Golf Course, The Spokane River, and Riverside State Park are also nearby.  

 
- Transportation. 

Discussion:  Public transportation is available within ¼-mile of the subject site.  Existing sidewalks and bike 
lanes within the development will promote pedestrian and bicycle travel.  

 
- Siting of capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature. 

Discussion:  NA 
 

- Affordable Housing. 
Discussion: Multi-family housing is traditionally more affordable than single-family housing.  GMA Housing 
Planning Goal (RCW 36.70A.020) encourages the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments 
of the population and promotes a variety of residential housing types while preserving existing housing stock.  
CP 6.2 states that CWPPs primary focus is to increase the availability of affordable housing for middle and 
lower-income households.  Furthermore, affordable housing should be provided in locations readily accessible 
to employment centers.  No existing housing stock will be displaced by this proposed development.    

 
- Economic Development. 

Discussion:  The GMA encourages economic development that is consistent with the comprehensive plan. This 
amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan and will provide economic support to existing and future 
businesses in the neighborhood center. 
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G. Cumulative Effect. 
All amendments must be considered concurrently in order to evaluate their cumulative effect on the comprehensive 
plan.  

 
There are three proposed map amendments including this one.  The other two proposals relate to map 
amendments on properties located a significant distance from the subject property of this amendment – See 
Appendix J.   
 
Z1500078COMP – Avista proposes to change 14 properties in the Logan Neighborhood from R15-30 to Light 
Industrial and zone from RMF to LI.  The properties are located more than nine miles from Windhaven.  If 
approved, the project would eliminate the ability to construct up to 83 multi-family housing units within the 
City, placing greater demand for multi-family properties.  
 
Z1500085COMP - Queen B Radio proposes to change one property in the Southgate Neighborhood at S. Regal 
and Palouse Highway from open space to Centers and Corridors Core and zone RSF to CC2-DC.  The property 
is located approximately 14 miles from Windhaven. 
 
It is not likely that public service demands from Windhaven will have an adverse impact on either of the above 
proposals and vice versa.  
 

H.  SEPA. 
SEPA review must be completed on all amendment proposals.  

 
The proposed amendment is currently under SEPA review by the appropriate agencies.  The City of Spokane is 
the lead agency.  The review process will consider related land use types and affected geographic sectors to 
evaluate the proposal’s cumulative impacts.  With the exception of minor traffic implication, no cumulative 
adverse impacts are anticipated.  A single threshold determination will result for related proposals. 
 
Traffic impact mitigation has been proposed, including restriping and widening portions of Indian Trail Road, 
and offering free bus passes to some of the future residents of Windhaven to lessen traffic impacts on Indian 
Trail Road and Francis Avenue. 
 

I. Adequate Public Facilities. 
The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide the full range of urban public facilities and 
services citywide at the planned level of service, or consume public resources otherwise needed to support 
comprehensive plan implementation strategies.  

 
This amendment application was circulated by the City to agencies providing essential services to the local 
residents to assess the effects on service capacity.  This is to ensure that services required by the proposed 
development do not degrade or diminish services to existing users.  The comprehensive plan and GMA stress 
the importance of providing capital facilities and utilities efficiently.  One of the most important principles of the 
GMA requires that public facilities and services be provided concurrent with development.  As such, 
concurrency standards were established to measure level of service.  The project will satisfy all concurrency 
standards for essential services including; streets and sidewalks, road lighting systems, traffic signals, domestic 
water systems, stormwater management, sanitary sewer systems, solid waste disposal, recycling, fire, police, 
park, and recreation facilities, schools, and libraries.   
 
While the neighborhood groups have expressed their opposition of this proposal, citing inadequate water, 
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emergency response, parks, school capacity, etc., no agencies have indicated that such services are lacking 
capacity.  To the contrary, comments received from the providers indicate that all services can be adequately 
provided so support the development’s needs.  The project’s TIA has identified a lane capacity issue along a 
portion of Indian Trail Road, but mitigation measures have been offered in response.  In addition, standard GFC 
and impact fees will be collected from the developer at the time of development to pay proportionate costs of 
affected services. 
 
Impact fees are commonly used to aid in meeting capacity related Growth Management Act concurrency 
requirements.  These fees are assessed to developments to pay proportionate costs associated with the service 
area-wide water, sewer, and transportation needs for new improvements created by the new development.   
    
 

J. UGA. 
Amendments to the UGA boundary may only be proposed by the city council or the mayor of Spokane. 
  
No alterations to the UGA are being requested. 
 

K. Consistent Amendments – Map Changes. 
Changes to the land use plan map may only be approved if the proponent has demonstrated that all of the 
following are true: 

a. The designation is in conformance with the appropriate location criteria identified in the 
comprehensive plan; 

b. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation; 
c. The map amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan policies better than the current map 

designation. 
  
This amendment to the comprehensive plan is an adjustment to the land use map and zoning around the existing 
neighborhood center that was envisioned by the city and neighborhood in 2007. Zoning in and around the North 
Indian Trail neighborhood center was established and adopted by the city council through city ordinance 
C34154 following a center planning process that included significant public participation.  The center planning 
process was created in the 2007 budget to accomplish center/corridor and sub-area planning.  The process 
amended the land use map and zoning map to implement the center and corridors concepts of the comprehensive 
plan and to ensure development in the neighborhood center was driven by the desires of the directly affected 
citizens.  City planning services staff and the North Indian Trail stakeholder’s team conducted five 
neighborhood meetings and an open house.  Changes to the comprehensive plan relating to the center were 
consistent with GMA planning goals for urban growth (RCW 36.70A.020) which states: “encourage 
development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient 
manner”.  In addition, the amendment was consistent with GMA planning goals for housing which states: 
“encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of this state, 
promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourage the preservation of existing housing 
stock”. 
 
The need for this amendment is to adjust for multi-family housing growth that has failed to materialize in and 
around the neighborhood center.  The land that was made available for multi-family housing has been under-
developed with densities far below the zoning minimums and do not meet the comprehensive plan’s goals and 
neighborhood’s expectations for sustaining the neighborhood center.   
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It has been suggested by the North Indian Trail Neighborhood Council, Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood 
Association and others that approval of this amendment would be in violation of the sub-area plan that was 
adopted for the Indian Trail center by the passing of ordinance C34154.  When in fact quite the opposite is true. 
This amendment supports the spirit of the envisioned plan by providing supplemental multi-family housing at 
the center that never materialized on the properties that were designated for such housing.  Furthermore, this 
amendment should be approved because: 
 

1. The proposed multi-family designation conforms to appropriate location criteria; 
2. The site is suitable for the multi-family designation; 
3. This amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan policies better than the current single-       

family designation.   
 

 
L. Inconsistent Amendments. 

Review Cycle, Adequate Documentation of Need for Change, Overall Consistency. 
  
This amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan.  There is a need for multi-family housing in and 
around the neighborhood center as well as around the Spokane area in general as stated in the Spokesman 
Review article dated 7/6/16 – See Appendix K.   
 
The article references a report prepared by Washington Center for Real Estate Research (See Appendix K-1, 
Runstad Center for Real Estate Studies/ University of Washington) that found Spokane’s apartment vacancy rate 
is currently at a near-historic low of 1.3 percent.  It further states that a healthy rental market should typically be 
around 5 percent.  The article states that rental shortages are due to economic effects from the Great Recession 
of 2007 and 2008 and demographic shifts that have increased the number of people looking for rentals.  
Furthermore, home values plummeted and many people lost their homes to foreclosure.  Credit ratings were 
severely impacted and many people today are unable to qualify for a mortgage.  Others are wary of becoming 
homeowners as a result of the real estate crash.  Younger people tend to prefer apartments to owning a home.    
 
As stated above, there is also a need for multi-family housing at the neighborhood center to support the 
economic needs of the businesses within the center and to supplement envisioned multi-family housing. 
 
The amendment is overall consistent with the comprehensive plan, as described above.  
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TABLE LU 2  DESCRIPTION OF LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Land Use Designations Typical Land Use

Minimum 
Density 

(units per 
acre)

Maximum 
Density

(units per 
acre)

Heavy Industrial Heavier Industrial uses.  No residential uses 

Light Industrial Light industrial uses, limited commercial and 
residential uses.

General Commercial Commercial and residential uses, warehouses.

Regional Center (Downtown)

Variety of goods, services, cultural, 
governmental, hospitality, and residential uses.  
Downtown plan provides detail of planning for this 
area.

Neighborhood Retail Neighborhood-Serving Business and residential 
use.  Maximum containment area of two acres. 30

Neighborhood 
Mini-Center Same uses as Neighborhood Retail. 30

Office Offices and residential use.

Institutional
Includes uses such as middle and high schools, 
colleges, universities, and large governmental 
facilities.

Same standards as 
designation in which 
institution is located or as 
allowed by discretionary 
permit approval.

Residential 15+ Higher density residences.  No medical office or 
other office use allowed. 15

Residential 15-30 Higher density residences. 15 30

Residential 10-20 Attached or detached single-family and 
two-family residences. 10 20

Residential 4-10 Attached or detached single-family residences. 4 10

Agriculture Agricultural lands of local importance.

Conservation 
Open Space

Areas that are publicly owned, not developed and 
designated to remain in a natural state.

Potential 
Open Space

Areas that are not currently publicly owned, not 
developed and expected to remain in a natural 
state.

Open Space
Major publicly or privately owned open space 
areas such as golf courses, major parks and open 
space areas, and cemeteries.

Neighborhood Center
Neighborhood-oriented commercial uses, offices, 
mixed-type housing, parks, civic uses in a 
master-planned, mixed-use setting.

15
32 in the 
core, 22 at 
the perimeter

District Center
Community-oriented commercial uses, offices, 
mixed-type housing, parks, civic uses in a 
master-planned, mixed-use setting.

15
44 in the 
core, 22 at 
the perimeter

Corridor
Community-oriented commercial uses, mixed-
type housing in a master-planned, mixed-use 
setting.

15
44 in the 
core, 22 at 
the perimeter

Employment Center
Major employment uses, community-oriented 
commercial uses, mixed-type housing in a 
master-planned, mixed-use setting.

15
44 in the 
core, 22 at 
the perimeter

Center & Corridor Core
Commercial, office and residential uses consistent 
with type of designated Center and Corridor.

[per Ord. #C-33240, effective 7-18-03]

Center & Corridor Transition

Office, small retail, and multi-family residential 
uses.  Office and retail uses are required to have 
residential uses on the same site.

[per Ord. #C-33240, effective 7-18-03]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Windhaven First Addition is an approved City residential development that occupies 49.48 acres 
aligned north of Barnes Road and west of Indian Trail Road within the Indian Trail neighborhood 
of Spokane.  The project was initially approved in year 2006 for the construction of 286 single 
family homes.  No homes have been constructed yet; although the street infrastructure for the 
development is complete.  This includes primary vehicle access to Barnes Road via Forest Lane 
and Pamela Lane, with secondary access provided to the adjacent apartment development (to 
the east) via Jamestown Lane.  The project is within an RSF zone of the City with a site 
Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential 4-10.   
 
Due to evolving market conditions, the project proponent has recently proposed to develop up to 
750 apartment units on the site as opposed to single family homes.  The proposal results in a 
density of 15.2 homes per acres, which exceeds the approved residential density.  Thus, a 
Comprehensive Plan amendment and zone change would be needed to accommodate the 
proposal; specifically to a RMF zone and Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential 15-30.   
 
Note the proposed apartment density marginally exceeds minimum zoning and Comprehensive 
Plan allowances, and is just under half of maximum allowable densities (of up to 30 apartments 
per acre).  The reduced density was accommodated to minimize the traffic impacts of the 
proposed development on the Indian Trail neighborhood; as this was expressed as a concern of 
citizens living within the area.  The developers have reduced site densities considerably from 
initial development proposals. 
  
Site access is promoted as described previously, with primary access provided via Forest Lane 
and Pamela Street and secondary access via Jamestown Lane.  Currently, pedestrian access 
only is proposed via Moore Street intersecting with Shawnee Avenue to the north, as this is a 
pedestrian/school route.  However, this can be revisited during the design process if City 
officials determine vehicle access would benefit the neighborhood in the future. 
 
Per City concurrency evaluations, Windhaven First Addition with 286 homes is vested to 
generate 210 trips during the AM peak hour and 271 trips during the PM peak hour.  This would 
represent the trip generation equivalent of 460 apartment units.  This distinction is important 
because it demonstrates that 46 percent of the current apartment proposal could be developed 
before surpassing vested/programmed traffic generation levels.  A comparison of trip generation 
equivalencies is provided below. 
 

Vested Residential Land Use & Trip Comparisons 

Residential Land Use 
Dwelling 

Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Single Family Homes  
       (ITE Code 210) 

286 65 145 210 179 92 271 

General Apartment Units 
       (ITE Code 220) 460 46 183 229 176 95 271 

 

 

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 3



	

July 2016 Page ii 

Windhaven	Apartments	
	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	

As shown on the next page, the 750 unit apartment proposal represents a net gain of 161 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 159 trips during the PM peak hour over those vested/associated 
with single family home development.  This TIA is being required by the City to support the 
Comprehensive Plan amendment and zone change processes because the current land use 
proposal (of apartments) presents a net gain in trip generation over those vested/identified 
above for the site (as single family homes).   
 

Project Trip Generation Gains – Proposed Apartments Vrs. Vested Single Family 

Land Use 
Dwelling 

Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Apartments - ITE Code 220 750 74 297 371 280 150 430 

Single Family Homes - ITE Code 210 286 65 145 210 179 92 271 

Net Gain Site Trips -- 9 152 161 101 58 159 

 

TRAFFIC FORECASTS AND CAPACITY 
City officials require this study address traffic operations principally for site access intersections 
and seven off-site intersections most impacted by development within the Indian Trail 
neighborhood.  The analysis was required for the AM and PM peak hours of the typical 
weekday, as based on the forecast year 2021 completion year of the project.  A summary of 
study intersections include: 

 Shawnee Avenue/Indian Trail Road 

 Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road 

 Strong Road/Indian Trail Road 

 Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue 

 Alberta Street/Francis Avenue 

 Ash Street/Francis Avenue 

 Maple Street/Francis Avenue 

 Barnes Road/Forest Lane (Project Access) 

 Barnes Road/Pamela Lane (Project Access) 

 
Existing Conditions.  Traffic counts were performed during typical weekdays in March, with a 
follow-up count in April (for Shawnee Road/Indian Trail Road intersection) to capture the peak 
demands of the morning and afternoon commutes.  These counts were performed specifically 
while local schools were in session, as to capture the travel demands of these special traffic 
generators.   
 
City of Spokane Administrative Policy and Procedure for Transportation Concurrency Level of 
Service Standards defines a LOS E standard for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
aligned along a principal arterial.  An analysis of existing traffic operations indicates there were 
no levels-of-service (LOS) issues identified within the field, as all intersections were shown to 
function at LOS E or better between the AM and PM peak hours.  Existing intersection LOS 
conclusions are shown on the next page. 
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Existing LOS and Delay -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Signalized Intersections 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 

Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd B 17.3 A 7.7 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd B 18.1 B 14.4 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd A 9.7 B 18.9 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave B 12.3 A 7.9 

Alberta St/Francis Ave D 36.4 C 32.2 

Ash St/Francis Ave C 22.3 C 20.4 

Maple St/Francis Ave B 17.7 D 41.9 

1. LOS = Levels-of-Service 
2. Del = Delay in seconds 

 
Secondary lane capacity analyses and speed counts were performed discretionarily to support 
conclusions for Indian Trail Road.  The lane analysis was used to help identify whether 
adequate capacity exists for through traffic (northbound and southbound movements) outside of 
study intersections along Indian Trail Road.  Lane capacities were reviewed for three count 
locations within the vicinity of the “bottleneck” on Indian Trail Road: 1) north of Weile Avenue 
(south of bottleneck); 2) north of Kathleen Avenue (within bottleneck); and 3) north of Lowell 
Avenue (north of Bottleneck).  A summary of the lane capacity analysis is shown below. 
 

Existing Indian Trail Lane Capacity -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Indian Trail Road 

Capacity AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

NB SB Tot NB SB Tot NB SB Tot 

N/of Weile Ave 1,800 1,800 3,600 287 1,114 1,401 1,099 450 1,549 

N/of Kathleen Ave 900 900 1,800 283 1,151 1,434 1,085 449 1,534 

N/of Lowell Ave 900 900 1,800 246 954 1,200 807 384 1,191 
 

 
As shown, lane capacity is sufficient within the four lane section of Indian Trail north Road north 
of Weile Avenue.  However, existing counts are shown to exceed directional lane capacities 
within specifically within the bottleneck area north of Kathleen Avenue.  There is minor lane 
capacity exceptions noted north of Lowell Avenue, but overall capacity appears to be sufficient 
north of the bottleneck.  A comparison/review of this data does suggest need for lane widening 
as based on existing count data. 
 
Despite the lane capacity results above, travel speeds within the corridor do not seem to be 
overly compromised.  Speed counts were performed at the locations identified/reviewed above, 
south of, within, and north of the bottleneck area along Indian Trail Road.  Average travel 
speeds were found to be 3 to 6 mph above the posted 30 mph speed limit along the roadway 
during AM and PM peak hours in both travel directions.  The conclusion from this is that, while 
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additional capacity is needed, the travel time of typical commuters is not yet impacted.  A 
summary of speed data is shown on the next page. 
 

Indian Trail ADT and Speed Counts -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Indian Trail Road 
ADT 

 

Average Speed - Northbound Average Speed - Southbound 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

N/of Weile Ave 17,299 36.5 36.8 36.0 35.7 

N/of Kathleen Ave 16,821 37.9 36.8 34.8 37.9 

N/of Lowell Ave 13,555 34.3 31.9 33.4 33.2 
 

 
Future Conditions.  Future 2021 traffic volumes were developed for operational analyses 
assuming: 1) baseline (non-development associated) traffic growth, 2) the development of 
eleven study area pipeline projects (including vested Windhaven First Addition), and 3) the 
assignment of project trips.  A 0.5 percent annual growth rate was applied to counts to reflect 
baseline (non-development) traffic growth.  This growth was combined with the trips generated 
by pipeline projects to generate future without project traffic forecasts.  The trip generation of 
these developments is shown below. 
  

Vested Residential Land Use & Trip Comparisons by TAZ 

TAZ and Development 

Dwelling 
Units/Homes AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Single Multi In Out Total In Out Total 

TAZ 29 
- Hunts Point 
- Windhaven First 
- Ponderosa Ridge 3rd 
- Ponderosa Ridge 4th 
Subtotal TAZ 29 

 
183 
286 

12 
25 

506 

 
48 

0 
0 
0 

48 

 
48 
65 

6 
8 

127 

 
119 
145 

13 
19 

296 

 
167 
210 

19 
27 

423 

 
142 
179 

10 
20 

351 

 
72 
92 

5 
10 

179 

 
214 
271 

15 
30 

530 

TAZ 30 
- Diamond Rock  
- Replat McCarroll 
- McCaroll’s 3rd 
- McCaroll’s 4th 
- McCarroll’s East 
- Woodridge View 
Subtotal TAZ 30 

 
0 

13 
10 
15 

7 
7 

52 

 
96 

0 
0 
0 

28 
0 

124 

 
10 

6 
5 
6 
8 
5 

40 

 
41 
13 
12 
14 
26 
10 

116 

 
51 
19 
17 
20 
34 
15 

156 

 
46 
11 

9 
13 
21 

6 
106 

 
25 

6 
5 
7 

10 
3 

56 

 
71 
17 
14 
20 
31 

9 
162 

TAZ 31 
- Estates at Rocky 
- Westwinds PUD 
Subtotal TAZ 31 

 
15 
19 
34 

 
0 
0 
0 

 
6 
7 

13 

 
14 
16 
30 

 
20 
23 
43 

 
13 
16 
29 

 
7 
8 

15 

 
20 
24 
44 

Total Pipeline Trips 592 172 180 442 622 486 250 736 
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Note from the previous table that trip generation for the existing, approved development is 
reflected via the row “Windhaven First” located in TAZ 29; indicating trip generation of 210 AM 
peak hour and 271 PM peak hour trips.  These trips are highlighted because they are already 
vested by the City for the Windhaven site and have entitlement to roadway capacity.  They are 
therefore reflected in the future without project condition presented by this TIA. 
 
As highlighted previously, the current land use proposal represents a net gain of 161 trips during 
the AM peak hour and 159 trips during the PM peak hour over those vested/associated with 
single family home development (described preceding paragraph).  Future with project traffic 
forecasts reflects this gain in trips, over future without project traffic (including pipeline), as it 
represents a change in forecast travel demands (as currently anticipated by City officials).  
Thus, to be clear, this TIA addresses the full traffic impacts associated with the construction of a 
750 unit apartment complex upon City roadways.  The impacts were essentially 
reviewed/defined in stages given the approved status of a single family development versus that 
of a proposed apartment community.   
 
The resulting traffic forecasts result in growth rates of between 6 and 7 percent annually on 
Indian Trail Road, which far exceeds historical growth rates ranging between 1 and 1.5 percent 
annually.  Thus, traffic forecasts are very conservative for year 2021 and may be more 
representative of long term traffic growth (beyond year 2021).    
 
Note that about 19 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the east on Barnes Road (via 
the new extension and connection to Strong Road).  About 2 percent are anticipated from 
adjacent businesses, services, and retail.  About 9 percent of project trips are anticipated 
to/from the north and 70 percent to/from the south on Indian Trail Road.  The majority of project 
trips along Indian Trail Road south will travel to/from the east on Francis Avenue; distributing 
throughout a study area that addresses the Alberta Street and Maple/Ash Couplet intersections 
with Francis Avenue.   
 
Future intersection analyses indicated that no overall LOS issues were noted based upon a 
review of future year 2021 traffic forecasts.  This determination is made because no study 
intersection is forecast to function below LOS E on the principal arterials of Indian Trail Road or 
Francis Avenue during the peak hours.  LOS at site access intersections are also shown to 
operate acceptably at LOS C or better during the peak hours.  The resulting, forecast LOS, both 
without and with project development, are shown on the following Table. 
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Forecast Year 2021 LOS and Delay -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Year 2021 Condition Future Without Project Traffic Future With Project Traffic 

Signalized Intersections 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 

Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd B 17.9 A 8.2 B 17.9 A 8.3 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd C 26.9 B 19.9 D 43.7 C 22.9 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd C 20.2 D 52.4 D 37.3 E 68.8 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave C 20.3 B 10.1 C 29.6 B 10.7 

Alberta St/Francis Ave E 65.6 D 53.7 E 78.3 E 59.4 

Ash St/Francis Ave C 26.1 C 21.3 C 28.9 C 21.5 

Maple St/Francis Ave B 17.8 D 55.9 B 17.1 E 58.7 

Unsignalized Intersections 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay LOS1 Delay LOS1 Delay LOS1 Delay 

Forest Ln/Barnes Rd B 10.6 B 10.2 B 11.4 B 10.6 

Pamela Ln/Barnes Rd B 31.1 B 12.0 C 19.0 C 14.0 

1.    LOS = Levels-of-Service 
2.    Del = Delay in seconds 

 
Note although overall intersection LOS were forecast to be acceptable during the peak hours, 
meeting City concurrency requirements, the westbound approach to Maple Street/Francis 
Avenue intersection is forecast to have 89 seconds of average control delay during the PM peak 
hour; representing a LOS F condition.  The maximum phase split for the approach is currently 
43 seconds (the available green time during one signal cycle).  A comparison of control delay 
with this phase split confirms individual vehicles would wait about three full signal cycles before 
clearing the intersection.  Queue conditions are forecast to be extensive within this approach. 
 
Forecast lane capacity was still shown to be sufficient within the four lane section of Indian Trail 
north Road north of Weile Avenue.  Forecast traffic volumes further demonstrate the need for 
lane widening north of Kathleen Avenue (within bottleneck) and north of Lowell Avenue (north of 
Bottleneck).  This determination is confirmed because forecast traffic volumes well exceed 
single lane capacity in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour and the northbound 
direction during the PM peak hour.  Forecast lane volume comparisons are shown below. 
 

Future With-Project Indian Trail Lane Capacity -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Indian Trail Road 

Capacity AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

NB SB Tot NB SB Tot NB SB Tot 

N/of Weile Ave 1,800 1,800 3,600 376 1,396 1,772 1,351 732 2,083 

N/of Kathleen Ave 900 900 1,800 385 1,483 1,868 1,410 781 2,191 

N/of Lowell Ave 900 900 1,800 371 1,360 1,731 1,211 790 2,001 
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Pedestrian, Bike, and Transit.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access conditions are favorable 
within the project vicinity.  Sidewalk is contiguous between the developments and nearby transit 
stops, shopping centers, and public facilities (a library and a park).  There are commute bicycle 
routes on Indian Trail Road and Barnes Road; although some form of designated bike lanes for 
recreational facilities would be ideal in the future (such remediation is beyond the scope of 
development projects).  Finally STA transit access to Indian Trail Road is sufficient on 
weekdays, with transit stops located within walking distance about ¼- mile east of Windhaven. 
 
Supplemental Studies.  Two supplemental studies were performed to support this TIA: 1) a 
Microsimulation analysis submitted to the City on 5/24/16 (provided in Technical Appendix E) 
and 2) an analysis of collision data submitted to the City on 6/8/16 (provided in Technical 
Appendix F).   

The microsimulation analysis was performed to review the cumulative impact of traffic 
within the context of closely spaced intersections such as those aligned along Francis 
Avenue.   The analysis addresses conditions such as spillback between intersections, 
spillback beyond turning bays, forced lane changes, a n d  unbalanced lane use for 
downstream turns.   

The intersections of Francis Avenue with Indian Trail Road, Alberta Street, Ash Street, and 
Maple Street were reviewed with this supplemental study, as based on existing counts, 
future without, and future with-project traffic forecasts during the PM peak hour.  The 
analysis generally concludes the cumulative impact of traffic congestion between the 
Francis Avenue intersections with Ash Street and Maple Street may cause average delays 
and queues that moderately surpass those stated by this TIA. Thus, the microsimulation 
analysis indicates the westbound approach issues specified for the Maple Street/Francis 
Avenue may be greater than identified based on traditional LOS and delay analyses.   

The collision analysis was performed for Indian Trail Road and indicates 52 recorded 
collisions occurred along the roadway between January 1, 2013 and May 31, 2016.  Overall, 
42 percent of collisions involved vehicle property damage only with 58 percent involving 
injuries.  There were no fatalities within the study timeframe.   

An average of 15.2 collisions occur the study arterial segment each year that, when 
compared with an average of 15,892 ADT, results in rate of 0.98 collisions per million miles 
of vehicle travel.  Comparatively, the Washington State Department of Transportation 2014 
Annual Collision Summary Report indicates Spokane County experiences a 
system/network-wide rate of 168.7 collisions per 100 million miles of travel, or 1.687 
collisions per million miles of travel.  Thus, by comparison, the calculated corridor rate is well 
below the average for Spokane County suggesting no unusual collision issue exists along 
Indian Trail Road.  This conclusion was confirmed based on a review of intersections and 
driveways on an individual basis.  

IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATION AND MITIGATION 
The project is responsible for mitigating traffic impacts via transportation impact fee (TIF) 
contribution.  The fee scheduled for the Northwest Service Area, within which the project is 
located, is $483.49 per until for two-story apartments and $296.33 for three-story apartments.  
Thus, the Windhaven development would be conditioned with up to $362,620 of traffic impact 
fees ($483.49 * 750 two-story apartments), as collected prior to the issuance of any building 
permit on a per-unit/home or development phase basis.   
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The study concludes that adequate overall LOS is maintained at study intersections in 
accordance with City of Spokane Standards.  However, secondary and supplemental analyses 
identify transportation improvements or demand strategies are needed to help improve traffic 
mobility for two study area locations, as based on a review of forecast traffic conditions.     

1. Improvement – Indian Trail Road.  The lane capacity analysis indicates additional 
through lanes are needed in the northbound and southbound travel directions of Indian 
Trail Road, respectively.  Upon coordination with City officials, it has been determined 
that the arterial can be restriped with some widening in locations to provide a minimum 
four-lane cross section throughout the current “bottleneck” extending between Kathleen 
Avenue and Lowell Avenue.  This would provide needed lane capacity and address one 
of the top neighborhood concerns expressed via comment letters and emails, and also 
via the 5/25/15 public meeting.   

Mitigation.  The project proponent has offered to front the costs of improving Indian Trail 
Road, to be constructed with a City pavement rehabilitation project scheduled summer of 
year 2018.  The City pavement rehabilitation project is funded.  The Windhaven TIF of 
$362,620 would be dedicated specifically to Indian Trail improvements as SEPA (and 
future concurrency) mitigation.  Additional costs not be covered by the City would be 
fronted by the Windhaven developer and would be reimbursed either by TIF credits (for 
future developments within the Northwest Service Area) or via latecomers 
reimbursement provided via other Indian Trail Neighborhood developments.  City 
officials indicate they will provide design services.  The specifics of mitigation will be 
coordinated with City officials and enforced via developer agreements.   

2. Improvement – Maple Street/Francis Avenue Congestion.  Traditional analyses 
indicate the westbound approach to the intersection will experience less tolerable LOS, 
delays, and vehicle queues.  This was confirmed with microsimulation analysis.  Two 
alternatives are being considered for managing/minimizing project impacts on Francis 
Avenue: 1) Adaptive signal controls retrofitted to the Francis Avenue intersections with 
Ash Street and Maple Street or 2) development travel demand management strategies.   
Adaptive signal controls would increase the operational efficiency of study intersections.  
Travel demand strategy would reduce development travel demands on Francis Avenue.   

Mitigation. Adaptive signal control would be a direct mitigation of development; with 
design and installation coordinated with City and WSDOT officials.   The prevailing travel 
demand strategy is to offer STA bus passes to residence of Windhaven.  The Spokane 
Regional Commute Trip Reduction Plan has a 10 percent travel reduction goal.  Thus, a 
minimum of 80 monthly bus passes would be offered to residences of Windhaven, as 
provided on a first-come basis.  This would affect a 10 percent decrease in project trip 
generation meeting regional CTR goals.  The preferred alternative would be advanced in 
coordination with City officials, as enforced with a developer agreement. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
Primary questions/points from the public involvement process performed to support this project 
are addressed as follows:   

 The scope for this study was set in coordination with officials from the City of Spokane 
and WSDOT.  Any locations/areas not included (in this study) were likely because 
project impacts were anticipated to be minimal outside of the specified and highlighted 
study area (reviewed by this TIA). 
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 The study did not review impacts to Woodside Avenue because trips from Windhaven 
are not likely to turn to/from this unsignalized intersection; especially because traffic 
circles programmed along Woodside Avenue should deter the occurrence of 
neighborhood cut through traffic.  Note it is understood overall that turning traffic at this 
intersection is a public concern, but the collision rate determined for this intersection 
currently does not denote the potential for a high accident location. 

 A collision analysis was performed in response to neighborhood concerns.  The analysis 
does not highlight a high accident location (HAL) along Indian Trail Road, nor does it 
conclude that Indian Trail Road is a high accident corridor (HAC).   

 The Barnes Road, Phoebe to Strong “Safety” project programmed for construction in 
year 2017 will provide a paved, secondary route of travel in the event some emergency 
forced the closure of Indian Trail Road.   

 The project reviews a number of concurrent development projects (i.e. pipeline projects), 
specifically in the development of traffic forecasts.  Any subsequent developments must 
review Windhaven and these pipeline projects in order to assure cumulative traffic 
growth and capacity commitments are considered as the region continues to mature. 

 City officials identified the pipeline projects to be included with this development. 

 The TIA addresses the full traffic impacts associated with trip generation for 750 
apartment units.  The TIA phases the analysis into future without and then future with 
project conditions because a number of trips are already vested for the site and are 
treated as a pipeline project.  But trip gains/increases are then combined to reflect total-
apartment build trip totals.  

 Conservative traffic forecasts were developed for the Barnes Road connection to Strong 
Road; reflecting specified and non-specified development/pipeline project traffic.  The 
traffic forecasts presented in the TIA are more conservative (higher) than traffic studies 
generated by the City Street Department for the roadway.   

 The City has directed that the final TIA moderately the Barnes Road assignments from 
21% to 19% with the remaining trips directed to other destinations along Indian Trail 
Road (such as the shopping center).   

 This TIA reflects a resultant 6 to 7 percent annual growth by year 2021 which can be 
extrapolated to a 1.4 percent annual growth rate through year 2040.  By comparison, the 
Indian Trail Widening Roadway Capacity Justification Report provided by City Engineers 
predicts 1.3 percent annual growth on Indian Trail Road by year 2040.  Thus, the TIA 
uses conservative traffic forecasts that exceeds the projections of even City officials. 

 LOS were demonstrated to be adequate along Indian Trail Road with this TIA, as 
defined by City LOS Standards.  As such, any recommendations of this report do not 
have to be programmed within the City 6-Transporation Improvement Program/Plan.  
With that said, this Final TIA does recommend a minimum four lane roadway with two 
northbound and two southbound lanes will be constructed along Indian Trail Road, within 
the Kathleen Avenue and Lowell Avenue “bottleneck” area, as a condition of 
development.  The improvement would be developed with the City roadway rehabilitation 
project programmed for Indian Trail Road in year 2018.   

 A summary field study was performed for the Lusitano Apartment complex located 
adjacent to the proposed Windhaven development along Barnes Road.  The field study 
indicates the resultant trip generation rates used in the TIA are nearly 60 percent higher 
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in the AM and over 45 percent higher in the PM versus rates established on local field 
counts.  This means this TIA well overestimates traffic versus what is likely to occur in 
the future with Windhaven development.   

SUMMARY 
The improvements and mitigation described will address project-related deficiencies noted 
throughout the TIA (specifically for Indian Trail Road).  The project will contribute $362,620 
towards mitigation of area deficiencies, via the TIF; specifically working to Indian Trail Road 
improvements.  The project will also either provide adaptive traffic controls for the Maple 
Street/Francis Avenue intersection or promote travel demand management strategies to 
minimize project impacts to Francis Avenue.  Thus, this TIA should successfully support the 
zone change and comprehensive plan modifications being sought with the 750 unit apartment 
project proposal being sought for Windhaven, as project impacts will be addressed.   
  
No further recommendations are provided by this TIA. 
. 
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1  INTRODUCTION 

Windhaven First Addition is an approved residential planned unit development (PUD) located 
within the Indian Trail neighborhood of Spokane, Washington.  The project is located within a 
Residential Single Family (RSF) zone of the City with a Comprehensive Plan designation of 
Residential 4-10.  Approved by City officials in the year 2006, the roadway infrastructure for the 
development has been constructed but no homes have been built.  
 
As a result of evolving market conditions, the project proponent would like to develop apartment 
units on the site in-lieu of single family homes.  A Comprehensive Plan amendment and zone 
change would be needed to accommodate this development modification.  Specifically, 
Residential Multifamily (RMF) zone and Residential 15-30 Comprehensive Plan designations 
would be needed (and are being sought) to allow for apartment development.   
 
Through the growth management act (GMA), City officials have planned for and certified 
transportation concurrency for roads within the Indian Trail neighborhood, as based on historical 
land use development proposals (Windhaven and other development projects).  Zone and 
Comprehensive Plan changes could impact concurrency determinations.  As such, City officials 
have requested due-diligence, in terms of a development traffic study, to assess the impact of a 
revised development proposal.        
 
This report summarizes the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) performed for the Windhaven 
Apartments development proposed in the City of Spokane, Washington.  The analysis identifies 
the transportation impacts of the current development proposal on primary arterials and 
roadways located within and providing access to the Indian Trail neighborhood.  The scope and 
work program for this study was developed in coordination with technical staff from City of 
Spokane, and was performed in accordance with City of Spokane Road TIA Guidelines.  
 
The City of Spokane is lead agency for this project and will provide principal TIA review.  Any 
additional agencies would provide secondary review per the request of City officials.  

1.1   PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Approved Project.  The Windhaven First Addition project site occupies 49.48 acres aligned 
north of Barnes Road just under 1,000 feet west of Indian Trail Road within the Indian Trail 
neighborhood of Spokane.  The approved project includes the construction of up to 286 single 
family homes programmed for construction over approximately five years.  The project was 
historically approved for development by City officials in year 2006 within an RSF zone of the 
City and with a site Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential 4-10.  The approved 
proposal represents a density of 5.8 single family homes per acre.   
 
According to Spokane Municipal Code, the Residential Single-Family zone “is a low density 
single-family residential zone.  It allows a minimum of four and a maximum of ten dwelling units 
per acre.  One- and two-story builds characterize the allowed housing.  The major type of new 
development will be attached and detached single-family residences.”   
 
According to the City Comprehensive Plan, the Residential 4-10 “designation allows single-
family residences, and attached (zero-lot line) single-family residences.  The allowed density is 
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a minimum of four units and a maximum of ten units per acre.  Allowed structure types are 
single-family residences, attached (zero-lot line) single family residences, or two-family 
residences in appropriate areas.”   
 
Primary access to the project has already 
been constructed via Forest Lane and 
Pamela Lane; two local streets extending 
into the development from Barnes Road 
(along southern boundary of site).  
Secondary access would be promoted 
through an extension of Jamestown Lane 
into the adjacent apartment development 
east of Windhaven.  A final access was 
historically developed for vehicle traffic via 
an extension of Moore Street to Shawnee 
Avenue (along northern boundary of site). 
However, this approach would be used 
only for pedestrian access in the future.   
 
As shown (right), Windhaven has already 
been developed with a network of local 
streets.  North-south circulation streets 
include Concord Lane, Windhaven Lane, 
and Camden Lane.  East-west circulation 
includes Jamestown Lane, Georgetown 
Lane, Morgantown Lane, Yorktown Lane, 
and Youngstown Lane.   
 
Project Proposal.  The project proponent has recently proposed to develop up to 750 
apartment units on the 49.48 acre site, as a result of changing market demands.  The proposal 
results in a density of 15.2 homes per acre, which exceeds the approved residential density.  
Thus, this proposal dictates that a Comprehensive Plan amendment and zone change would be 
needed to accommodate the apartment proposal; specifically to a RMF zone and 
Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential 15-30.  The current apartment proposal results 
in a density that just marginally exceeds minimum zoning and Comprehensive Plan allowances, 
and just under half of maximum allowable density (nearly 1,500 apartments could be developed 
under these City designations).  The reduced apartment densities  
 
According to Spokane Municipal Code, the Residential Multifamily (RMF) zone “is a medium-
density residential zone. Allowed housing is characterized by one to four story structures and a 
higher percentage of building coverage than in the RTF zone. The major types of development 
will include attached and detached single-family residential, condominiums, apartments, 
duplexes, townhouses and row houses. The minimum and maximum densities are fifteen and 
thirty units per acre.” 
 

The Residential 15-30 land use is simply described within the City Comprehensive Plan as a 
“designation that allows higher density residential use at a density of 15 to 30 units per acre.” 
 

Aerial: Existing Windhaven Site (Source: Google Maps) 
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Site access and internal circulation would be promoted as described previously.  Primary 
access would be provided via the Barnes Road intersections with Forest Lane and Pamela 
Street.  Secondary access would be provided by an extension of Jamestown Lane into the 
adjacent apartment complex.  Pedestrian access only would be provided via Moose Street.  
Internal circulation would be promoted by three north-south and five east-west local streets. 
 
Figure 1 provides a vicinity map locating Windhaven.  Figure 2 provides the current site plan for 
the proposed apartment development.  Note this plan will evolve with time.  As such, this study 
was intentionally developed to review a high unit count for the site in order to present a worse-
case analysis of project transportation impacts.      

1.1.1   Project Scope  
City transportation engineering staff has reviewed capacity conditions for primary roadways 
aligned within the Indian Trail neighborhood.  To be clear, there are long term improvement 
needs confirmed within the area; in particular, the widening of Indian Trail Road to a four lane 
section between Lowell Avenue and Excell Avenue.  However, city staff has been able to 
confirm transportation concurrency for Indian Trail roadways within the immediate future.  This 
means they have been able to demonstrate that adequate capacity would generally be available 
to accommodate some traffic growth.  Currently there are 12 development projects vested and 
approved via the Comprehensive Plan process. 
 
Windhaven First Addition is one of the development projects vested and addressed within the 
current Comprehensive Plan.   As indicated, 286 single family homes were approved historically 
and, according to City resources, this development would be allowed to generate 210 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 271 during the PM peak hour of the work commute under the 
previous Comprehensive Plan and zoning approval. 

 
According to comparisons developed using the Trip Generation Manual (ITE 9th Edition, 

2012), the trips generated by 286 homes is equivalent to the trips generated by 460 apartment 
units.  Thus, from a transportation perspective, 286 single family homes and 460 apartments are 
generally equivalent.  A summary of this comparison is provided in Table 1.   
 

Table 1.  Vested Residential Land Use & Trip Comparisons 

Residential Land Use 
Dwelling 

Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Single Family Homes  
       (ITE Code 210) 

286 65 145 210 179 92 271 

General Apartment Units 
       (ITE Code 220) 460 46 183 229 176 95 271 

 

 
Transportation concurrency is reviewed within the City of Spokane based upon PM peak hour 
traffic conditions.  As shown above, the trips generated by 286 homes and 460 apartments are 
equal during the PM peak hour.  There is a minor differential during the AM peak hour.  Trip 
generation was based upon equations that relate trips to dwelling units for single and multi-
family homes.  Further discussion on trip generation is provided within Section 3.2. 
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1.2   ANALYSIS SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this TIA is to review the traffic and transportation impacts of the proposed 
development on vicinity arterials and recommend improvements and strategies, as needed, to 
mitigate impacts in order to assure adequate transportation capacities.  This section describes 
the primary scope and methods used to evaluate traffic conditions and determine potential 
improvements for the project study area. 

1.2.1   Project Scope  
A TIA evaluates roadway capacity primarily through an examination of intersection operations.  
Congestion and increased vehicle delays are experienced more rapidly at intersections versus 
road segments (between intersections) due to the number and frequency of conflicts (i.e. turning 
vehicles and stopping or slowing movements).   
 
The scope for this study was established in coordination with City of Spokane and Washington 
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) engineering officials.  Per direction, this study 
quantifies traffic operations and capacity based principally on intersection level-of-service 
(LOS), as performed by direction for the intersections of: 

 Shawnee Avenue/Indian Trail Road 

 Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road 

 Strong Road/Indian Trail Road 

 Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue 

 Alberta Street/Francis Avenue 

 Ash Street/Francis Avenue 

 Maple Street/Francis Avenue 

 Barnes Road/Forest Lane (Project Access) 

 Barnes Road/Pamela Lane (Project 
Access) 

 
Per the direction of local agency staff, the analysis was performed for the AM and PM 
peak/commute hours of the weekday, which are the highest hours of capacity demand within 
this area of Spokane.  The forecast analysis horizon year for this study is 2021, which is the 
completion and final occupancy year of the proposed development.   

1.2.1   Methodology - Intersection Operations 
Intersection capacity was evaluated using the level-of-service (LOS) methodologies of the 
Highway Capacity Manual (TRB, 2010).  The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is a nationally 
recognized and locally accepted method of measuring traffic flow and congestion for 
intersections.  Criteria range from LOS A, indicating free-flow conditions with minimal vehicle 
delays, to LOS F, indicating congestion with significant vehicle delays (and operational failures). 
 
LOS for a signalized intersection is defined in terms of the average control delay experienced by 
all vehicles at the intersection, as measured over a specific time period such as a peak hour.  
LOS for a one or two-way stop controlled intersection or driveway is the function of average 
control delays experienced by vehicles in a particular approach or approach movement over a 
timeframe such as a peak hour.  Typically, the stopped approach or movement experiencing the 
worst LOS is reported.  Finally, LOS at an all-way stop-controlled intersection is defined by the 
average control delays experienced by all vehicles at the intersection, as with signals, but the 
LOS thresholds are associated with delays for unsignalized intersections.   
 
Table 2 outlines the LOS criteria for signalized and unsignalized intersections from the Highway 
Capacity Manual.   As shown, LOS thresholds, as a function of delay, vary between signalized 
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and unsignalized intersections.  This is because driver tolerances for delay have been 
documented to be much higher at signalized versus unsignalized intersections.      
 

Table 2.  Intersection Level of Service Criteria 

Level of  
Service 

Signalized: 
Control Delay (sec/veh) 

Unsignalized: 
Control Delay (sec/veh) 

A 10 10 

B >10 – 20 10 - 15 

C >20 – 35 15 - 25 

D >35 – 55 25 - 35 

E >55 – 80 35 - 50 

F > 80 50 

 Source: Highway Capacity Manual (TRB, 2010) 

 
LOS was determined for this study using Synchro Version 9.1, (Trafficware, 2015).  This 
software tool can apply the analysis methodologies of HCM 2010 and is a standard industry 
software application.   
 
LOS thresholds for the City of Spokane are highlighted by “Transportation Concurrency Level of 
Service Standards”, which is an administrative policy and procedure document available from 
the City clerk’s office.   Section 5.2.1.3 indicates LOS E is the threshold for “signalized arterial 
intersections along Principal or Minor arterials identified on Comprehensive Plan Map TR3.”  
This standard applies to all signalized study intersections, as they are located along the 
principal arterials of Francis Avenue and Indian Trail Road.  Section 5.2.2 indicates LOS E is the 
operational threshold for movements at unsignlaized intersections.  Road improvements and/or 
transportation demand strategies may be required to help mitigate capacity issues, as 
determined via results that fall below City LOS thresholds.   

1.2.2   Methodology – Vehicle Queues 
Average and 95th percentile queue analyses were performed to provide guidance regarding turn 
pocket impacts for signalized intersections.  Average queues are those most typically predicted 
to occur at an intersection with some frequency.  95th percentile queues represent near-
maximum queue conditions predicted to occur only a few times during the peak hour.  While it is 
not ideal to have 95th percentile queue potentials exceed turn lane/pocket storage length, it is 
acceptable so long as average queues can be accommodated.  A turn lane/pocket issue is 
prevalent when average queues exceed storage length.  Thus some form of improvement may 
need to be considered; typically in the form of signal phase adjustment, turn lane/pocket 
adjustment, and sometimes even the provision of a second turn lane.  
 
Queues are presented in terms of total “stacking” vehicles with the equivalent queue length 
provided in feet.  For this study, an average length of 25-feet was used per vehicle, as 
recommended by the HCM, and via standard industry practices.  This space includes the length 
of the vehicle plus spacing between vehicles.  Queue determinations were provided using 
Synchro, which also bases evaluations on HCM methodologies. 
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1.2.3   Methodology – Lane Capacity 
A lane capacity analysis was developed as a secondary measure and method for evaluating 
traffic conditions specifically for Indian Trail Road.  This analysis was performed due to the 
“bottleneck” that exists along the 
roadway; caused by a narrowing of 
the arterial from four lanes south of 
Excell Avenue to three lanes north. 
 
The lane capacity analysis was 
performed based upon peak hourly 
volume data provided by the Year 
2011-2035 Spokane Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (SRTC, 2011).  
Generally, the Plan provides vehicle 
per hour per lane (vphpl) capacity 
thresholds distinguished by 
functional classification and 
operating speed.  According to this 
table, the best approximation of 
Indian Trail Road is that of a 30 mph 
urban arterial collector arterial; both with a practical capacity of 900 vphpl.  Therefore, this was 
used as the basis for reviewing lane capacities for the roadway. 
 
Note these are capacity thresholds typically associated and used with the development of a 
forecast travel demand model and are not typically used as a primary means for evaluating 
capacities on city roadways.  However, this secondary means was sought specifically as a 
method for reviewing “through” traffic capacity on Indian Trail Road, as primary analysis 
measures focus on intersection operations.  
 
Thus, the conclusions of this TIA were primarily derived from intersection analyses and the 
methodologies of the HCM.  Secondary conclusions were derived from lane capacity analyses, 
and other considerations such as travel speed and queuing.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Hourly Lane Capacity Thresholds (Source: SRTC) 
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2  EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section describes existing traffic conditions within the project study area.  Described are 
study roadways, current traffic volumes, and existing operations and capacity conditions.   

2.1   ROADWAY NETWORK 
The study focuses on traffic operations for a number of intersections located along the 
roadways of Indian Trail Road, Barnes Road, Strong Road, Francis Avenue, Alberta Street, Ash 
Street, and Maple Street.  A description of study roadways is provided as follows, in order of 
descending functional classification: 

 Francis Avenue.  Also designated State Route 291, Francis Avenue is an urban 
principal arterial.  The roadway has a five lane cross section, which includes a two-way 
left-turn lane (TWLTL), with contiguous sidewalk, curb, and gutter along both sides of the 
roadway. The posted speed limit is 35 mph within the study area.  The current City traffic 
flow map indicates the arterial supports between 26,000 and 29,000 average daily traffic 
(ADT) within the study area east of Indian Trail Road, dropping to 11,900 ADT west. 

 Indian Trail Road.  This urban principal arterial has a speed limit of 35 mph within the 
City of Spokane.  City traffic flow map indicates the roadway supports about 17,100 ADT 
north of Francis Avenue, dropping to 11,000 ADT north of Strong Road.  Curb, sidewalk, 
and gutter are contiguous on both sides of the roadway throughout the project study 
area.  Precluding intersection configurations, general lane geometrics are as follows: 

- Four travel lanes immediately north of Francis Avenue to about Elmhurst Avenue 
(approximate 500 foot section).   

- Five lanes (including a TWLTL) adjacent to Indian Trail Center between Elmhurst 
Avenue and Holyoke Avenue (nearly a 900 foot section). 

- Four lanes from Holyoke Avenue north to about Excell Avenue (about a 3,600 
foot section).   

- Three lanes (including a TWLTL) north of Excell Avenue to Lowell Avenue (about 
a 5,100 foot section).  A traffic “bottleneck” has been noted to occur in the four to 
three lane transition area within the vicinity of Excell Avenue. 

- Four lanes with two southbound, one northbound, and one TWLTL between 
Lowell Avenue and Barnes Road (nearly a 1,500 foot section) adjacent to 
Sundance Plaza. 

- Three lanes (including a TWLTL) north of Excell Avenue to nearly City limits 
(section length is greater than a mile). 

 Maple Street & Ash Street Couplet.  These are urban principal arterials throughout the 
majority of the City.  Maple Street is a two-lane northbound arterial and Ash Street a two 
lane southbound arterial; both with posted speeds of 30 mph within the vicinity of Francis 
Avenue.  Sidewalk, curb, and gutter are contiguous along both sides of both roadways 
within the project study area.   City traffic flow maps indicate about 25,000 ADT south 
and nearly 28,000 ADT north of Francis Avenue on the couplet. 

 Alberta Street.  This is an urban minor arterial with a three-lane cross-section, including 
a TWLTL, and a posted speed limit of 30 mph south of Francis Avenue.  North of Francis 
Avenue, this local street with a two-lane cross-section and posted speed limit of 25 mph.  
Curb, gutter, and sidewalk are contiguous along the arterial.  Traffic flow maps indicate 
the roadway supports 10,600 ADT south of Francis Avenue with no counts to the north. 
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 Barnes Road.  This is an urban major collector for approximately ½ mile on either side 
of Indian Trail Road.  The collector primarily has a two-lane cross-section east of Indian 
Trail Road.  The roadway has a five-lane cross section for about 1,300 feet west of 
Francis Avenue, adjacent to Sundance Plaza; continuing an approximate 2,000 
additional feet as a three lane roadway (including a TWLTL).  The speed limit is 25 mph 
within the study area.  Curb, gutter, and sidewalk are contiguous along the majority of 
the roadway.  City traffic flow maps indicate the roadway supports about 2,000 ADT on 
either side of Indian Tail Road. 

 Shawnee Avenue.  This is currently classified as an urban major collector within the 
City. The roadway has a two-lane cross section, improved with sidewalks, curb, and 
gutter.  The posted speed limit is 25 mph with a 20 mph school zone west of Indian Trail 
Road. The roadway supports about 2,300 ADT. 

 Strong Road.  This is currently classified as an urban major collector within the City. 
The roadway has a two-lane cross section, improved with sidewalks, curb, and gutter 
west of Indian Trail Road.  A 40-foot wide, unimproved section (a gravel roadway) is 
aligned east of Indian Trail Road. The posted speed limit is 25 mph. The roadway is 
estimated to support less than 2,000 vehicles per day within the study area. 

 
A summary of existing intersection turn lane locations and traffic control conditions (signal, one-
way, two-way, or all way stops) is provided in Table 3.  Shown are different traffic movements at 
intersections and whether a turn-lane is provided.  If no specific lane is shown, then turns are 
performed from adjacent, shared through-lane.  Also indicated are traffic control conditions for 
the intersection.  Controls and lanes are denoted with an “X”.  Turn lanes are denoted with a “1” 
for a single-lane, “2” for a double-lane, etc. 
 

Table 3.  Existing Intersection Geometrics and Traffic Controls 
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Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd X - - - 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 - 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd X - - - 1 1 1 13 1 - 1 - 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd X - - - 1 1 1 1 - - 1 - 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave X - - - - - 21 - - 1 1 - 

Alberta St/Francis Ave X - - - -21 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 

Ash St/Francis Ave X - - - - - 1 1 1 - - - 

Maple St/Francis Ave X - - - 22 - - - - - 1 - 

Barnes Rd/Forest Ln - X - - - - - - - - 1 - 

Barnes Rd/Pamela Ln - - X - - - - - 1 - 1 - 
1. Double left-turn lane with right-turns shared from outer left-turn lane. 
2. Double left-turn lane with through movements shared from inner left-turn lane. 
3. Widened pocket that continues as a through lane south of intersection. 
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2.2   TRAFFIC COUNTS 
Traffic counts were collected specifically for this study on typical weekdays in March and April of 
2016 (Tuesday through Thursday).  Traffic counts were performed in the morning between 7:00 
and 9:00 AM and in the afternoon/evening between 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM in order to identify the 
AM and PM peak hours of commute traffic activity for each intersection.   
 
The peak volume for each intersection was used in traffic analyses, respectively, in order to 
assure a worst-case review of capacity demands.  As such, the peak hour did vary between 
intersections during the morning and afternoon timeframes.  With that said, a prevalent 7:00 to 
8:00 AM peak hour was noted on Indian Trail Road in the morning.  A 5:00 to 6:00 PM peak was 
noted at nearly all study intersections during the evening.  Original count worksheets are 
provided in Section B of the technical Appendix.   
 
Typically, raw counts are used directly in LOS analysis.  However, in some situations, a 
reconciliation of arrival versus departure volumes must be performed to fully consider travel 
demands at intersection.  A departure volume is noted as vehicle traffic crosses the stop-bar 
and enters an intersection; typically recorded and used in analyses as specific through and turn 
movements are identified.  However, in some instances arrival volumes must also be recorded 
as vehicle traffic does not always make it through the stop-bar during a typical signal cycle.  
Residual traffic must therefore wait in queues until the next green phase (or more) allows them 
to clear the intersection.  The difference in arrival less departure traffic represents additional 
travel demands upon through and turning movements at an intersection.  Thus, this differential 
is recorded and then combined with base/raw traffic counts in order to fully review travel 
demands upon an intersection.   
 
Upon scope coordination with City and State agencies, it was determined there were particular 
approaches of concern where vehicle traffic did not clear the stop-bar and had to wait through 
an additional signal cycle on Francis Avenue and Indian Trail Road.  The movements and 
timeframes of concern are as follows: 

 Eastbound Alberta Street/Francis Avenue - AM Peak Hour 

 Eastbound Ash Street/Francis Avenue - AM Peak Hour 

 Southbound Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue - AM Peak Hour 

 Northbound Maple Street/Francis Avenue - PM Peak Hour 

 Westbound Maple Street/Francis Avenue - PM Peak Hour 

 Westbound Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue - PM Peak Hour 
 
Follow-up counts were performed in March 2016 for the traffic movements specified, for the 
respective AM and PM peak hours noted through weekday counts.  Data collected included 
arrival volumes, departing traffic (crossing the stop-line), and then the remaining vehicles that 
queue following the end of the green signal phase.  Counts were performed for every signal 
cycle, with residential queues/vehicle identified following many signal cycles.  These residual 
vehicles were summarized for each approach noted above and combined, as needed, with raw 
counts to assure maximum travel demands would be assessed with this TIA.   
 
A summary of this comparison is provided in Table 4 for the AM and PM peak hours.  The 
original count worksheets are provided in Technical Appendix B.  The original count worksheets 
show arrival, departure, and queue volumes on a per cycle basis. 
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Table 4.  Arrival, Departure, and Queue Volume Comparisons 

Location & Approach Timeframe 
Original 
Count 

Additional  
Arrival Count 

Additional 
Departure Count 

Queue  
Volume 

Eastbound Alberta St/Francis Ave AM Peak 1,175 1,228 193 1,413  

Eastbound Ash St/Francis Ave1 AM Peak 1,053 1,029 61 1,090  

Southbound Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave AM Peak 1,113 1,129 20 1,149  

Northbound Maple St/Francis Ave PM Peak 1,374 1,406 31 1,437  

Westbound Maple St/Francis Ave PM Peak 1,362 1,362 28 1,390  

Westbound Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave PM Peak 1,636  997 7 1,004 

1. Through volume only impacted. 

 
As shown, the majority of follow up counts exceed original counts when factoring in the 
residential queues (i.e. the balance remaining between arrival and departure counts).  The only 
exception occurs within the westbound approach to the Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue 
intersections.  As such, the higher of count volumes were used in the analysis, as denoted with 

a check ().  The resulting traffic gains for these approaches were proportioned to each 
movement based on turning volume count data.  Figure 3 and Figure 4 provide a summary of 
the resulting AM and PM peak hour counts for study intersections.       
 
Speed Counts.  Speed counts were performed at three locations to further review the impact of 
the “bottleneck”.  Counters were placed on Indian Trail Road: 1) north of Weile Avenue (south of 
bottleneck); 2) north of Kathleen Avenue (within bottleneck); and 3) north of Lowell Avenue 
(north of Bottleneck).  Average speeds and corresponding ADT are summarized in Table 5.   
 

Table 5.  Indian Trail ADT and Speed Counts -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Indian Trail Road 
ADT 

 

Average Speed - Northbound Average Speed - Southbound 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

N/of Weile Ave 17,299 36.5 36.8 36.0 35.7 

N/of Kathleen Ave 16,821 37.9 36.8 34.8 37.9 

N/of Lowell Ave 13,555 34.3 31.9 33.4 33.2 
 

 
As shown, ADT counts range between 17,300 ADT south to 13,555 north of the bottleneck.  The 
posted speed limit is 30 mph.  Counts indicate average speeds exceed the posted limit by 3 to 
nearly 8 mph throughout analysis limits in both directions.  There is a minimal difference in 
average speeds between the four lane section south of the bottleneck and the three lane 
section within the bottleneck.   
 
School Traffic.  This statement has been provided to simply acknowledge that all traffic counts 
were performed while local schools were in operation within the study area.  Area schools can 
generate traffic that results in higher demand on City roadways.  Thus, counts were performed 
to assure the activities of schools such as Indian Trail Elementary, Woodridge Elementary, 
Westview Elementary, Balboa Elementary, and Salk Middle School are addressed.    
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2.3   TRAFFIC OPERATIONS & CAPACITY 
The LOS and capacity analyses were performed based on a review of the adjusted traffic 
volumes summarized in Section 2.2 and the geometric conditions described in Section 2.1.  
Signal timing data was provided by City of Spokane staff via Synchro files and timing cards.   
 
This data includes information such as phase minimum and maximum splits, all-red and yellow 
times, pedestrian timing data, additional vehicle passage and gaps, etc.; generally the working 
parameters of an actuated traffic signal.  No optimization or adjustment was made to these files 
as to maintain precise City timings noted in the field, including coordination details for the Ash 
and Maple Street intersections with Francis Avenue.  Note that northbound lane utilizations for 
the Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection were adjusted per field observations performed in 
July 2016, per the direction of City officials.  These utilizations were used in forecast analyses 
as well. 
 
Table 6 provides a summary of LOS for the AM and PM peak hours. Also shown are average 
control vehicle delays for each intersection.  Note there are no project turning movements that 
currently occur at the Forest Lane and Pamela Lane intersections with Barnes Road.  As such, 
these intersections were not included in the analysis.   

 

Table 6.  Existing LOS and Delay -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Signalized Intersections 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 

Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd B 17.3 A 7.7 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd B 18.1 B 14.4 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd A 9.7 B 18.9 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave B 12.3 A 7.9 

Alberta St/Francis Ave D 36.4 C 32.2 

Ash St/Francis Ave C 22.3 C 20.4 

Maple St/Francis Ave B 17.7 D 41.9 

1. LOS = Levels-of-Service 
2. Del = Delay in seconds 

 
As shown, all study intersections currently function within acceptable LOS ranges, as no 
signalized intersection functions below LOS E.  This indicates that no capacity improvements 
would be warranted on the basis of existing traffic operations, as there is sufficient roadway 
capacity.  LOS summary worksheets are provided in Section C of the Technical Appendix.  

 
Queue Potentials.  Existing queue potentials were reviewed for study intersections.  As 
indicated, both average and 95th percentile queues are considered.  Most acceptable conditions 
are those where average and 95th percentile queues do not exceed lane/pocket storage.  
Tolerable conditions are those where average queues do not exceed lane storage/pocket 
length, even when 95th percentile queues do exceed storage.  Unacceptable conditions are 
noted where both average and 95th percentile queues exceed available lane/pocket storage. 
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Summary queue conditions are provided in Table 7 for the AM and PM peak hours.  Again, 
queues are represented in terms of vehicle demands versus vehicle storage.  A sense of length 
impacts is determined roughly by multiplying vehicles times a transportation industry spacing 
standard of 25 feet. 
 

Table 7.  Existing Queue Potentials - AM and PM Peak Hours 

Signalized Intersections 
Lane 

Capacity 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Avg. 95% Avg. 95% 

Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Northbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
7 vehicles1 

3 vehicles 
3 vehicles1 
3 vehicles 
3 vehicles 
3 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 
5 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
1 vehicles 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 

6 vehicles 
1 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 

 
1 vehicle 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

2 vehicles 
1 vehicles 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Northbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
8 vehicles1 

5 vehicles 
7 vehicles1 
6 vehicles 
4 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

3 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
2 vehicles 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

6 vehicles 
2 vehicles 

 
2 vehicles 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
5 vehicles 

5 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

3 vehicles 
3 vehicles 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Northbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Right-Turn Lane 

 
7 vehicles1 

4 vehicles 
7 vehicles1 
4 vehicles 
8 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

2 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 
0 vehicle 

 
2 vehicles 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave 
- Westbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
16 vehicles2 

2 vehicles 

 
0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
2 vehicles 
2 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
7 vehicles 
3 vehicles 

Alberta St/Francis Ave 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
9 vehicles1 
4 vehicles 

8 vehicles1 
8 vehicles1 

 
4 vehicles 
2 vehicles 
3 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
7 vehicles 
4 vehicles 
8 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
8 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

2 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
17 vehicles 

3 vehicles 
5 vehicles 
2 vehicles 

Ash St/Francis Ave 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
21 vehicles 
21 vehicles 

20 vehicles1,3 

 
6 vehicles 
4 vehicle 

2 vehicles 

 
9 vehicles 
7 vehicles 
6 vehicles 

 
5 vehicles 
7 vehicles 
6 vehicles 

 
8 vehicles 

12 vehicles 
7 vehicles 

Maple St/Francis Ave 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
13 vehicles 

20 vehilces1,3 

 
1 vehicle 

6 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

8 vehicles 

 
9 vehicle 

9 vehicles 

 
16 vehicle 

16 vehicles 

1. Transitions into a TWLTL, so additional storage can be available. 
2. Free movement which turns into a designated receiving lane, so queues not as critical. 
3. The designated left-turn lane is broken by an intersection so queue pocket is a two-length measurement. 

 
As shown, the majority of average queues are accommodated within available turn lane/pocket 
lengths, which represent acceptable or tolerable conditions.  The only exception occurs within 
the westbound left-turn lane for the Shawnee Road/Indian Trail intersection.  Both analytically 
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and through visual inspection in the field, queues extend beyond the available turn pocket for 
about 10 to 15 minutes of the peak hour(s) as a result of activities associated with Woodridge 
Elementary school.  Outside these short timeframes, queue activity is minimal; thus, there would 
be minimal cost-benefit to extending the lane for a 20 to 30 minute queue impact per day. 
 
95th percentile exceptions are noted at the following locations: 

 Shawnee Avenue/Indian Trail Road – Westbound left turn 95th percentile queues exceed 
storage by 3 vehicles during the AM peak hour. 

 Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue – Eastbound left-turn 95th percentile demands exceed 
storage by one vehicle during the PM peak hour. 

 Alberta Street/Francis Avenue – Northbound left-turn 95th percentile queues exceed 
storage by 8 vehicles; although there is a shared left-turn lane at this intersection also.  
As such, this impact may be somewhat overstated during the PM peak hour.  

 
Indian Trail Lane Capacity.  Lane capacities were reviewed for three count locations on Indian 
Trail Road: 1) north of Weile Avenue (south of bottleneck); 2) north of Kathleen Avenue (within 
bottleneck); and 3) north of Lowell Avenue (north of Bottleneck).  As indicated, a practical lane 
capacity is 900 vphpl as based on information provided by the SRTC.  A summary of existing 
approach counts versus capacity is provided in Table 8 for the AM and PM peak hours.   
 
Note the lane capacity analysis is based on a review of through-lane capacity only (northbound 
and southbound travel lanes).  A TWLTL helps traffic operationally as it accommodates 
neighborhood turning traffic, but it has minimal influence on the movement of through traffic.  
 

Table 8.  Existing Indian Trail Lane Capacity -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Indian Trail Road 

Capacity AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

NB SB Tot NB SB Tot NB SB Tot 

N/of Weile Ave 1,800 1,800 3,600 287 1,114 1,401 1,099 450 1,549 

N/of Kathleen Ave 900 900 1,800 283 1,151 1,434 1,085 449 1,534 

N/of Lowell Ave 900 900 1,800 246 954 1,200 807 384 1,191 
 

 
As shown, lane capacity is sufficient within the four lane section of Indian Trail north Road north 
of Weile Avenue.  However, existing counts are shown to exceed directional lane capacities 
within the bottleneck area north of Kathleen Avenue.  Specifically, counts exceed southbound 
lane capacities during the AM peak hour and northbound capacities during the PM peak hour, 
by approximately 200 to 250 vehicles.  There is minor lane capacity exceptions noted north of 
Lowell Avenue, but overall capacity appears to be sufficient north of the bottleneck. 
 
This review was based on data collected from machine counters.  There is some difference 
between approach volumes from these counts versus turn movement counts because: 1) 
machine and tube counts were performed on different days and 2) differences in count location. 
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2.4   TRANSIT 
Spokane Transit Authority (STA) operates one accessible route within reasonable vicinity of 
Windhaven.  STA Route 23 “Maple/Ash” accesses the Indian Trail neighborhood on weekdays 
only, with no service provided on weekends.  The weekday route operates on a 30 minute 
rotation, operating along Indian Trail Road between 7:00 AM and 6:30 PM.  The route circulates 
between the downtown Plaza and Meadow Park Glen (a bus turnaround north of Blackfoot 
Avenue) principally via Monroe Street, Broadway Avenue, the Maple/Ash Couplet, Rowan 
Street, Alberta Street, Francis Avenue, and Indian Trail Road. 
 
The nearest transit stops to Windhaven are located at the Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road 
intersection.  Located approximately ¼ mile to the east, these stops are within reasonable 
walking distance for typical transit users. 

2.5   PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 
Pedestrian access/mobility and circulation is generally well-served within the project study area.  
This supposition is based on the consideration of sidewalk being available on most arterial 
roadways leading to/from the development.  Specifically, sidewalk is available between the 
development and destinations such as STA transit access, the nearby Sundance Plaza 
shopping center (Albertsons, Rite Aid,  Starbucks, Subway, and other shops and restaurants), 
Pacific Park (on Lowell Avenue), and the Indian Trail Spokane public library.   
 
According to the Spokane Regional Transportation Council website, Indian Trail Road and 
Barnes Road are two designated bike routes within the project vicinity.  Both roadways are 
designated as “Shared Roadway” routes, defined as a select roadway allowing both vehicular 
traffic and bicycle traffic to share the street.  There is no signage, striping, or designated bike 
lanes along these types of bicycle routes. 

2.6   COLLISION HISTORIES 
Per public comment and the subsequent direction of City officials, an analysis of collision 
histories was performed to support this TIA.  The analysis was summarized as submitted to the 
City on June 8, 2016 as a supplemental analysis called “Windhaven Apartments, Indian Trail 
Safety/Collision Analysis”.  This technical memorandum is summarized in Section F of the 
Technical Appendix.  A summary of the analysis is provided in this section. 
 
Collision histories were reviewed for 2.67 miles of Indian Trail Road between Navaho Avenue 
and Francis Avenue, as directed by City officials.  Intersections, driveways, and mid-block 
locations were considered, as well as for the corridor section overall.  Histories were reviewed 
for nearly a three and a half-year period extending between January 1, 2013 and May 31, 2016, 
the most current three-plus year timeframe available.  Collision data was provided by City of 
Spokane officials.  The histories/data reviewed reflects recorded collisions, as identified through 
evidentiary reports provided by City of Spokane, Spokane County, and/or State law 
enforcement officials.  Unreported collisions do occur on roadways such as Indian Trail Road.  

However, Safety studies can be performed only based on recorded data.  Most typically, 
unreported collisions would involve minor property damage only (typically non-injury). 
 
The purposes of collision analyses is to determine whether safety issues occur as a result of 
operational or design issues, such as signal phase issues, sight distance limitations, 

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 32



	

 July 2016 Page 19 

Windhaven	Apartments	
Traffic	Impact	Analysis	

channelization alignment issues, etc.  A location where numerous incidents occur could indicate 
a high accident location (HAL).  A high number of collisions occurring along a street or street 
section may indicate a high accident corridor (HAC). 

Any collision is important to consider and is relevant in safety analyses.  However, collisions are 
reviewed on the basis of severity rates to help determine whether some form of remediation 
may be needed to address persistent, reoccurring collision issues within the context of traffic 
densities.  An intersection or corridor section may have a high number of collisions/incidents, 
but this is not as statistically significant if the high traffic volumes are also experienced.  
Collision rates are calculated to provide a statistical means for quantifying collision density.  

Typically jurisdictions such as Spokane have no set thresholds for identifying an HAL or HAC.  
However, a typical industry recommendation is that further evaluation/analysis should be 
considered if accident rates exceed 1.0 collisions per million entering vehicles for an intersection 
or driveway. 
 
The Washington State Department of Transportation provides collision statistics within annual 
summary reports.  The “2014 Annual Collision Summary”, the most current report available, 
indicates Spokane County experiences a system/network-wide rate of 168.7 collisions per 100 
million miles of travel, or 1.687 collisions per million miles of travel.  
 
Data and Results.  52 recorded collisions were recorded to occur along Indian Trail Road 
during the three year and five month study period.  Overall, 42 percent of collisions involved 
vehicle property damage only with 58 percent involving injuries.  There were no fatalities within 
the study timeframe.  An average of 15.2 collisions occurs along Indian Trail Road each year 
that, when compared with an average of 15,892 ADT, results in a CCR of 0.98 collisions per 
million miles of vehicle travel.  Three prevailing collision types along the corridor include:  

1. 35% Rear-End Collisions - A following vehicle collides with a preceding stopped or 
slowing vehicle);  

2. 25% Left Angle - A left turn “tee” collisions where a permissive left-turning vehicle 
crosses in front of a through vehicle at an intersection or driveway. 

3. 19% Right Angle - A right-turning vehicle at an intersection or driveway enters the 
roadway in front of a through vehicle. 

 
The remaining 21 percent of collision types varied between same direction side-swipe, opposite 
direction side-swipe, opposite direction head-on, a collision with a fixed object (tree, pole, sign, 
or parked car), and a collision with a pedestrian or bicyclist.   
 
A summary of intersection collision data for the highest three intersection locations, as 
determined on the basis of ICR comparisons, is summarized as follow: 

1. Francis Avenue/Indian Trail Road.  Sixteen collisions occurred over three years and 
five months with an average of 4.7 collisions occurring per year; calculating to an ICR of 
0.74 collisions per million entering vehicles.  Severities were equal between injury and 
property damage only collisions.  The prevailing intersection types include left-angle (56-
percent) and rear end (31 percent).   

2. Navaho Avenue/Indian Trail Road.  Three collisions occurred over three years and five 
months with an average of 0.9 collisions occurring per year; calculating to an ICR of 0.59 
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collisions per million entering vehicles.  Two collisions involved property damage only 
with one injury accident.  All collisions were right angle.   

3. Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road.  Eight collisions occurred over three years and five 
months with an average of 2.3 collisions occurring per year; calculating to an ICR of 0.47 
collisions per million entering vehicles.  75 percent of collisions involved injuries with 25 
percent property damage only.  The prevailing intersection types include left and right-
angle collisions (63 percent).  A pedestrian was hit crossing at the intersection. 

 
The supplemental report indicates intersection and driveway ICR do not exceed 1.0 collisions 
per million entering vehicles.  Thus, it does not appear an HAL is prevalent on the basis of 
collision densities.  Similarly, the CCR is just below 1.0 collisions per million entering vehicles, 
suggesting a HAC does not exist along Indian Trail Road as the rate is well below the average 
for roadways throughout Spokane County.  
 
Other highlights and pertinent information from the safety analysis includes: 

 No fatalities were noted within the three year and five month study timeframe. 

 A pedestrian incident was noted at the Barnes Road intersections. 

 A pedestrian incident was noted mid-block between Shawnee Avenue and Barnes Road. 

 Nine collisions were attributed to “wet” roadway conditions, with four during rain, outside 
of snow/ice. 

 Two additional collisions were attributed to snow/ice. 

 Twelve collisions occurred at night (dark)  
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3  FUTURE 2021 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

This section summarizes year 2021 future traffic conditions.  Described are future roadway 
network changes, future traffic volumes, and forecast traffic operations and capacity. 

3.1   ROADWAY NETWORK  
Project One. An improvement project is programmed and fully funded for the study area. The 
City of Spokane Six Year Capital Improvement Program (City of Spokane, 2016) highlights the 
Barnes Road, Phoebe to Strong “Safety” project programmed for construction in year 2017.  
The project includes the construction of a two lane 
roadway with offset sidewalks constructed about 2,200 
feet between Phoebe Drive (west) and Strong Road 
(east).   
 
The project will improve access to the Five Mile 
neighborhood (east of the Indian Trail neighborhood) 
and north of Spokane, as opposed to continued and 
lengthier travel via Francis Avenue, the Maple/Ash 
couplet, and/or other arterials.  The project is 
anticipated to divert 80 percent of existing traffic turning 
to/from the east at the Strong Road/Indian Trail 
Intersection to the new connection via Barnes Road.  In 
addition, future development trips are anticipated to 
use the new roadway, as described in the next section. 
 
Given this is programmed and fully funded prior to the 
year 2021 analysis/horizon year of this study, the 
capacity benefit from this improvement project was 
included in forecast analyses. 
 
Project Two.  The North Indian Trail Road Widening 
project has been incorporated into the City of Spokane 
Transportation Impact Fee program.  The project 
includes the widening of Indian Trail Road with two 
through lanes constructed between Barnes Road 
(north) and Excell Avenue (south), maintaining the 
TWLTL; including any signal upgrades. 
 
The timeline for this project cannot yet be determined.  City officials are aware of the need and 
citizens of the Indian Trail neighborhood support the project.  However, the City currently lacks 
the funding needed to construct this $3,000,000 project.  As such, this project is not yet 
programmed in the Six Year Capital Improvement Program.  Given these conditions, the 
improvement was NOT reflected in future year 2021 analyses. 
 
Project Three.  There are a number of pavement preservation projects programmed by the City 
throughout the Indian Trail neighborhood.  These will improve street conditions but do not 
impact circulation or capacity.  Specifically a pavement rehabilitation project is programed for 

Barnes Rd Improvement Alignment (Source: City) 
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Indian Trail Road in year 2018.  While this is not relevant to 
capacity on the onset, it is highlighted because of mitigation 
discussions provided later within this document for the arterial. 
 
There are no other agency or development improvements 
planned or programmed within the five-year analysis 
timeframe of this project.  Other than the trips diverted as a 
result of the Barnes Road extension, no other improvements 
or changes to forecast conditions were considered.  

3.2   TRAFFIC FORECASTS  
Year 2021 traffic forecasts were comprised of baseline growth, 
the trips generated by other vested, but yet to be constructed 
developments projects, and the trips generated by the 
proposed development.  Baseline traffic growth refers to the 
increase of through traffic not typically associated with 
development of projects within the project study area.  
Baseline growth is projected with the use of traffic growth 
rates.  To establish the growth rate for this study, historical 
traffic counts were reviewed for study arterials.   
 
Traffic growth was compared based on historical year 1995 to 
2015 ADT counts, as available for Indian Trail Road, Francis 
Avenue, Alberta Street, Ash Street, and Maple Street (multiple 
locations).  Counts indicate minimal and even negative growth 
on the majority of City roadways; however, positive growth 
was noted specifically for Indian Trail Road, ranging between 
1.0 and 1.5 percent annually.  The statistical average growth 
rate of all count points reviewed was 0.3 percent annually.   
 
Based on this analysis, a 0.5% annual growth rate was applied 
to counts to forecast baseline 2021 traffic forecasts.  This rate 
is conservative (high) for the majority of the study area.  The 
baseline growth rate was seemingly moderate for Indian Trail 
Road.  However, it must be understood the 1.0 to 1.5 percent 
annual growth rate almost directly reflects development growth 
within the Indian Trail neighborhood throughout the last 20 
years.  The impact of development growth is discussed in the 
following sections.  Once the trips generated by these 
developments and Windhaven are reflected in forecasts, the 
annual growth rate for the roadway well exceeds historical 
growth for Indian Trail Road.  Thus, all traffic forecasts are 
ultimately conservative (high-end) for this TIA.   

3.2.1   Pipeline Projects 
Per coordination with agencies, the trips generated by eleven 
vested land use projects, known as pipeline projects, were 
addressed within this study.  These projects have been 
approved by the City of Spokane, but are in the process of 
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being developed.  As such, the trips generated by these projects are not yet recorded in counts 
and need to be addressed in forecasts as they have rights to future capacity.  A summary of 
pipeline projects are as follows: 

1. Hunts Point.  183 single family and 48 multifamily homes aligned on 52.56 acres south 
of Pacific Park Drive and west of Indian Trail Road.  No homes have been developed (as 
of yet) on the site. 

2. Windhaven First Addition.  289 single family homes aligned on 49.48 acres north of 
Barnes Road and west of Indian Trail Road.  No homes have been developed (as of yet) 
on the site. 

3. Ponderosa Ridge 3rd Addition.  12 single family homes yet to be developed out of 43 
approved on 9.94 acres aligned north of Barnes Road and west of Sundance Drive. 

4. Ponderosa Ridge 4th Addition.  25 single family homes aligned on 18.95 acres west 
and east of Rosebury Lane.  No homes have been developed (as of yet) on the site. 

5. Diamond Rock.  96 apartment units developed on 4.32 acres aligned within the 
southeast quadrant of the Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road intersection. 

6. Replat McCarroll’s Addition Phase 2.  13 single family homes aligned on 2.69 acres 
north of Barnes Road and east of Woodridge Drive.  No homes have been developed. 

7. McCarroll’s East 3rd Addition.  10 single family homes yet to be developed out of 44 
approved on 19.18 acres aligned north of Barnes Road and east of Seminole Street. 

8. McCarroll’s East 4th Addition.  15 single family homes aligned on 8.85 acres south of 
Barnes Road and east of James Street.  No homes have been developed (as of yet). 

9. McCarroll’s East.  133 single family and 28 multifamily homes aligned on 118.2 acres 
south of Barnes Road. 

10. Woodridge View 1st Addition.  7 single family homes yet to be developed out of 40 
approved on 24.72 acres aligned north of Seminole Drive and east of Fleetwood Court. 

11. Estates at Rocky Ridge.  15 single family homes yet to be developed out of 42 
approved on 13.17 acres aligned south of Lincoln Road and east of Hiawatha Drive. 

12. Westwinds PUD.  19 single family homes yet to be developed out of 36 approved on 
19.96 acres aligned south of Strong Road and west of Upper Mayes Lane. 

 
The assignment of pipeline project trips was developed based upon trip generation and trip 
distribution information provided by City traffic engineers.  In summary, City staff performed trip 
generation calculations based upon information provided within the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 
as based upon a comparison of rate and equation data that correlate site trips to dwelling units 
for single and multi-family land uses.  And then, using the regional travel demand model, the 
City identified the likely distribution patterns of trips throughout the project study area.   
 
The City congregated trip generation and distribution information into three transportation 
analysis zones (TAZ’s).  A TAZ a transportation analysis and modeling term which refers to a 
geographical area that experiences similarities in travel characteristics (i.e. approaching and 
departing access/traffic trends); as bordered by arterials, agency limits, or topographical 
features (cliffs, rivers/streams, etc.).  They simply allow for the organization of transportation 
data, both for analytical reasons and for the presentation of information.  With this 
understanding, a summary of trip generation for TAZ 29, 30, and 31 are shown in Table 9 for 
the AM and PM peak hours.  Trip generation is shown per development within each TAZ. 
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Table 9.  Vested Residential Land Use & Trip Comparisons by TAZ 

TAZ and Development 

Dwelling 
Units/Homes AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Single Multi In Out Total In Out Total 

TAZ 29 
- Hunts Point 
- Windhaven First 
- Ponderosa Ridge 3rd 
- Ponderosa Ridge 4th 
Subtotal TAZ 29 

 
183 
286 

12 
25 

506 

 
48 

0 
0 
0 

48 

 
48 
65 

6 
8 

127 

 
119 
145 

13 
19 

296 

 
167 
210 

19 
27 

423 

 
142 
179 

10 
20 

351 

 
72 
92 

5 
10 

179 

 
214 
271 

15 
30 

530 

TAZ 30 
- Diamond Rock  
- Replat McCarroll 
- McCaroll’s 3rd 
- McCaroll’s 4th 
- McCarroll’s East 
- Woodridge View 
Subtotal TAZ 30 

 
0 

13 
10 
15 

7 
7 

52 

 
96 

0 
0 
0 

28 
0 

124 

 
10 

6 
5 
6 
8 
5 

40 

 
41 
13 
12 
14 
26 
10 

116 

 
51 
19 
17 
20 
34 
15 

156 

 
46 
11 

9 
13 
21 

6 
106 

 
25 

6 
5 
7 

10 
3 

56 

 
71 
17 
14 
20 
31 

9 
162 

TAZ 31 
- Estates at Rocky 
- Westwinds PUD 
Subtotal TAZ 31 

 
15 
19 
34 

 
0 
0 
0 

 
6 
7 

13 

 
14 
16 
30 

 
20 
23 
43 

 
13 
16 
29 

 
7 
8 

15 

 
20 
24 
44 

Total Pipeline Trips 592 172 180 442 622 486 250 736 
 

 
As shown, the 592 single family and 172 multi-family homes approved within the Indian Trail 
neighborhood generate 622 trips during the AM peak hour and 736 trips during the PM peak 
hour.  Overall, about 71 percent of these trips are generated by TAZ 29, 23 percent by TAZ 30, 
and 6 percent by TAZ 31, as averaged between the AM and PM peak hours.   
 
As indicated, City staff also provided TAZ distribution information as based upon information 
gained from the regional travel demand model.  Project trips were assigned to the study area 
based upon these distributions.  Trip distributions for each TAZ are summarized below. 
 

TAZ 29 - Located west of Indian Trail Road, all trips from this TAZ are anticipated to access or 
travel through Indian Trail Road.  Overall 4 percent of trips from TAZ 29 are anticipated to 
access Indian Trail Road via Shawnee Avenue, 49 percent via Barnes Avenue, 25 percent via 
Strong Road, and 22 percent via Pacific Park Drive.  The distribution of trips outside of the study 
area is as follows (100 percent distributions to/from):   
 Barnes Road.  19 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the east of Indian Trail Road; via 

the new connection with Strong Road.   

 Indian Trail Road.  9 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the north of Barnes 
Road.   

 Francis Avenue.  6 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail 
Road and 25 percent to/from the east of the Maple/Ash Couplet.   

 A Street.  8 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis Avenue.   

 Alberta Street.  12 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south and 3 percent 
to/from the north of Francis Avenue.   
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 Belt Street.  1 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis Avenue.   

 Maple/Ash Couplet.  9 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south and 6 
percent to/from the north of Francis Avenue.   

 Local Generators.  2 percent of project trips are anticipated via local trip generators such as 
the Sundance Plaza shopping center. 

 

TAZ 30 - Located east of Indian Trail Road, the majority of trips from this TAZ will access or 
cross Indian Trail Road.  Overall 57 percent of trips from TAZ 30 are anticipated to access Indian 
Trail Road via Barnes Avenue, 1 percent via Lowell Avenue, and 10 percent via Strong Road.  
Of these trips, the distribution outside of the study area is as follows (68 percent distributions 
to/from):    
 Barnes Road.  6 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail Road.   

 Strong Road.  2 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail Road. 

 Indian Trail Road.  7 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the north of Barnes 
Road.   

 Francis Avenue.  5 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail 
Road and 13 percent to/from the east of the Maple/Ash Couplet.   

 A Street.  4 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis Avenue.   

 Alberta Street.  6 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis 
Avenue.   

 Maple/Ash Couplet.  7 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south and 18 
percent to/from the north of Francis Avenue.   

 

TAZ 31 - Located on the western edge of the Indian Trail neighborhood, a minority of these trips 
from this TAZ will access or cross Indian Trail Road.  Overall 14 percent of trips from TAZ 31 are 
anticipated to access Indian Trail Road via Barnes Avenue, 2 percent via Lowell Avenue, and 2 
percent via Strong Road.  Of these trips, the distribution outside of the study area is as follows 
(18 percent distributions to/from):    
 Barnes Road.  2 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail Road.   

 Strong Road.  2 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail Road. 

 Indian Trail Road.  4 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the north of Barnes 
Road.   

 Francis Avenue.  5 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian Trail 
Road and 1 percent to/from the east of the Maple/Ash Couplet.   

 A Street.  1 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis Avenue.   

 Alberta Street.  1 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis 
Avenue.   

 Maple/Ash Couplet.  1 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south and 1 
percent to/from the north of Francis Avenue.   

 
Note that a number of trips will travel through the study area as a result of travel via the Five 
Mile Road and Cedar Road intersections with the Maple/Ash Couplet (or Country Homes 
Boulevard).  About 47 percent of TAZ 31 trips will impact the study area, via Maple/Ash north.  
Of these trips, about 20 percent anticipated to/from the east and 2 percent to/from the west (of 
Maple/Ash) on Francis Avenue, and 25 percent are anticipated to/from the south (of Francis 
Avenue) via the Maple/Ash Couplet.   
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Figure 5 and Figure 6 provide a summary of pipeline project trip assignments for the AM and 
PM peak hours at study intersections.  Also highlighted are pipeline project locations and rough 
TAZ boundaries.  Pipeline trips were combined with baseline forecasts to develop the future 
without project traffic volumes, as shown on Figure 7 and Figure 8 for the peak hours.  TAZ trips 
assignments are provided in Section D of the Technical Appendices.   
 
Windhaven First Addition.  The trips generated by Windhaven Fist Addition were purposefully 
included in future without-project traffic forecasts. This is because the trips associated with 
these 286 homes are already programmed/approved for the Indian Trail neighborhood.  Thus, 
these would be considered pipeline project trips, just like any other approved, but yet to be 
constructed, development project.  Proposed development trips are combined with vested trips 
to reflect site traffic for the 750 unit apartment complex, as described in the following sections. 

3.2.2   Trip Generation 
Trip generation was predicted using the methods outlined in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition, 2012).  The Trip Generation Manual is a 
nationally recognized and locally accepted method for forecasting trip generation for a range of 
commercial, retail, and residential land uses.  The forecasting methods were developed based 
on the survey of other existing land use developments located throughout the United States.   
 
Trip generation was determined using ITE Code 220 for Apartment land uses.  The ITE 
describes this land use as “rental dwelling units located within the same building with at least 
three other dwelling units.”  Trip generation was determined based on equations that estimate 
trips according to the number of dwelling units.  Equations were used over rates because more 
than 10 surveys/studies were used to develop ITE equations with a resulting data regression fit 
of near or in excess of 0.75.   
 
As indicated, the site has already been approved for development of 286 single family homes.  
According to Table 1, this represents the trips of approximately 460 apartment units.  However, 
because trip generation is based upon linear regression equations, trip generation projections 
were developed for 750 apartment units.  The trip generation associated with Windhaven First 
addition and 286 homes, as specified by City data, was then subtracted from these totals to 
determine the net gain in site-generated trips.  A summary of trip forecasts are shown in Table 
10 for the AM and PM peak hours. 
 

Table 10.  Project Trip Generation Gains 

Land Use 
Dwelling 

Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Apartments - ITE Code 220 750 74 297 371 280 150 430 

Single Family Homes - ITE Code 210 286 65 145 210 179 92 271 

Net Gain Site Trips -- 9 152 161 101 58 159 

 

 
As the project proposal results in a net gain in trip generation of 161 trips during the AM peak 
hour and 159 trips during the PM peak hour.  These trips represent the net gain in traffic over 
those vested and approved by the City of Spokane. 
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3.2.3   Trip Distribution 
As Windhaven is located with City TAZ 29, the assignment of site trip gains was based on the 
distribution patterns established for this zone.  The only difference is all project trips would use 
the Barnes Road intersection to access Indian Trail Road.  Approximately 40 percent of project 
trips would access Windhaven via Barnes Road and 60 percent via Pamela Lane.  A summary 
of overall site distributions is again as follows: 

 Barnes Road.  19 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the east of Indian Trail Road, 
via the new connection with Strong Road.   

 Indian Trail Road.  9 percent of trips are anticipated to/from the north of Barnes Road.   

 Francis Avenue.  6 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the west of Indian 
Trail Road and 25 percent to/from the east of the Maple/Ash Couplet.   

 A Street.  8 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis Avenue.   

 Alberta Street.  12 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south and 3 
percent to/from the north of Francis Avenue.   

 Belt Street.  1 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south of Francis 
Avenue.   

 Maple/Ash Couplet.  9 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the south and 6 
percent to/from the north of Francis Avenue.   

 Local Generators.  2 percent of project trips are anticipated via local trip generators such as 
the Sundance Plaza shopping center. 

 
The resulting trip gain assignments are shown on Figure 9 for the AM peak hour and Figure 10 
for the PM peak hour.  Future with project traffic volumes and project trip assignments were 
then combined to generate the future year 2021 with project traffic forecasts, as shown on 
Figure 11 for the AM peak hour and Figure 12 for the PM peak hour.  
 
Indian Trail Traffic Gains.  As indicated, traffic has historically increased on Indian Trail Road 
at a rate of 1.0 to 1.5 percent annually.  The resulting future with project traffic volumes result in 
growth rates that range between 6 and 7 percent annually during the AM and PM peak hours 
(ranging between 30 and 40 percent overall).  Thus, traffic forecasts are very conservative for 
year 2021; more likely reflecting traffic forecasts several years beyond this horizon as pipeline 
projects will require more than five years to be fully developed and occupied. 
 
Barnes Road Extension.  As indicated, the City has programmed the Barnes Road, Phoebe to 
Strong “Safety” project for construction in year 2017.  The traffic diverted/forecast by this TIA as 
a result of this improvement for Barnes Road east of Indian Trail Road includes: the assignment 
of pipeline project trips, the assignment of Windhaven project trips, and some background traffic 
growth.  The results are traffic projections that are 75 percent to 100 percent higher than counts 
during the PM and AM peak hours, respectively. 
 
City officials reviewed the potential traffic gains associated with this project as a factor studied 
with a February 2015 Street Department Technical Memorandum prepared for the Five Mile and 
Strong Road intersection.  Generally, the analysis concludes that a 5.5 percent annual traffic 
increase can be expected by year 2040 as a result of the Barnes Road extension project; which 
reflect the diversion of traffic to the new route plus the increase of traffic as a result of 
development growth.  This growth was established based upon information City officials  
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secured from the Spokane regional travel demand model.  Thus, the hand forecasting 
methodologies used in this study result in a 10 to 15 percent annual increase on the roadway 
connection during peak hours, which well exceeds City projections.             
 
These paragraphs have been added to this section to confirm that, while traffic increases on 
Barnes Road and Strong Road may occur (as a result of the extension) for numerous reasons 
(i.e. access to the Sundance Plaza Shopping Center, schools, alternative emergency routes, 
weather conditions, etc.), the overall forecasts are conservative when compared with the results 
of the City Memorandum and, by extension, the results generated by the regional travel demand 
model.  Thus, no additional traffic diversions of forecasts were addressed, as the resulting traffic 
forecasts would likely be unrealistic for the year 2021 analysis horizon of this study. 

3.3   TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 
LOS and capacity analyses were performed based on traffic forecasts, as summarized in 
Section 3.2, versus the road geometrics and traffic control conditions described in Section 3.1.  
This analysis was performed initially based on the current geometric conditions, as the Barnes 
Road extension only causes traffic to divert and does not impact capacity.  Indian Trail Road 
widening was not included as the project is not fully funded. Table 11 provides a summary of 
resulting future without and with project LOS and control delays for the AM and PM peak hours.   
 

Table 11.  Forecast Year 2021 LOS and Delay -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Year 2021 Condition Future Without Project Traffic Future With Project Traffic 

Signalized Intersections 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 LOS1 Delay2 

Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd B 17.9 A 8.2 B 17.9 A 8.3 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd C 26.8 B 20.0 D 43.6 C 23.0 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd C 20.2 D 52.4 D 37.3 E 68.8 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave C 20.3 B 10.1 C 29.6 B 10.7 

Alberta St/Francis Ave E 65.6 D 53.7 E 78.3 E 59.4 

Ash St/Francis Ave C 26.1 C 21.3 C 28.9 C 21.5 

Maple St/Francis Ave B 17.6 D 51.4 B 17.6 D 54.0 

Unsignalized Intersections 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay LOS1 Delay LOS1 Delay LOS1 Delay 

Forest Ln/Barnes Rd B 10.6 B 10.2 B 11.4 B 10.6 

Pamela Ln/Barnes Rd B 31.1 B 12.0 C 19.0 C 14.0 

1.    LOS = Levels-of-Service 
2.    Del = Delay in seconds 

 
As indicated, LOS E is the threshold for signalized and unsignalized intersections along 
principal arterials within the City of Spokane.  As shown, there are no intersection forecast to 
function below minimum thresholds during the forecast AM and PM peak hours.  To be clear, 
this does not say the typical driver may not experience some frustration as the result of longer 
wait times at intersections during peak hours, as compared with other timeframes of the typical 
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weekday.  However, principal arterials are intended to move high traffic volumes within the City 
and this LOS standard reflects this condition.  Thus, citizens within the City have come to expect 
expect delays and higher traffic volumes along principal arterials; especially as the regional 
continues to growth.  A summary of conditions for each intersection is as follows: 

 Shawnee Avenue/Indian Trail Road.  This intersection operates within the LOS A/B 
range during peak hours, which is well above minimum thresholds.  The highest traffic 
impacts at this intersection occur during the AM peak hour when the work commute and 
school traffic activities overlap. 

 Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road.  This signalized intersection will operate at acceptable 
LOS during the AM and PM peak hours, both without and with project development in 
year 2021.  The work commute and shopping activities have the highest impacts upon 
this intersection during the AM peak hour.   

 Strong Road/Indian Trail Road.  This signalized intersection will operate at acceptable 
LOS during both peak hours.  The work commute has the highest impact upon this 
intersection during the PM peak hour. 

 Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road.  This signalized intersection will operate at acceptable 
LOS during the AM and PM peak hours, both without and with project development in 
year 2021.  The morning work commute will have the highest impact upon the 
intersection, as Indian Trail Road drivers wait to turn onto Francis Avenue. 

 Alberta Street/Francis Avenue.  This signalized intersection will function primarily 
within the LOS E range during the AM and PM peak hours.  The works commutes, and 
to a lesser extent Salk Middle school travel demands, have high impacts at this 
intersection.  Although operating within LOS tolerances, this intersection was identified 
to have the worse congestion analytically and through field observations and was the 
least improved by signal optimization evaluation (see below).   

 Ash Street/Francis Avenue.  This signalized intersection will operate at acceptable 
LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, both without and with project development in 
year 2021.  Impacts principally occur as a result of the work commute. 

 Maple Street/Francis Avenue.  This signalized intersection will operate at acceptable 
LOS during the AM and PM peak hours, both without and with project development in 
year 2021.  The highest impacts occur during the evening/homebound work commute.   

Note although overall intersection LOS were forecast to be acceptable during the peak 
hours, meeting City concurrency requirements, the westbound approach to Maple 
Street/Francis Avenue intersection is forecast to have 89 seconds of average control 
delay during the PM peak hour; representing a LOS F condition.  The maximum phase 
split for the approach is currently 43 seconds (the available green time during one signal 
cycle).  A comparison of control delay with this phase split confirms individual vehicles 
would wait about three full signal cycles before clearing the intersection.   

 
It should be noted City of Spokane traffic engineering staff routinely works to “optimize” traffic 
signal performance in order to improve intersection and corridor mobility; especially along 
principal arterials such as Francis Avenue and Indian Trail.  Although this study demonstrates 
no overall LOS issues at study intersections, as compared with code, it should be noted that 
enhanced performances (via improved LOS and/or reduced average vehicle delay) were 
identified analytically by modifying signal cycle lengths or phase splits in response to the higher 
travel demands identified with forecast traffic volumes.  City staff should have the ability to 
maintain current traffic operations for some time as the area continues to grow in the future.   
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Queue Potentials.  Future with-project queue potentials were reviewed for signalized study 
intersections.  Future without-project queuing was not shown as there was no difference in 
queue results.  Again, most acceptable conditions are those where average and 95th percentile 
queues do not exceed lane/pocket storage.  Tolerable conditions are those where average 
queues do not exceed lane storage/pocket length, even when 95th percentile queues do exceed 
storage.  Unacceptable conditions are noted where both average and 95th percentile queues 
exceed available lane/pocket storage.  A summary of queue conditions is shown by Table 12 for 
the AM and PM peak hours. 
 

Table 12.  Future With-Project Queue Potentials - AM and PM Peak Hours 

Signalized Intersections 
Lane 

Capacity 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Avg. 95% Avg. 95% 

Shawnee Ave/Indian Trail Rd 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Northbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
7 vehicles1 

3 vehicles 
3 vehicles1 
3 vehicles 
3 vehicles 
3 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 
5 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
1 vehicles 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 

7 vehicles 
1 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
0 vehicle 

 
1 vehicle 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

2 vehicles 
1 vehicles 

Barnes Rd/Indian Trail Rd 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Northbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
8 vehicles1 

5 vehicles 
7 vehicles1 
6 vehicles 
4 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

4 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
3 vehicles 

2 vehicle 
2 vehicles 
9 vehicles 
3 vehicles 

 
4 vehicles 

1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

2 vehicles 
2 vehicles 

 
14 vehicles 

6 vehicles 
2 vehicles 
5 vehicles 
4 vehicles 

Strong Rd/Indian Trail Rd 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Northbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Right-Turn Lane 

 
7 vehicles1 

4 vehicles 
7 vehicles1 
4 vehicles 
8 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

2 vehicles 

 
2 vehicles 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

3 vehicles 

 
1 vehicle 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
3 vehicles 

0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave 
- Westbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
16 vehicles2 

2 vehicles 

 
0 vehicle 
1 vehicle 

 
2 vehicles 
2 vehicles 

 
22 vehicles 

2 vehicle 

 
33 vehicles 

7 vehicles 

Alberta St/Francis Ave 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
9 vehicles1 
4 vehicles 

8 vehicles1 
8 vehicles1 

 
5 vehicles 
2 vehicles 
3 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
8 vehicles 
4 vehicles 
9 vehicles 
2 vehicles 

 
11 vehicles 

2 vehicle 
5 vehicles 
1 vehicle 

 
21 vehicles 

3 vehicles 
10 vehicles 

3 vehicles 

Ash St/Francis Ave 
- Southbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Southbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Westbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
21 vehicles 
21 vehicles 

20 vehicles1,3 

 
6 vehicles 
5 vehicles 
3 vehicles 

 
10 vehicles 

9 vehicles 
6 vehicles 

 
5 vehicles 
9 vehicles 
6 vehicles 

 
8 vehicles 

18 vehicles 
7 vehicles 

Maple St/Francis Ave 
- Northbound Left-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

 
13 vehicles 

20 vehilces1,3 

 
1 vehicle 

7 vehicles 

 
2 vehicle 

9 vehicles 

 
8 vehicles 
6 vehicles 

 
20 vehicle 

17 vehicles 

1. Transitions into a TWLTL, so additional storage can be available. 
2. Free movement which turns into a designated receiving lane, so queues not as critical. 
3. The designated left-turn lane is broken by an intersection so queue pocket is a two-length measurement. 
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As shown, all average queues are accommodated within available turn lane/pocket lengths, 
again with the exception of the westbound left-turns at Shawnee Avenue/Indian Trail Road 
during the short duration of school traffic.  95th percentile exceptions are noted as follows: 

 Shawnee Avenue/Indian Trail Road – The 95th percentile queue exceeds the turn pocket 
by 4 vehicles during the AM peak hour. 

 Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road – 95th percentile queues will exceed storage within the 
northbound left-turn lane, northbound right turn lane, and westbound left-turn lane 
between the peak hours.  There are no average queue exceptions within the northbound 
right-turn or westbound left-turn lanes.  There were queue issues noted in the 
northbound left-turn lane turning the PM peak hour. 

 Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue – Eastbound left-turn 95th percentile demands exceed 
storage by 5 vehicles during the PM peak hour; although average queues are within lane 
storage.  Average and 95th percentile queues exceed storage “on paper” within the 
westbound right-turn lane.  This issue may be overstated though, as in the field this 
designated right turn has free movement that transitions directly into a northbound lane 
with no immediate conflict. 

 Alberta Street/Francis Avenue – Average and 95th percentile queues exceed storage 
within the northbound left-turn lane during both peak hours; although again there is a 
shared left-turn lane at this intersection.  Thus, this issue may be moderately overstated 
(although drivers do indicate long wait times at the intersection).  95th percentile queues 
exceed storage within the westbound left-turn lane during both peak hours; although 
there are no average queue issues. This lane does transition into a TWLTL, so 
additional storage is available outside of through lanes. 

 Maple Street/Francis Avenue – 95th percentile queues exceed available storage within 
the northbound left-turn lane at the intersection during the PM peak hour.  Average 
queues are accommodated with the lane.   

 
It should be noted that westbound queues were noted in the field to exceed beyond Cedar 
Road, aligned east of Maple Street.  This current condition will likely be worsened with traffic 
growth.  This analysis predicts queues in the approach would increase by nearly 25 percent, as 
measured during the PM peak hour between the existing and future with-project conditions.  
 
Indian Trail Lane Capacity.  Forecast lane capacities were reviewed for the three count 
locations identified previously along on Indian Trail Road.  Capacities were reviewed for the 
future with-project condition, as there was minimal difference between without and with project 
forecasts.  A summary of the forecast lane capacity analysis is shown in Table 13.   
 

Table 13.  Future With-Project Indian Trail Lane Capacity -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Indian Trail Road 

Capacity AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

NB SB Tot NB SB Tot NB SB Tot 

N/of Weile Ave 1,800 1,800 3,600 376 1,396 1,772 1,351 732 2,083 

N/of Kathleen Ave 900 900 1,800 385 1,483 1,868 1,410 781 2,191 

N/of Lowell Ave 900 900 1,800 371 1,360 1,731 1,211 790 2,001 
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As shown, lane capacity is still sufficient within the four lane section of Indian Trail Road north of 
Weile Avenue.  Forecast traffic volumes further demonstrate the need for lane widening along 
Indian Trail Road, as volumes well exceed single lane capacity in the southbound direction 
during the AM peak hour and the northbound direction during the PM peak hour.    

3.4   TRANSIT 
STA is responsible for adjusting transit service throughout the City.  Routes can be changed, 
alternated, diverted, or increased upon petition; however, there needs to be a very compelling 
reason to make a change.  The completion of Windhaven alone would not provide the platform 
for any change.  And given there is adequate weekday service, this TIA does not find any 
reason to do so regardless.  In addition, the close proximity of transit access, within ¼ mile to 
the east, does not dictate the need for service to be diverted nearer to the Windhaven site. 

3.5   PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 
As indicated, pedestrian access/mobility and circulation is generally well-served within the 
project study area; with adequate sidewalk access provided between Windhaven and nearby 
public facilities, transit, and shopping centers.  No improvements seem to be necessary in 
relation to project development.   
 
Designated commuter bike routes are available within the study area on Indian Trail Road and 
Barnes Road.  Again, these are facilities where vehicle and bike activity share common right-of-
way along both streets.  Ideally, a recreational bike route would be of benefit to the Indian Trail 
neighborhood, as delineated via designated bike lanes and/or off-street roadways or pathways.  
However, while identified via this study as a need for the area, this is a non-project related 
issue. 

3.6   MICROSIMULATION 
A Microsimulation analysis was submitted to the City on 5/24/16.  The microsimulation analysis 
was performed to review the cumulative impact of traffic within the context of closely spaced 
intersections such as those aligned along Francis Avenue.   This is somewhat different than the 
“spot” analyses provided through Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies and the 
software that generates HCM results (such as Synchro used with the Windhaven TIA).  
Cumulative results can be different with micro-simulation because the effect of the traffic 
influences from upstream and downstream intersections are addressed, whereas spot analysis 
focuses on traffic conditions predominantly at an intersection only.  Spillback between 
intersections, spillback beyond turning bays, forced lane changes, unbalanced lane use for 
downstream turns, and other traffic flow interactions are examples of traffic conditions that can 
have a cumulative impact upon the operation of a single intersection. 
  
The intersections of Francis Avenue with Indian Trail Road, Alberta Street, Ash Street, and 
Maple Street were reviewed with this supplemental study, as based on existing counts, future 
without, and future with-project traffic forecasts during the PM peak hour.  The analyses 
confirms traffic growth will increase cumulative impacts upon study intersections located along 
Francis Avenue, as measured by gains in intersection delay, block time, and queue penalty.    
The typical driver will experience an average delay of between 12 and 30 additional seconds 
per intersection by year 2021, assuming development of all projected specified within the TIA. 
On average, blockage time is anticipated to increase between the peak hours by: up to 7 
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percent at the Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue intersection, up to 3 percent at the Alberta 
Street/Francis Avenue intersection, up to 2 percent at the Ash Street/Francis Avenue 
intersection, and up to 19 percent at the Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection, assuming; 
assuming development of all projected specified within the TIA.  Finally, the number of vehicles 
impacted by queues between peak hours will elevate by up to: 61 for the Indian Trail 
Road/Francis Avenue intersection, 62 for the Alberta Street/Francis Avenue intersection, 8 for 
the Ash Street/Francis Avenue intersection, and 155 for the Maple Street/Francis Avenue 
intersection, assuming development of all projected specified within the TIA. 

 
However, the analysis confirms marginal changes between the future without and with project 
conditions. Drivers are forecast to potentially experience an average delay increase of 
between 2 and 5 additional seconds per intersection by year 2021, along Francis Avenue, 
which is a moderate change.  The analysis also confirms the project proposal will have a 
minimal impact upon cumulative traffic operations for intersections located along Francis 
Avenue. 
 
It should be noted Microsimulation analyses highlights average vehicle delays and queue 
potentials that moderately exceed those highlighted on Table 11 and 12, because of the 
cumulative impact of traffic congestion between closely spaced intersections.  This is relevant 
because it highlights the congestion issues noted for the westbound approach to the Maple 
Street/Francis Avenue intersection may be worse than what is stated in Section 3.3.   
 
The microsimulation analysis was entitled “Windhaven Apartments, Summary Micro-
simulation/SimTraffic Analysis” is provided in Section E of the Technical Appendix. 
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4  IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATION & MITIGATION 

There were no overall operational deficiencies (LOS issues) for study intersections.  Some 95th 
percentile queue issues were noted with this analyses; however, it is not typical nor 
recommended by this study to recommend maximum queues as these are conditions that only 
occur a few times each peak hour (minimal cost-to-benefit).  The study generally concludes 
LOS and queue results are in compliance with thresholds identified per City standard for study 
intersections.       
 
With that said, existing and forecast traffic volumes were noted to exceed lane capacities within 
and north of the traffic bottleneck area of Indian Trail Road (north of Kathleen Avenue).  In 
addition, additional congestion (vehicle delay and queue increases) are forecast within the 
westbound approach to the Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection, as per standard analyses 
and microsimulation results.   
 
As such, this section recommends improvements and/or transportation demand management 
strategies to minimize the impact of the proposed development along Indian Trail Road and at 
the Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection.  Also discussed are the development mitigation 
fee potential and a recommended use of development funds. 

4.1   INDIAN TRAIL ROAD RESTRIPING AND WIDENING 
Currently, Indian Trail Road is comprised of a three-lane cross section north of Kathleen Avenue 
to Lowell Avenue, a distance of about 4,600 feet.  This includes one northbound, one 
southbound, and one center two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL). The width of the roadway ranges 
from 43 and 44 feet between Kathleen Avenue and Lowell Avenue.  The northbound and 
southbound lanes have a width of about 15 feet, respectively, and the TWLTL about 13 feet. 
 
A single vehicle through lane capacity along Indian Trail Road is 900 vehicles per hour.  
Through lane capacity is limited to 1,800 vehicles per hour between Kathleen Avenue and 
Lowell Avenue due to the provision of only one northbound and one southbound travel lane in 
the “bottleneck” area.   Existing and forecast travel demands would exceed single lane capacity 
in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour and in the northbound direction during the 
PM peak hour.  As such, this study recommends the restriping with some widening of Indian 
Trail Road between Kathleen Avenue and Lowell Avenue to include two northbound and two 
southbound travel lanes.  This would increase through capacity to 3,600 vehicles per hour; 
sufficient to accommodate forecast traffic volumes. 
 
The project proposal has been coordinated with City officials.  The plan would include the 
widening of Indian Trail Road to accommodate four lanes with an additional two-way left-turn 
lane (TWLTL) north from Janice Avenue for approximately 650 feet.  The TWLTL would be 
dropped at this point and two northbound and two southbound travel lanes would be maintained 
through Lowell Avenue.  In addition to the widening area, some curb relocations would be 
required at the intersections of Pacific Park Drive and Lowell Avenue to accommodate through 
lanes and the relocation of right turn lanes.   
 
The cross section would include 11.5 foot curb lanes and 10.5 foot inner lanes throughout the 
project improvement area.  The width of the TWLTL would be 11 feet.  Note these widths are 
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moderately narrower than what currently exists.  Narrower streets have the advantages of 
slowing travel speeds which would help improve roadway safety, given high existing travel 
speeds were noted for the arterial.   
 
Note this improvement recommendation does not reflect the City’s ultimate plans to widening 
Indian Trail Road to five lanes with bike lanes in the future, as discussed in Section 3.1.  Rather, 
this would be an interim measure to assure an acceptable level of mobility until long term 
widening plans can be accomplished. 

4.2   MAPLE STREET/FRANCIS AVENUE CONGESTION RELIEF 
Traditional analyses indicate the westbound approach to the intersection will experience less 
tolerable LOS, delays, and vehicle queues.  This was confirmed with microsimulation analysis.  
Two options are being considered for managing/minimizing project impacts on Francis Avenue: 
1) Adaptive signal controls retrofitted to the Francis Avenue intersections with Ash Street and 
Maple Street or 2) development travel demand management (TDM) strategies.    
 
Adaptive Signal Control.  According to the U.S. DOT website, adaptive signal control 
technology adjusts the timing of red, yellow and green lights to accommodate changing traffic 
patterns and ease traffic congestion. The main benefits of adaptive signal control technology 
over conventional signal systems are that it can: 

 Continuously distribute green light time equitably for all traffic movements. 

 Improve travel time reliability by progressively moving vehicles through green lights. 

 Reduce congestion by creating smoother flow. 

 Prolong the effectiveness of traffic signal timing 
 
Adaptive signal controls would increase the operational efficiency of study intersections.  Traffic 
sensors collect data; traffic data is evaluated and signal timing improvements are developed; 
and finally signal timing updates are implemented. The process is repeated every few minutes 
to keep traffic flowing smoothly. On average these improvements improve travel time by more 
than 10 percent due to faster response conditions.  
 
Travel Demand Management.  Page 18 Bullet C of the Spokane Regional Commute Trip 
Reduction Plan (STRC, 2008) indicates a goal of the regional commute trip reduction (CTR) 
program is to “reduce drive alone trips by 10 percent”.  Therefore, the second option for 
reducing travel demands is a 10 percent reduction of Windhaven development travel demands.  
 
The most feasible and quantifiable TDM option is for management to offer transit passes from 
Spokane Transit Authority to residence of Windhaven.  The minimum use of 80 monthly bus 
passes would affect a 10 percent decrease in project trip generation (as reviewed on the basis 
of equations), meeting regional CTR goals. 

4.3   PROJECT MITIGATION  
TIF’s and Indian Trail Road.  The project is responsible for mitigating traffic impacts via 
transportation impact fee (TIF) contribution, as defined in Spokane Municipal Code Chapter 
17D.075.  The fee scheduled for the Northwest Service Area, within which the project is located, 
is $483.49 per until for two-story apartments and $296.33 for three-story apartments.  Thus, the 
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Windhaven development would be conditioned with up to $362,620 of traffic impact fees 
($483.49 * 750 two-story apartments).   
 
Normally, a development TIF contribution is placed into an account dedicated towards 
improvements located within a specific service area: in this instance, the Northwest Service 
Area.  However, upon coordination with City officials, it was determined the restriping and 
widening of Indian Trail Road must be a priority.  Therefore, the $362,620 owed/conditioned for 
the project as a TIF would be utilized directly for the Indian Trail Road project. 
 
City officials have confirmed that even with this direct TIF allocation, funding would still be 
approximately 40 percent short of the construction costs needed to timely implement the project 
described in Section 4.1.  This funding shortfall does include use additional funds available 
within the City Northwest Service area TIF account.  As such, the project proponent for 
Windhaven has offered to front the capital funds not covered by the City to assure the 
completion of this improvement proposal, to help assure operations and capacity for the arterial.  
Reimbursement for this additional expenditure would be assured by the City through future 
latecomer’s contribution (financial reimbursement provided by other development projects) 
and/or through TIF credits provided on future development proposals located within the City 
Northwest Service area.   
 
As mentioned in Section 3.1, the City has a pavement rehabilitation project programed for 
Indian Trail Road.  The project is scheduled for construction in the summer of 2018.  It is 
anticipated the roadway restriping and widening project can be designed and constructed 
concurrently with this rehabilitation project (by year 2018).  City officials have agreed to design 
the project.  The aforementioned mitigation proposal would be identified as SEPA mitigation and 
enforced via a development agreement between the City and project proponent.   
 
Maple Street/Francis Avenue Congestion Relief.  Two alternatives were offered to help 
reduce project impacts upon the Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection: adaptive signal 
control or development transit passes to affect a 10 percent reduction in trip generation (a TDM 
practice).  The project proponent will coordinate with City and WSDOT officials to determine 
what improvement option is fair/proportionate and ultimately best benefits to this intersection.  
The project proponent would then provide adaptive control or implement a transit pass policy for 
Windhaven to mitigate impacts upon Maple Street/Francis Avenue.  The mitigation proposal 
would be identified as SEPA mitigation and enforced via a development agreement between the 
City and project proponent. 
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5  PUBLIC INVOLEMENT 

A traffic information meeting was performed on May 25, 2016 to present details of the draft TIA 
and to answer questions.  The meeting was conducted a special session/meeting of the North 
Indian Trail Neighborhood Council (NITNC).  The lingering questions of the NITNC were 
presented to the City via a June 2 comment letter and a follow up letter provided by their 
consultant on June 20.  The bulk of public commentary falls in line with these comments; thus, 
these questions are reviewed/addressed in this section of the TIA.  The question is highlighted 
in bold lettering with the response provided thereafter.  
 
The TIA being limited to signalized intersections, ignores the already congested and 
dangerous intersection of IT and Woodside.  The proposed development would increase 
congestion and danger.   
 
The TIA did not study Woodside, which already has some 4,000 trips per day, and would 
likely see more from further development in the NIT Neighborhood.  The traffic calming 
Traffic Circles to be built, (June 2016) may or may not reduce trips on Woodside.  Any 
reduction would increase traffic on Francis.   
 
The scope for the study was developed in coordination with technical staff from the City of 
Spokane and WSDOT. Indian Trail Road/Woodside Avenue was not requested as a study 
intersection by technical officials; likely because the impacts of the development on Indian Trail 
are more quantifiable at signalized versus unsignalized intersections in this situation and 
because project impacts will be minimal at this intersection.     
 
The impact of the Windhaven development should primarily be limited to north-south through 
movements on Indian Trail Road at this intersection.  Woodside Avenue does not offer travel 
time savings which would cause development traffic to divert from Indian Trail Road in order to 
access commute arterials such as Francis Avenue.  Traffic calming improvements (traffic 
circles) programmed by the City along Woodside Avenue at F Street, A Street, and Alberta 
Street would further minimize the advent of development “cut-through” traffic on this route 
(Windhaven and other projects), as travel times would be further diminished.  Thus, the impact 
of any turning traffic at this intersection, causing potential slow-downs on Indian Trail Road, is 
not anticipated to be the result of the Windhaven development.    
 
Note a supplemental Indian Trail Safety/Collision analysis was submitted to the City on 6/8/10.  
Table 1 of this study indicates about 1.8 collisions are occurring per year at the Woodside 
Avenue/Indian Trail Road intersection.  This total is somewhat high when compared with other 
unsignalized intersections located along the corridor.  However, statistically speaking, the 
intersection wouldn’t be flagged as a high accident location (HAL) because collisions versus 
traffic volume densities are below industry thresholds for the identification of such locations.  
This is not meant to infer that every collision isn’t important; only that the thresholds for 
identifying an HAL are not apparently met.  The Indian Trail Safety/Collision Analysis is provided 
in Technical Appendix F.   
 
The minimal impact of turning traffic on this unsignalized intersection, the likely reduction in 
turning traffic as the result of Woodside Avenue traffic circles, and the reduced collision rate are 
all likely reasons City officials did not request analysis of Indian Trail Road/Woodside Avenue.   
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No “Collision Analysis” was done with this Traffic Study. The 2012 Traffic Study 
conducted by the City concluded that IT is a dangerous street if a major emergency or 
crash occurred due to the bottleneck at Kathleen and IT. The 2 fires that we had are 
perfect examples of the in-grass and e-gress safety issues on IT. 
 
The Windhaven Apartments, Indian Trail Safety/Collision Analysis was submitted to the City on 
June 8, 2016 in response to comments of the NITNC.  This is provided in Technical Appendix F 
of this report.  The analysis does not highlight a high accident location (HAL) along Indian Trail 
Road, nor does it conclude that Indian Trail Road is a high accident corridor (HAC).  All 
collisions are important.  However collision-to-volume densities were not sufficient to alert City 
officials to the potential for HAL’s along Indian Trail, nor does data support a HAC, which is why 
the memorandum makes this conclusion.  
 
In regards to the second point, the City of Spokane Six Year Capital Improvement Program (City 
of Spokane, 2016) highlights the Barnes Road, Phoebe to Strong “Safety” project programmed 
for construction in year 2017.  The project includes the construction of a two lane paved 
roadway with offset sidewalks constructed about 2,200 feet between Phoebe Drive (west) and 
Strong Road (east) in order to provide a secondary outlet to the Indian Trail neighborhood.  
Admittedly, the route would be somewhat circuitous and would require travel via Five Mile Road, 
another busy City street.  But the neighborhood and emergency service would have a paved 
secondary route of travel in the event some emergency forced the closure of Indian Trail Road 
through the highlighted bottleneck area.   
 
The Indian Trail and Five Mile Neighborhoods are housing growth neighborhoods and 
there was inadequate consideration of future development. Vacant land which will 
eventually be developed, but is not currently platted, is not considered in the TIA for 
future impacts. One example being the land on the East side of IT and Strong Rd that is 
owned by Douglass that is zoned for multi-family apartments. As Mr. Douglass stated at 
our Board meeting, “When we get done with Morningside we would be heading South.” 
 
The City requires that each successive traffic impact analysis review the impacts of previously 
approved, but yet to be developed, land use projects.  Known as “pipeline” projects, these 
developments have been granted rights to future roadway capacity but have yet to generate 
traffic which would be reflected in traffic counts.  In this way, the cumulative impacts of 
development are addressed.   
 
Forecasts from the Windhaven TIA reflects the trips generated by 11 vested pipeline projects 
and recommends mitigations to help minimize traffic from all forecast traffic growth.  Any 
subsequent developments will have to consider these projects in addition to Windhaven, 
recommending new or revised roadway infrastructure strategy, as a function of Concurrency 
and SEPA policy.  This includes any land use action that Douglass Properties may have for 
other properties located along Indian Trail Road. Section 3.2.1 of this report provides further 
discussion on pipeline projects reviewe4d with the TIA. 
 
The currently vested trips for the 286 units do not actually exist, but they are credited 
against the trips to be generated by the proposed development. (Am 65 in 145 out, PM 
179 in 92 out). If the amendment is approved, those trips will become “real” and will add 
to the traffic impact forecast by the TIA. 
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The trips generated by the currently approved 286 homes on the Windhaven site were treated 
as a pipeline project, as they are already approved/vested by City officials.  This means these 
trips are addressed in in the TIA via future without-project traffic forecasts.  The additional trips 
generated with the current land use proposal, increasing density to 750 apartment units, were 
then added to these forecasts to generate total future with-project traffic forecasts.  Thus, the 
TIA appropriate trip generation (traffic forecasts) assuming the development of 750 apartment 
units (in-lieu of 286 single family homes).    
 
The possibility of residential units being built within the Sundance Center in lieu of 
businesses is not addressed. The 96 unit Apartments being constructed in an 0-35 zone 
is an example of what could be done in the Sundance Center. 
 
As described previously, any sizeable development/land use action would be precipitate the 
need for a traffic study under various City process (SEPA, Comp. Plan Amendment, etc.).  The 
study would consider the impact of vested “pipeline” projects; thus, addressing the cumulative 
impact of traffic growth upon Indian Trail Road. 
 
The City identified the pipeline projects to be included in the study, as these are approved and 
vested developments.  No other projects (such as the one described via the comment) were 
identified because, we assume, there are no development/land use proposals on file at the City 
for these properties.  Or they submitted application after the process was initiated for 
Windhaven.  Thus and again, and subsequent development will have to address pipeline 
projects, including Windhaven, to assure cumulative consideration of future development traffic. 
 
Future development on Five Mile Prairie, in both the City and the County will add traffic to 
that already existing, but is not included in the TIA projections. With Barnes Rd 
connecting to IT traffic would probably increase. 
 
Conservative traffic forecasts were developed for the Barnes Road connection to Strong Road; 
reflecting specified and non-specified development/pipeline project traffic.  The traffic forecasts 
presented in the TIA are more conservative (higher) than traffic studies generated by the City 
Street Department for the roadway.  Thus, the TIA sufficiently addresses the impact of this 
improved arterial connection upon Indian Trail Road.  Section 3.2 of the TIA describes traffic 
forecasts. 
 
The Traffic Study states that 21% of project traffic will use Barnes Rd, based on traffic 
modeling software, which likely doesn’t take topography or weather into consideration. 
Completing Barnes RD will not significantly reduce peak hour traffic on IT or Francis-as 
acknowledged by Mr. White due to limited roads off Five Mile, (3 single lanes roads), and 
because only people working in the far North side are likely to use it. 
 
The City has directed that the final TIA reduce the assumption to 19% assignment and reassign 
the remaining trips to other destinations along Indian Trail Road (such as the shopping center).  
However, note this will only be a moderate adjustment.  Trip distribution and assignment for this 
project were established based on direction from the regional travel demand model.  This data 
was provided by the City and they have confirmed that they trust the results and assumption. 
 
Future development to the North, (9 mile and Suncrest, for example), will add traffic to 
Francis and likely IT, but is not considered in the TIA. 
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Please refer to previous discussions regarding pipeline projects and the City requirements of 
future traffic studies.  However, to provide context, traffic has increased historically by a 1 to 1.5 
percent annual growth rate on Indian Trail Road throughout the last 20 years; reflecting 
development growth within the area.  The City forecasts a resulting 1.3 percent annual growth 
rate by year 2040 via the Indian Trail Widening Roadway Capacity Justification Report (City of 
Spokane, 2015). The year 2021 traffic forecasts of the TIA reflect 6 to 7 percent annual growth 
rates; well exceeding historical trends and outpacing City projections.  Thus, the TIA establishes 
conservative traffic forecasts upon which system recommendations were based.  
 
If IT is eventually widened to a full 4 lanes and center turn lane, and the signal timing 
“tweeks” are done and a turn lane constructed at Alberta, all possible capacity 
improvements will be done. Any future increases in traffic will not be remediable. There is 
not possible route parallel to IT, no feasible even if possible, route to the West, such as 
extending Barnes Rd; and no possible additional lanes or road to/from 5 mile Prairie. 
 
The comment is noted.  The City will have to determine at that time if further development is 
feasible within the region without further roadway connections. 
 
Britton Enterprises is a consultant hired by NITNC and provided additional 
questions/comments, with traffic-related comments addressed via the following bullets. 

 The first primary comment of the letter generally indicates the development can be 
accepted/approved only if funding is in place for roadway improvement proposals, as 
specified via the City 6-Year Street Program.  The comment continues to describe Indian 
Trail Road widening project, as referred to in the TIA, is programmed only in the 
Transportation Impact Fee project list and not the 6-Year Plan.  The inference is the 
project should not be approved, or at least scaled back, until a fully funded widening 
project can be programed in the 6-Year Plan.   

The premise presented by Britton Enterprises is partially correct.  A development can be 
approved if a programed and funded roadway improvement is scheduled in the 6-Year 
Plan, but this is applicable only when concurrency (i.e. acceptable LOS) cannot be 
demonstrated.  In this case, LOS were demonstrated to be adequate along Indian Trail 
Road and therefore concurrency is met for the corridor, as prescribed by City LOS 
standards and definitions.  Only a secondary analysis provided the bases for 
recommendation, outside of City requirement/definition.  Thus, there is no requirement 
roadway widening be programmed in the 6-Year Plan at this time. 

With that said, this Final TIA does recommend an alternate improvement strategy, to be 
coordinated with City officials.  In coordination with City engineers, a minimum four lane 
roadway with two northbound and two southbound lanes will be constructed along Indian 
Trail Road, within the Kathleen Avenue and Lowell Avenue “bottleneck” area, as a 
condition of development.  The Windhaven project proponent will dedicate TIF’s to the 
improvement and front whatever construction costs cannot be covered by the City (with 
any pay-back arrangement to be coordinated with City officials).  The City has a roadway 
rehabilitation project programmed for Indian Trail Road in year 2018.  The roadway 
restriping and partial widening project would be coupled with rehabilitation; thus, Indian 
Trail Road four-lane would be available by the end of year 2018.  This mitigates the 
issues highlighted by the secondary capacity analyses of the TIA and, because a project 
is programmed within 6-Years, addresses the first concern of Britton Enterprises.   

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 62



	

 July 2016 Page 49 

Windhaven	Apartments	
Traffic	Impact	Analysis	

 The letter seems to infer that a 0.5 percent annual traffic growth rate was used in 
forecast analyses.  To the contrary, a resultant 6 to 7 percent annual growth rate was 
forecast when accounting for baseline growth, pipeline projects, and Windhaven 
development.  The 0.5 percent mentioned in this TIA is a background growth rate, used 
to account for any unspecified development or pipeline projects that may have been 
neglected outside of the immediate project study area.  In other words, the baseline 
growth rate is used to help assure conservative traffic forecasts.   

As indicated on the prior page, the Indian Trail Widening Roadway Capacity Justification 
Report provided by City Engineers predicts 1.3 percent annual growth on Indian Trail 
Road by year 2040. This TIA reflects 6 to 7 percent annual growth by year 2021 which 
can be extrapolated to a 1.4 percent annual growth rate if extrapolated to year 2040.  
Thus, the TIA uses conservative traffic forecasts that exceeds the projections of even 
City Engineers. 

 The letter questions the use of the ITE, suggesting actual trip generation may be higher 
than predicted using this nationally and locally accepted resource.  This was also a 
concern of citizens of the May 25 community meeting. 

To help address this concern, a summary field study was performed for the Lusitano 
Apartment complex, which is located adjacent to the proposed Windhaven development 
along Barnes Road.  Counts were performed on the weekdays of June 8 and June 13, 
2016 for timeframes extending between 7 and 9 AM and 4 and 6 PM in order to identify 
the peak hours of commute traffic.  The highest hourly count in the morning occurred 
between 7:30 and 8:30 AM with 65 vehicles on June 8 and highest afternoon/evening 
count occurred between 4:45 and 5:45 PM with 75 vehicles on June 13.  This apartment 
complex has 212 units similar to that proposed with Windhaven, with peak resulting trip 
generation rates of 0.31 trips per unit during the AM peak hour and 0.39 trips per unit 
during the PM peak hour. 

By comparison, a rate resultant rate of 0.49 trips per unit during the AM peak hour and 
0.57 trips per unit during the PM peak hour was used to forecast Windhaven trips, as 
based on the ITE.  Therefore, the rates used in this study are nearly 60 percent higher in 
the AM and over 45 percent higher in the PM versus rates established on local field 
counts.  This means this TIA well overestimates traffic versus what is likely to occur in 
the future with Windhaven development.   

 
The remaining comments of the Britton Enterprises letter regards non-traffic issues, have been 
addressed by previous points (within this Section), refer to editorial issues, or highlight minor 
disagreement with TIA assumptions; none of which have been identified by City Engineers for 
being addressed with the final TIA.  Thus, no further comments from this letter were highlighted. 
  
The comments highlighted above address majority comments highlighted by citizens within the 
North Indian Trail neighborhood.  There were numerous other comments that didn’t involve 
traffic or would be overwhelming to address with this Final TIA on a case-by-case basis; sufficed 
all comments were thoughtful and helpful to the development of this TIA.  The level of 
involvement from this community is not common and their diligence has made this study more 
comprehensive and thorough.  Thus, the comments and questions have been appreciated 
throughout the project process. 
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6  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Windhaven First Addition is an approved City residential development that occupies 49.48 acres 
aligned north of Barnes Road and west of Indian Trail Road within the Indian Trail neighborhood 
of Spokane.  The project was initially approved in year 2006 for the construction of 286 single 
family homes.  No homes have been constructed yet; although the street infrastructure for the 
development is complete.  This includes primary vehicle access to Barnes Road via Forest Lane 
and Pamela Lane, with secondary access provided to the adjacent apartment development (to 
the east) via Jamestown Lane.  The project is within an RSF zone of the City with a site 
Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential 4-10.   
 
Due to evolving market conditions, the project proponent has recently proposed to develop up to 
750 apartment units on the site as opposed to single family homes.  The proposal results in a 
density of 15.2 homes per acres, which exceeds the approved residential density.  Thus, a 
Comprehensive Plan amendment and zone change would be needed to accommodate the 
proposal; specifically to a RMF zone and Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential 15-30.   
 
Note the proposed apartment density marginally exceeds minimum zoning and Comprehensive 
Plan allowances, and is just under half of maximum allowable densities (of up to 30 apartments 
per acre).  The reduced density was accommodated to minimize the traffic impacts of the 
proposed development on the Indian Trail neighborhood; as this was expressed as a concern of 
citizens living within the area.  The developers have reduced site densities considerable from 
initial development proposals. 
  
Site access is promoted as described previously, with primary access provided via Forest Lane 
and Pamela Street and secondary access via Jamestown Lane.  Currently, pedestrian access 
only is proposed via Moore Street intersecting with Shawnee Avenue to the north, as this is a 
pedestrian/school route.  However, this can be revisited during the design process if City 
officials determine vehicle access would benefit the neighborhood in the future.   
 
Per City concurrency evaluations, Windhaven First Addition with 286 homes is vested to 
generate 210 trips during the AM peak hour and 271 trips during the PM peak hour.  This would 
represent the trip generation equivalent of 460 apartment units.  This distinction is important 
because it demonstrates that 46 percent of the current apartment proposal could be developed 
before surpassing vested/programmed traffic generation levels.      
 
This TIA is responsible for addressing the net gain in trips over those vested/identified above.  
The current 750 unit apartment proposal represents a net gain in trip generation of 161 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 159 trips during the PM peak hour over those vested/associated 
with single family home development.  About 19 percent of project trips are anticipated to/from 
the east on Barnes Road (via the new extension and connection to Strong Road).  About 9 
percent of project trips are anticipated to/from the north and 70 percent to/from the south on 
Indian Trail Road.   About 2 percent are anticipated from adjacent businesses, services, and 
retail.  The majority of project trips along Indian Trail Road south will travel to/from the east on 
Francis Avenue; distributing throughout a study area that addresses the Alberta Street and 
Maple/Ash Couplet intersections with Francis Avenue.  Note forecast traffic volumes doe 
address trip generation for a 750 unit apartment complex.  The analysis was performed in future 
without and with-project stages/conditions due trips that are currently vested for the site. 
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6.1   TRAFFIC FORECASTS AND CAPACITY 
City officials require this study address traffic operations principally for site access intersections 
and seven off-site intersections most impacted by development within the Indian Trail 
neighborhood.  The analysis was required for the AM and PM peak hours of the typical 
weekday, as based on the forecast year 2021 completion year of the project.   
 
Existing Conditions.  Traffic counts were performed during typical weekdays in March and 
April to capture the peak demands of the morning and afternoon commutes.  These counts were 
performed specifically while local schools were in session, as to capture the travel demands of 
these special traffic generators.   
 
City of Spokane Administrative Policy and Procedure for Transportation Concurrency Level of 
Service Standards defines a LOS E standard for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
aligned along a principal arterial.  An analysis of existing traffic operations indicates there were 
no levels-of-service (LOS) issues identified within the field, as all intersections were shown to 
function at LOS E or better between the AM and PM peak hours.   
 
Secondary lane capacity analyses and speed counts were performed discretionarily to support 
conclusions for Indian Trail Road.  The lane analysis was used to help identify whether 
adequate capacity exists for through traffic (northbound and southbound movements) outside of 
study intersections along Indian Trail Road.  Lane capacities were reviewed for three count 
locations within the vicinity of the “bottleneck” on Indian Trail Road: 1) north of Weile Avenue 
(south of bottleneck); 2) north of Kathleen Avenue (within bottleneck); and 3) north of Lowell 
Avenue (north of Bottleneck).   
 
The analysis indicates lane capacity is sufficient within the four lane section of Indian Trail north 
Road north of Weile Avenue.  However, existing counts are shown to exceed directional lane 
capacities within specifically within the bottleneck area north of Kathleen Avenue.  There is 
minor lane capacity exceptions noted north of Lowell Avenue, but overall capacity appears to be 
sufficient north of the bottleneck.  A comparison/review of this data does suggest need for lane 
widening as based on existing count data. 
 
Despite lane capacity results, travel speeds within the corridor do not seem to be overly 
compromised.  Speed counts were performed at the locations identified/reviewed above, south 
of, within, and north of the bottleneck area along Indian Trail Road.  Average travel speeds were 
found to be 3 to 6 mph above the posted 30 mph speed limit along the roadway during AM and 
PM peak hours in both travel directions.  The conclusion from this is that, while additional 
capacity is needed, the travel time of typical commuters is not yet impacted.   
 
Future Conditions.  Future 2021 traffic volumes were developed for operational analyses 
assuming: 1) baseline (non-development associated) traffic growth, 2) the development of 
eleven study area pipeline projects (including vested Windhaven First Addition), and 3) the 
assignment of project trips.  A 0.5 percent annual growth rate was applied to counts to reflect 
baseline (non-development) traffic growth.  This growth was combined with the trips generated 
by pipeline projects to generate future without project traffic forecasts.   
 
Finally, project trip assignments and future without project traffic volumes were combined to 
generate future with-project traffic forecasts.  The resulting traffic forecasts result in growth rates 
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of between 6 and 7 percent annually on Indian Trail Road, which far exceeds historical growth 
rates ranging between 1 and 1.5 percent annually.  Thus, traffic forecasts are very conservative 
for year 2021 and may be more representative of long term traffic growth (beyond year 2021).    
  
Future intersection analyses indicated that no LOS issues were noted based upon a review of 
future year 2021 traffic forecasts.  This determination is made because no study intersection is 
forecast to function below LOS E on the principal arterials of Indian Trail Road or Francis 
Avenue during the peak hours.  LOS at site access intersections are also shown to operate 
acceptably at LOS C or better during the peak hours.   
 
Note although overall intersection LOS were forecast to be acceptable during the peak hours, 
meeting City concurrency requirements, the westbound approach to Maple Street/Francis 
Avenue intersection is forecast to have 89 seconds of average control delay during the PM peak 
hour; representing a LOS F condition.  The maximum phase split for the approach is currently 
43 seconds (the available green time during one signal cycle).  A comparison of control delay 
with this phase split confirms individual vehicles would wait about three full signal cycles before 
clearing the intersection.  Queue conditions are forecast to be extensive within this approach. 
 
City of Spokane traffic engineering staff routinely works to “optimize” traffic signal performance 
in order to improve intersection and corridor mobility; especially along arterials such as Francis 
Avenue and Indian Trail.  Although this study demonstrates no LOS issues at study 
intersections, compared with code, it should be noted that enhanced performances (via 
improved LOS and/or reduced average vehicle delay) were identified analytically by modifying 
signal cycle lengths or phase splits in response to the higher travel demands identified with 
forecast traffic volumes.  This confirms City staff should have the ability to maintain traffic 
operations beyond levels stated in the report as the area continues to grow in the future. 
 
Forecast lane capacity was still shown to be sufficient within the four lane section of Indian Trail 
north Road north of Weile Avenue.  Forecast traffic volumes further demonstrate the need for 
lane widening along Indian Trail Road north of Kathleen Avenue (within bottleneck) and north of 
Lowell Avenue (north of Bottleneck).  This determination is confirmed because forecast traffic 
volumes well exceed single lane capacity in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour 
and the northbound direction during the PM peak hour.   
 
Pedestrian, Bike, and Transit.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access conditions are favorable 
within the project vicinity.  Sidewalk is contiguous between the developments and nearby transit 
stops, shopping centers, and public facilities (a library and a park).  There are commute bicycle 
routes on Indian Trail Road and Barnes Road; although some form of designated bike lanes for 
recreational facilities would be ideal in the future (such remediation is beyond the scope of 
development projects).  Finally STA transit access to Indian Trail Road is sufficient on 
weekdays, with transit stops located within walking distance about ¼- mile east of Windhaven. 
 
Supplemental Studies.  Two supplemental studies were performed to support this TIA: 1) a 
Microsimulation analysis submitted to the City on 5/24/16 (provided in Technical Appendix E) 
and 2) an analysis of collision data submitted to the City on 6/8/16 (provided in Technical 
Appendix F).   

The microsimulation analysis was performed to review the cumulative impact of traffic 
within the context of closely spaced intersections such as those aligned along Francis 
Avenue.   The analysis addresses conditions such as spillback between intersections, 
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spillback beyond turning bays, forced lane changes, a n d  unbalanced lane use for 
downstream turns.   

The intersections of Francis Avenue with Indian Trail Road, Alberta Street, Ash Street, and 
Maple Street were reviewed with this supplemental study, as based on existing counts, 
future without, and future with-project traffic forecasts during the PM peak hour.  The 
analysis generally concludes the cumulative impact of traffic congestion between the 
Francis Avenue intersections with Ash Street and Maple Street may cause average delays 
and queues that moderately surpass those stated by this TIA. Thus, the microsimulation 
analysis indicates the westbound approach issues specified for the Maple Street/Francis 
Avenue may be greater than identified based on traditional LOS and delay analyses.   

The collision analysis was performed for Indian Trail Road and indicates 52 recorded 
collisions occurred along the roadway between January 1, 2013 and May 31, 2016.  Overall, 
42 percent of collisions involved vehicle property damage only with 58 percent involving 
injuries.  There were no fatalities within the study timeframe.   

 
An average of 15.2 collisions occur the study arterial segment each year that, when 
compared with an average of 15,892 ADT, results in rate of 0.98 collisions per million miles 
of vehicle travel.  Comparatively, the Washington State Department of Transportation 2014 
Annual Collision Summary Report indicates Spokane County experiences a 
system/network-wide rate of 168.7 collisions per 100 million miles of travel, or 1.687 
collisions per million miles of travel.  Thus, by comparison, the calculated corridor rate is well 
below the average for Spokane County suggesting no unusual collision issue exists along 
Indian Trail Road.  This conclusion was confirmed based on a review of intersections and 
driveways on an individual basis. 

6.2   IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS AND MITIGATION 
The project is responsible for mitigating traffic impacts via transportation impact fee (TIF) 
contribution.  The fee scheduled for the Northwest Service Area, within which the project is 
located, is $483.49 per until for two-story apartments and $296.33 for three-story apartments.  
Thus, the Windhaven development would be conditioned with up to $362,620 of traffic impact 
fees ($483.49 * 750 two-story apartments), as collected prior to the issuance of any building 
permit on a per-unit/home or development phase basis.   
 
The study concludes that adequate overall LOS is maintained at study intersections in 
accordance with City of Spokane Standards.  However, secondary and supplemental analyses 
identify transportation improvements or demand strategies are needed to help improve traffic 
mobility for two study area locations, as based on a review of forecast traffic conditions.     

3. Improvement – Indian Trail Road.  The lane capacity analysis indicates additional 
through lanes are needed in the northbound and southbound travel directions of Indian 
Trail Road, respectively.  Upon coordination with City officials, it has been determined 
that the arterial can be restriped with some widening in locations to provide a minimum 
four-lane cross section throughout the current “bottleneck” extending between Kathleen 
Avenue and Lowell Avenue.  This would provide needed lane capacity and address one 
of the top neighborhood concerns expressed via comment letters and emails, and also 
via the 5/25/15 public meeting.   

Mitigation.  The project proponent has offered to front the costs of improving Indian Trail 
Road, to be constructed with a City pavement rehabilitation project scheduled summer of 
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year 2018.  The City pavement rehabilitation project is funded.  The Windhaven TIF of 
$362,620 would be dedicated specifically to Indian Trail improvements as SEPA (and 
future concurrency) mitigation.  Additional costs not be covered by the City would be 
fronted by the Windhaven developer and would be reimbursed either by TIF credits (for 
future developments within the Northwest Service Area) or via latecomers 
reimbursement provided via other Indian Trail Neighborhood developments.  City 
officials indicate they will provide design services.  The specifics of mitigation will be 
coordinated with City officials and enforced via developer agreements.   

4. Improvement – Maple Street/Francis Avenue Congestion.  Traditional analyses 
indicate the westbound approach to the intersection will experience less tolerable LOS, 
delays, and vehicle queues.  This was confirmed with microsimulation analysis.  Two 
alternatives are being considered for managing/minimizing project impacts on Francis 
Avenue: 1) Adaptive signal controls retrofitted to the Francis Avenue intersections with 
Ash Street and Maple Street or 2) development travel demand management strategies.   
Adaptive signal controls would increase the operational efficiency of study intersections.  
Travel demand strategy would reduce development travel demands on Francis Avenue.   

Mitigation. Adaptive signal control would be a direct mitigation of development; with 
design and installation coordinated with City and WSDOT officials.   The prevailing travel 
demand strategy is to offer STA bus passes to residence of Windhaven.  The Spokane 
Regional Commute Trip Reduction Plan has a 10 percent travel reduction goal.  Thus, a 
minimum of 80 monthly bus passes would be offered to residences of Windhaven, as 
provided on a first-come basis.  This would affect a 10 percent decrease in project trip 
generation meeting regional CTR goals.  The preferred alternative would be advanced in 
coordination with City officials, as enforced with a developer agreement. 

6.3   PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
Primary questions/points from the public involvement process performed to support this project 
are addressed as follows:   

 The scope for this study was set in coordination with officials from the City of Spokane 
and WSDOT.  Any locations/areas not included (in this study) were likely because 
project impacts were anticipated to be minimal outside of the specified and highlighted 
study area (reviewed by this TIA). 

 The study did not review impacts to Woodside Avenue because trips from Windhaven 
are not likely to turn to/from this unsignalized intersection; especially because traffic 
circles programmed along Woodside Avenue should deter the occurrence of 
neighborhood cut through traffic.  Note it is understood overall that turning traffic at this 
intersection is a public concern, but the collision rate determined for this intersection 
currently does not denote the potential for a high accident location. 

 A collision analysis was performed in response to neighborhood concerns.  The analysis 
does not highlight a high accident location (HAL) along Indian Trail Road, nor does it 
conclude that Indian Trail Road is a high accident corridor (HAC).   

 The Barnes Road, Phoebe to Strong “Safety” project programmed for construction in 
year 2017 will provide a paved, secondary route of travel in the event some emergency 
forced the closure of Indian Trail Road.   

 The project reviews a number of concurrent development projects (i.e. pipeline projects), 
specifically in the development of traffic forecasts.  Any subsequent developments must 
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review Windhaven and these pipeline projects in order to assure cumulative traffic 
growth and capacity commitments are considered as the region continues to mature. 

 City officials identified the pipeline projects to be included with this development. 

 The TIA addresses the full traffic impacts associated with trip generation for 750 
apartment units.  The TIA phases the analysis into future without and then future with 
project conditions because a number of trips are already vested for the site and are 
treated as a pipeline project.  But trip gains/increases are then combined to reflect total-
apartment build trip totals.  

 Conservative traffic forecasts were developed for the Barnes Road connection to Strong 
Road; reflecting specified and non-specified development/pipeline project traffic.  The 
traffic forecasts presented in the TIA are more conservative (higher) than traffic studies 
generated by the City Street Department for the roadway.   

 The City has directed that the final TIA moderately the Barnes Road assignments from 
21% to 19% with the remaining trips directed to other destinations along Indian Trail 
Road (such as the shopping center).   

 This TIA reflects a resultant 6 to 7 percent annual growth by year 2021 which can be 
extrapolated to a 1.4 percent annual growth rate through year 2040.  By comparison, the 
Indian Trail Widening Roadway Capacity Justification Report provided by City Engineers 
predicts 1.3 percent annual growth on Indian Trail Road by year 2040.  Thus, the TIA 
uses conservative traffic forecasts that exceeds the projections of even City officials. 

 LOS were demonstrated to be adequate along Indian Trail Road with this TIA, as 
defined by City LOS Standards.  As such, any recommendations of this report do not 
have to be programmed within the City 6-Transporation Improvement Program/Plan.  
With that said, this Final TIA does recommend a minimum four lane roadway with two 
northbound and two southbound lanes will be constructed along Indian Trail Road, within 
the Kathleen Avenue and Lowell Avenue “bottleneck” area, as a condition of 
development.  The improvement would be developed with the City roadway rehabilitation 
project programmed for Indian Trail Road in year 2018.   

 A summary field study was performed for the Lusitano Apartment complex located 
adjacent to the proposed Windhaven development along Barnes Road.  The field study 
indicates the resultant trip generation rates used in the TIA are nearly 60 percent higher 
in the AM and over 45 percent higher in the PM versus rates established on local field 
counts.  This means this TIA well overestimates traffic versus what is likely to occur in 
the future with Windhaven development.    

 
A summary field study was performed for the Lusitano Apartment complex located adjacent to 
the proposed Windhaven development along Barnes Road.  The field study indicates the 
resultant trip generation rates used in the TIA are nearly 60 percent higher in the AM and over 
45 percent higher in the PM versus rates established on local field counts.  This means this TIA 
well overestimates traffic versus what is likely to occur in the future with Windhaven 
development. 

6.4   SUMMARY 
The improvements and mitigation described will address project-related deficiencies noted 
throughout the TIA (specifically for Indian Trail Road).  The project will contribute $362,620 
towards mitigation of area deficiencies, via the TIF; specifically working to Indian Trail Road 
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improvements.  The project will also either provide adaptive traffic controls for the Maple 
Street/Francis Avenue intersection or promote travel demand management strategies to 
minimize project impacts to Francis Avenue.  Thus, this TIA should successfully support the 
zone change and comprehensive plan modifications being sought with the 750 unit apartment 
project proposal being sought for Windhaven, as project impacts will be addressed.   
  
No further recommendations are provided by this TIA.   
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This section of the Technical Appendix provides a glossary of terms.  The Highway Capacity 
Manual (TRB, 2010) and the Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development (ITE, 2005) 
were used to help with the development of the following definitions: 

 Access point – An intersection, driveway, or opening on a roadway that provides 
access to a land use or facility. 

 All-way stop-controlled – An intersection with stop signs located on all approaches.   

 Arterial – (General Definition) A signalized street that primarily serves through-traffic 
and secondarily provides access to abutting properties. 

 Average daily traffic (ADT) – The average 24 hour traffic volume at a given location on 
a roadway.  

 Capacity – The number of vehicles or persons that can be accommodated on a 
roadway, roadway section, or at an intersection over a specified period of time.  Capacity 
is also a term used to define limits for transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities.  Concept 
typically expressed as vehicles per hour, vehicles per day, or persons per hour or per 
day.   

 Collector street – (General Definition) A surface street providing land access and traffic 
circulation within residential, commercial, and industrial areas.  

 Cycle –  A complete sequence of cycle indicators.   

 Cycle length – The total time for a signal to complete one cycle. 

 Delay – The additional travel time experienced by a driver, passenger, or pedestrian. 

 Demand – The number of users desiring service on a highway system or street over a 
specified time period.  Concept typically expressed as vehicles per hour, vehicles per 
day, or persons per hour or per day.   

 Departing sight distance – The length of road required for a vehicle to turn from a 
stopped position at an intersection (or driveway) and accelerate to travel speed.   

 Downstream – The direction of traffic flow. 

 Functional class – A transportation facility defined by the traffic service it provides. 

 Growth factor – A percentage increase applied to current traffic demands or counts to 
estimate future demands/volumes. 

 Level of Service – The standard used to evaluate traffic operating conditions of the 
transportation system. This is a qualitative assessment of the quantitative effect of 
factors such as speed, volume of traffic, geometric features, traffic interruptions, delays 
and freedom to maneuver.  Operating conditions are categorized as LOS A through LOS 
“F”.  LOS A generally represents the most favorable driving conditions and LOS F 
represents the least favorable conditions. 

 Mainline – The primary through roadway as distinct from ramps, auxiliary lanes, and 
collector-distributor roads. 

 Major Street – The street not controlled by stop signs at a two-way stop-controlled 
intersection. 

 Minor arterial – (General Definition) A functional category of a street allowing trips of 
moderate length within a relatively small geographical area.   

 Operational analysis – A use of capacity analysis to determine the level of service on 
an existing or projected facility, with  known or projected traffic, roadway, and control 
conditions. 
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 Peak Generator Hour – The single hour (or hours) in a day during which trip generation 
for a development or land use is highest.   

 Peak hour – Single hour (or hours) in a day during which the maximum traffic volume 
occurs on a given facility (roadway, intersection, etc.).  Typically the peak hour is known 
as the “rush” hour that occurs during the AM or PM work commutes of the typical 
weekday.  The absolute peak hour of the day can also be referred to as the design hour. 

 Peak Generator Hour – The peak hourly volume generated by a particular development 
or land use.  In the context of traffic reports, the generator hour can occur in the morning 
and afternoon, described as AM and PM peak generator hours, respectively. 

 Peak hour factor – The hourly volume during the maximum-volume hour of the day 
divided by the peak 15-minute flow rate within the peak hour; a measure of traffic 
demand fluctuation within the peak hour. 

 Principal Arterial - (General Definition) A major surface street with relatively long trips 
between major points, and with through-trips  entering, leaving, and  passing through the 
urban area. 

 Queue – A line of vehicles, bicycles, or persons waiting to be served by the system in 
which the flow rate from the front of the queue determines the average speed within the 
queue.  Slower moving vehicles or people joining the rear of the queue are usually 
considered a part of the queue. 

 Roadside obstruction – An object or barrier along a roadside or median that affects 
traffic flow, whether continuous (e.g., a retaining wall) or not continuous (e.g., light 
supports or a bridge abutment). 

 Road characteristic – A geometric characteristic of a street or highway, including the 
type of facility, number and width of lanes, shoulder widths and lateral clearances, 
design speed, and horizontal and vertical alignment.   

 Roundabout – An unsignalized intersection with a circulatory roadway around a central 
island with all entering vehicles yielding to the circulating traffic. 

 Shoulder – A portion of the roadway contiguous with the traveled way for 
accommodation of stopped vehicles, emergency use, and lateral support of the subbase, 
base, and surface courses.  

 Stopping sight distance – The length of road needed for a moving vehicle to come to a 
complete stop prior to an obstruction sighted on the road.  

 Traffic conditions – A characteristic of traffic flow, including distribution of vehicle types 
in the traffic stream, directional distribution of traffic, lane use distribution of traffic, and 
type of driver population on a given facility. 

 Travel speed – The average speed, in miles per hour, of a traffic computed as the 
length of roadway segment divided by the average travel time of the vehicles traversing 
the segment.   

 Travel time – The average time spent by vehicles traversing a highway segment, 
including control delay, in seconds per vehicle of minutes per vehicle.   

 Trip Distribution and Assignment – The predicted travel patterns of vehicle trips as 
they approach and depart a land use.  Distribution refers to the travel pattern, usually 
defined in percentages or fractions, and assignment refers to vehicle trip ends. 
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 Traffic forecast – The predicted traffic volume of the analysis horizon year or time 
period. Most typically predicted for the weekday, AM peak hour, PM peak hour, or AM or 
PM peak generator hours of the typical weekday.   

 Traffic impact analysis – A traffic impact analysis (TIA) is an engineering and planning 
study that forecasts the potential traffic and transportation impacts of a proposed 
development on an area, neighborhood, or community.  Reports can also be referred to 
as a traffic impact study (TIS).  

 Trip generation – The number of vehicle trips generated by a development or land use.  
Most typically predicted for the weekday, AM peak hour, PM peak hour, or AM or PM 
peak generator hours of the typical weekday. 

 Two-way left-turn lane – A lane in the median area that extends continuously along a 
street or highway and is marked to provide a deceleration and storage area, out of the 
through-traffic stream, for vehicles traveling in either direction to use in marking left turns 
at intersections and driveways.   

 Two-way stop-controlled – The type of traffic control at an intersection where drivers 
on the minor street or driver turning left from the major street wait for a gap in the major-
street traffic to complete a maneuver.  Typically the minor approaches are stop-
controlled.   

 Unsignalized intersection – An intersection not controlled by traffic signals.   

 Upstream – The direction from which traffic is flowing. 

 Volume – The number of persons or vehicles passing a point on a lane, roadway, or 
other traffic-way during some time interval, often one hour, expressed in vehicles, 
bicycles, or persons per hour.   

 Volume-to-capacity ratio – The ratio of flow rate to capacity for a transportation facility. 

 Walkway – A facility provided for pedestrian movement and segregated from vehicle 
traffic by a curb, or provide for on a separate right-of-way.   
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               N Indian Trail Road at W Shawnee Ave, Spokane, WA
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-04-28
Day of week:         Thursday
Weather:
Analyst:                 MMI

SB: N Indian Trail Road

EB
: W
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NB: N Indian Trail Road

171

14
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56
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5

128 140 13

30 369 3

Intersection Peak Hour

07:45 - 08:45

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 13 140 128 5 25 56 30 369 3 171 14 20 974

Factor 0.65 0.71 0.71 0.62 0.37 0.74 0.75 0.81 0.75 0.59 0.44 0.62 0.73

Approach Factor 0.76 0.72 0.81 0.58
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               N Indian Trail Road at W Shawnee Ave, Spokane, WA
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-04-27
Day of week:         Wednesday
Weather:
Analyst:                 MMI

SB: N Indian Trail Road
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NB: N Indian Trail Road
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Intersection Peak Hour

16:45 - 17:45

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 11 251 6 38 2 5 47 416 102 1 1 23 903

Factor 0.55 0.92 0.50 0.79 0.50 0.42 0.69 0.94 0.82 0.25 0.25 0.57 0.93

Approach Factor 0.96 0.80 0.94 0.62
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Indian Trail Rd. at Barnes Rd., Spokane, WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-02
Day of week:         Wednesday
Weather:                Showers
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Indian Trail Rd.
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Intersection Peak Hour

07:00 - 08:00

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 6 571 37 185 11 6 51 140 49 31 11 200 1298

Factor 0.75 0.86 0.77 0.89 0.55 0.50 0.75 0.80 0.58 0.60 0.55 0.85 0.92

Approach Factor 0.86 0.89 0.78 0.89

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 78



Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Indian Trail Rd. at Barnes Rd., Spokane, WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-02
Day of week:         Wednesday
Weather:                Cloudy
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Indian Trail Rd.

EB
: B

ar
ne

s 
R

d.
W

B
: B

arnes R
d.

NB: Indian Trail Rd.

126

28

83

14

13

90

34 272 13

148 352 299

Intersection Peak Hour

17:00 - 18:00

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 13 272 34 90 13 14 148 352 299 126 28 83 1472

Factor 0.65 0.80 0.77 0.83 0.54 0.70 0.82 0.81 0.79 0.88 0.58 0.90 0.92

Approach Factor 0.82 0.94 0.89 0.83
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Indian Trail Rd. at Strong Rd.-Pacific Park, Spokane, WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-03
Day of week:         Thursday
Weather:                Rain
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Indian Trail Rd.

EB
: S

tr
on

g 
R

d.
-P

ac
ifi

c 
Pa

rk
W

B
: Strong R

d.-Pacific Park

NB: Indian Trail Rd.

9

3

92

26

1

4

66 854 20

16 330 2

Intersection Peak Hour

07:30 - 08:30

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 20 854 66 4 1 26 16 330 2 9 3 92 1423

Factor 0.50 0.86 0.53 0.33 0.25 0.72 0.57 0.91 0.25 0.75 0.38 0.79 0.90

Approach Factor 0.84 0.70 0.92 0.81
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Indian Trail Rd. at Strong Rd.-Pacific Park, Spokane, WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-03
Day of week:         Thursday
Weather:                Cloudy
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Indian Trail Rd.

EB
: S

tr
on

g 
R

d.
-P

ac
ifi

c 
Pa

rk
W

B
: Strong R

d.-Pacific Park

NB: Indian Trail Rd.

3

4

41

44

5

7

46 421 31

91 10044

Intersection Peak Hour

17:00 - 18:00

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 31 421 46 7 5 44 91 1004 4 3 4 41 1701

Factor 0.77 0.92 0.77 0.58 0.42 0.73 0.84 0.87 0.50 0.25 0.50 0.68 0.94

Approach Factor 0.94 0.74 0.89 0.75
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Indian Trail Rd. at Francis Ave., Spokane WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-08
Day of week:         Tuesday
Weather:                Sunny
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Indian Trail Rd.

EB
: F

ra
nc

is
 A

ve
. W

B
: Francis Ave.

NB: Indian Trail Rd.

77

515

2

235

329

0

37 0 1075

0 0 0

Intersection Peak Hour

07:00 - 08:00

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 1075 0 37 0 329 235 0 0 0 77 515 2 2270

Factor 0.88 0.00 0.51 0.00 0.89 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.84 0.25 0.90

Approach Factor 0.86 0.83 0.00 0.89
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN 0.84 OUT

522 0% 1149

0

77 SBT 445

SBR SBL

OUT 705 141 EBL WBR 1008 1636 IN

0.93 0% 454 EBT WBT 628 0.0067 0.98

IN 595 0 EBR WBL 0 900 OUT

NBL NBR

0 NBT 1

0.94 0

0 0 100% 1

2754 OUT 0.25 IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

0 0 1 90 0 17 42 110 0 0 154 242 656
0 0 0 109 0 28 34 117 0 0 170 244 702
0 0 0 134 0 21 42 118 0 0 147 270 732
0 0 0 112 0 11 23 109 0 0 157 252 664
0 0 1 445 0 77 141 454 0 0 628 1008 2754

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

90 17 42 109 152 241 651
109 28 34 116 168 243 698
134 21 42 118 147 269 731
112 11 23 109 156 249 660

0 0 0 445 0 77 141 452 0 0 623 1002 2740

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

0 1 0 1 2 1 5
0 0 0 1 2 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 1 3 4
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 6 14

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave 3/8/2016
Windhaven 5:00 PM

Spokane, WA MMI

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Indian Trail Road

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Indian Trail Road

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach
0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN 0.70 OUT

221 0% 65

114

29 SBT 78

SBR SBL

OUT 712 15 EBL WBR 27 716 IN

0.88 1% 1036 EBT WBT 536 0.0307 0.86

IN 1175 124 EBR WBL 153 1212 OUT

NBL NBR

147 NBT 98

0.93 23

0 391 4% 268

2380 OUT 0.77 IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total
19 2 16 24 27 7 4 286 45 33 102 10 575
30 7 24 29 43 7 2 298 35 32 126 7 640
47 4 36 14 26 10 5 254 26 47 147 3 619
51 10 22 11 18 5 4 198 18 41 161 7 546

147 23 98 78 114 29 15 1036 124 153 536 27 2380

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total
17 2 15 24 26 7 4 286 45 33 98 10 567
30 7 24 29 43 7 2 294 35 31 120 7 629
42 3 36 14 26 10 5 252 26 45 144 3 606
48 10 22 11 18 5 4 194 18 40 156 7 533

137 22 97 78 113 29 15 1026 124 149 518 27 2335

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 8
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 6 0 11
5 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 0 13
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 5 0 13

10 1 1 0 1 0 0 10 0 4 18 0 45

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach

Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Alberta Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Alberta Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

Alberta St/Francis Ave 3/15/2016
Windhaven 7:15 AM

Spokane, WA MMI
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN 0.69 OUT

113 1% 159

49

25 SBT 39

SBR SBL

OUT 1637 33 EBL WBR 18 1399 IN

0.87 0% 862 EBT WBT 1240 0.0214 0.97

IN 972 77 EBR WBL 141 1025 OUT

NBL NBR

372 NBT 124

0.96 108

0 267 0% 604

3088 OUT 0.95 IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total
96 28 27 6 8 7 6 206 12 30 313 7 746
88 29 40 11 14 7 10 207 18 39 298 4 765
85 28 24 16 21 4 5 206 22 34 326 2 773

103 23 33 6 6 7 12 243 25 38 303 5 804
372 108 124 39 49 25 33 862 77 141 1240 18 3088

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total
96 28 27 6 8 6 6 206 12 30 303 7 735
87 29 40 11 14 7 10 207 18 39 295 4 761
84 28 24 16 21 4 5 206 22 34 317 2 763

102 23 33 6 6 7 12 243 25 38 295 5 795
369 108 124 39 49 24 33 862 77 141 1210 18 3054

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

0 0 1 0 10 11
1 0 0 0 3 4
1 0 0 0 9 10
1 0 0 0 8 9
3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 30 0 34

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach

Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Alberta Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Alberta Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

Alberta St/Francis Ave 3/15/2016
Windhaven 5:00 PM

Spokane, WA MMI
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN 0.95 OUT

1374 3% 0

673

393 SBT 308

SBR SBL

OUT 895 0 EBL WBR 0 610 IN

0.87 1% 1053 EBT WBT 502 0.0656 0.83

IN 1234 181 EBR WBL 108 1361 OUT

NBL NBR

0 NBT 0

0.93 0

0 962 #DIV/0! 0

3218 OUT #DIV/0! IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

0 0 0 86 185 88 0 260 50 24 99 0 792
0 0 0 92 171 98 0 299 56 23 130 0 869
0 0 0 63 172 88 0 293 37 34 150 0 837
0 0 0 67 145 119 0 201 38 27 123 0 720
0 0 0 308 673 393 0 1053 181 108 502 0 3218

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

84 183 86 258 50 24 89 774
89 165 96 295 53 20 124 842
60 159 86 292 37 34 141 809
65 142 117 201 38 27 111 701

0 0 0 298 649 385 0 1046 178 105 465 0 3126

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

2 2 2 2 0 0 10 18
3 6 2 4 3 3 6 27
3 13 2 1 0 0 9 28
2 3 2 0 0 0 12 19

0 0 0 10 24 8 0 7 3 3 37 0 92

Ash St/Francis Ave 3/10/2016
Windhaven 7:15 AM

Spokane, WA MMI

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Ash Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Ash Street

45 - 60

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45

Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach
0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN 0.94 OUT

1140 4% 0

562

362 SBT 216

SBR SBL

OUT 1666 0 EBL WBR 0 1523 IN

0.98 1% 961 EBT WBT 1304 0.0492 0.96

IN 1054 93 EBR WBL 219 1177 OUT

NBL NBR

0 NBT 0

0.98 0

0 874 #DIV/0! 0

3717 OUT #DIV/0! IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

0 0 0 53 144 85 0 238 17 62 333 0 932
0 0 0 56 145 102 0 246 24 54 311 0 938
0 0 0 66 143 85 0 244 26 46 339 0 949
0 0 0 41 130 90 0 233 26 57 321 0 898
0 0 0 216 562 362 0 961 93 219 1304 0 3717

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

53 136 83 238 15 62 314 901
55 132 102 246 24 54 271 884
63 131 84 244 25 44 333 924
41 126 89 232 24 57 313 882

0 0 0 212 525 358 0 960 88 217 1231 0 3591

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

0 8 2 0 2 0 19 31
1 13 0 0 0 0 40 54
3 12 1 0 1 2 6 25
0 4 1 1 2 0 8 16

0 0 0 4 37 4 0 1 5 2 73 0 126

Ash St/Francis Ave 3/10/2016
Windhaven 5:00 PM

Spokane, WA MMI

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Ash Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Ash Street

45 - 60

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45

Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach
0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN #DIV/0! OUT

0 #DIV/0! 788

0

0 SBT 0

SBR SBL

OUT 510 235 EBL WBR 78 582 IN

0.88 1% 1089 EBT WBT 504 0.0275 0.87

IN 1324 0 EBR WBL 0 1234 OUT

NBL NBR

6 NBT 145

0.93 475

0 0 4% 626

2532 OUT 0.97 IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

2 120 33 0 0 0 40 293 0 0 117 17 622
2 122 34 0 0 0 70 308 0 0 110 14 660
0 118 44 0 0 0 69 283 0 0 141 26 681
2 115 34 0 0 0 56 205 0 0 136 21 569
6 475 145 0 0 0 235 1089 0 0 504 78 2532

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total

118 32 39 290 114 14 607
116 33 69 306 106 13 643
116 43 68 278 141 23 669
115 31 56 203 135 20 560

0 465 139 0 0 0 232 1077 0 0 496 70 2479

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

2 2 1 1 3 3 3 15
2 6 1 1 2 4 1 17
0 2 1 1 5 0 3 12
2 0 3 0 2 1 1 9
6 10 6 0 0 0 3 12 0 0 8 8 53

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach

Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Maple Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Maple Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

Maple St/Francis Ave 3/9/2016
Windhaven 7:15 AM

Spokane, WA MMI
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Intersection: Date:
Project: Time:
City: Analysist:

IN #DIV/0! OUT

0 #DIV/0! 1378

0

0 SBT 0

SBR SBL

OUT 1501 308 EBL WBR 207 1362 IN

0.96 1% 879 EBT WBT 1155 0.0338 0.96

IN 1187 0 EBR WBL 0 1044 OUT

NBL NBR

346 NBT 165

0.97 863

0 0 0% 1374

3923 OUT 0.95 IN

Total Volumes:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total
83 202 35 0 0 0 72 222 0 0 295 48 957
81 221 50 0 0 0 80 228 0 0 297 58 1015
96 231 36 0 0 0 83 221 0 0 284 49 1000
86 209 44 0 0 0 73 208 0 0 279 52 951

346 863 165 0 0 0 308 879 0 0 1155 207 3923

Automobiles:
NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR Total
83 202 34 71 221 288 45 944
81 221 50 79 228 285 56 1000
96 230 36 83 221 274 48 988
86 208 44 71 205 270 50 934

346 861 164 0 0 0 304 875 0 0 1117 199 3866

Heavy Vehicles:  Aproach Entered only - TM not correct
Total

0 0 1 1 1 7 3 13
0 0 0 1 0 12 2 15
0 1 0 0 0 10 1 12
0 1 0 2 3 9 2 17
0 2 1 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 38 8 57

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60
Total

Total

NB Approach SB Approach EB Approach WB Approach

Total

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

0 - 15
15 - 30
30 - 45
45 - 60

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
t

E 
- W

 S
tr

ee
tTotal PHF:

Total Trucks:

Total Entering:

N - S Street: Maple Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

N - S Street: Maple Street

Fr
an

ci
s 

A
ve

nu
e

Maple St/Francis Ave 3/9/2016
Windhaven 5:00 PM

Spokane, WA MMI
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Pamela Ln. at Barnes Rd., Spokane, WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-01
Day of week:         Tuesday
Weather:                Clear
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Pamela Ln.

EB
: B

ar
ne

s 
R

d.
W

B
: B

arnes R
d.

NB: Pamela Ln.

0

121

1

0

23

6

0 0 0

2 0 13

Intersection Peak Hour

07:00 - 08:00

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 0 0 0 6 23 0 2 0 13 0 121 1 166

Factor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.64 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.81 0.00 0.70 0.25 0.74

Approach Factor 0.00 0.66 0.94 0.71
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Intersection Peak Hour

Location:               Pamela Ln. at Barnes Rd., Spokane, WA.
GPS Coordinates:
Date:                     2016-03-01
Day of week:         Tuesday
Weather:                Rain
Analyst:                 Mike McCluskey

SB: Pamela Ln.

EB
: B

ar
ne

s 
R

d.
W

B
: B

arnes R
d.

NB: Pamela Ln.

0

56

3

0

92

7

0 0 0

3 0 17

Intersection Peak Hour

17:00 - 18:00

SouthBound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Total

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Vehicle Total 0 0 0 7 92 0 3 0 17 0 56 3 178

Factor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.77 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.88 0.38 0.95

Approach Factor 0.00 0.82 0.83 0.82
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 25 56 171 14 20 13 140 128 30 363 3
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 25 56 171 14 20 13 140 128 30 363 3
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1800 1800 1748 1800 1800 1800 1800 1872 1800 1782 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 7 34 77 234 19 27 18 192 175 41 497 4
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 418 126 286 348 174 247 480 945 835 659 966 862
Arrive On Green 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.03 0.52 0.52 0.05 0.54 0.54
Sat Flow, veh/h 1369 488 1105 1255 670 952 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 7 0 111 234 0 46 18 192 175 41 497 4
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1369 0 1592 1255 0 1621 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 4.3 14.2 0.0 1.7 0.4 4.4 4.6 0.8 13.8 0.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.0 0.0 4.3 18.6 0.0 1.7 0.4 4.4 4.6 0.8 13.8 0.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.69 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 418 0 413 348 0 420 480 945 835 659 966 862
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.27 0.67 0.00 0.11 0.04 0.20 0.21 0.06 0.51 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 418 0 413 348 0 420 664 945 835 815 966 862
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 22.8 0.0 23.0 30.4 0.0 22.1 8.7 9.9 9.9 7.4 11.3 8.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.3 5.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.6 0.0 2.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 2.0 5.4 0.0 0.8 0.2 2.3 2.1 0.4 7.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.8 0.0 23.4 35.4 0.0 22.2 8.8 10.3 10.5 7.4 13.3 8.2
LnGrp LOS C C D C A B B A B A
Approach Vol, veh/h 118 280 385 542
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.4 33.2 10.3 12.8
Approach LOS C C B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.9 45.0 25.0 6.6 46.3 25.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 40.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.8 6.6 20.6 2.4 15.8 6.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.4 0.0 0.0 5.9 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.3
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 11 200 185 11 6 51 140 49 6 571 37
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 11 200 185 11 6 51 140 49 6 571 37
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1588 1588 1588 1588 1652 1685 1543 1605 1543 1543 1543 1620
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 12 217 201 12 7 55 152 53 7 621 40
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 457 349 294 545 306 179 314 611 499 476 951 61
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.22 0.22 0.14 0.31 0.30 0.06 0.38 0.38 0.02 0.34 0.34
Sat Flow, veh/h 1513 1588 1341 1513 978 570 1469 1605 1310 1469 2796 180
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 12 217 201 0 19 55 152 53 7 325 336
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1513 1588 1341 1513 0 1548 1469 1605 1310 1469 1466 1510
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.4 9.2 5.7 0.0 0.5 1.4 4.0 1.6 0.2 11.5 11.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 0.4 9.2 5.7 0.0 0.5 1.4 4.0 1.6 0.2 11.5 11.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.37 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.12
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 457 349 294 545 0 485 314 611 499 476 499 514
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.03 0.74 0.37 0.00 0.04 0.18 0.25 0.11 0.01 0.65 0.65
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 797 674 569 745 0 657 625 1074 877 846 981 1010
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.0 18.8 22.3 13.2 0.0 14.7 11.9 13.0 12.2 12.5 17.1 17.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 3.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.0 2.1 2.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.2 3.7 2.4 0.0 0.2 0.6 1.8 0.6 0.1 4.9 5.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.1 18.8 25.9 13.6 0.0 14.7 12.2 13.3 12.4 12.5 19.2 19.2
LnGrp LOS B B C B B B B B B B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 263 220 260 668
Approach Delay, s/veh 24.4 13.7 12.9 19.1
Approach LOS C B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.6 27.3 6.2 23.2 7.0 24.8 11.9 17.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 6.0 3.0 2.5 3.4 13.6 7.7 11.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.1 0.0 1.1 0.1 5.8 0.5 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 18.1
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 9 3 92 4 1 26 16 330 2 20 854 66
Future Volume (veh/h) 9 3 92 4 1 26 16 330 2 20 854 66
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1765 1765 1800 1765 1765 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 3 102 4 1 29 18 367 2 22 949 73
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 278 66 223 280 55 221 309 1187 1007 739 1187 1006
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69
Sat Flow, veh/h 1017 446 1500 1014 372 1486 534 1714 1455 979 1714 1453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 13 0 102 5 0 29 18 367 2 22 949 73
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1463 0 1500 1385 0 1486 534 1714 1455 979 1714 1453
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.2 4.2 0.0 0.5 19.2 0.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.0 3.1 0.1 0.0 0.9 20.4 4.2 0.0 4.7 19.2 0.8
Prop In Lane 0.77 1.00 0.80 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 344 0 223 335 0 221 309 1187 1007 739 1187 1006
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.00 0.46 0.01 0.00 0.13 0.06 0.31 0.00 0.03 0.80 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 875 0 777 837 0 770 323 1230 1044 764 1230 1042
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 18.3 0.0 19.5 18.3 0.0 18.6 12.4 3.0 2.4 3.9 5.3 2.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.1 5.7 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.0 1.4 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.2 2.2 0.0 0.1 10.6 0.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 18.4 0.0 21.0 18.3 0.0 18.8 12.7 3.7 2.4 4.0 11.0 2.6
LnGrp LOS B C B B B A A A B A
Approach Vol, veh/h 115 34 387 1044
Approach Delay, s/veh 20.7 18.7 4.1 10.3
Approach LOS C B A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 38.7 11.5 38.7 11.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 * 4.2 4.9 * 4.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 * 26 35.1 * 26
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 22.4 2.9 21.2 5.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 11.5 0.6 12.5 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.7
HCM 2010 LOS A

Notes
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 77 517 329 235 1111 38
Future Volume (veh/h) 77 517 329 235 1111 38
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1800
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 86 574 366 0 1234 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 5 5 5 0
Cap, veh/h 422 1154 1154 512 1546 695
Arrive On Green 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 0.47 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 981 3343 3343 1445 3265 1530
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 86 574 366 0 1234 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 981 1629 1629 1445 1633 1530
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.2 6.4 3.8 0.0 14.9 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.0 6.4 3.8 0.0 14.9 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 422 1154 1154 512 1546 695
V/C Ratio(X) 0.20 0.50 0.32 0.00 0.80 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 835 2524 2524 1120 1828 827
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.5 11.8 10.9 0.0 10.4 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.0 2.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.9 2.9 1.7 0.0 7.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.8 12.2 11.1 0.0 12.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 660 366 1234
Approach Delay, s/veh 12.4 11.1 12.6
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 20.5 20.5 26.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 4.9 4.9
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 35.1 25.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.8 9.0 16.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 6.7 6.5 4.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.3
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 18 1246 149 153 536 27 147 23 98 78 114 29
Future Volume (veh/h) 18 1246 149 153 536 27 147 23 98 78 114 29
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1767 1800 1731 1800 1800 1800 1832 1872 1800 1872 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 19 1340 160 165 576 29 144 45 105 84 123 31
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 494 1425 169 240 1681 85 258 72 168 237 198 50
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.47 0.46 0.10 0.51 0.50 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 1714 3022 359 1648 3314 167 1714 479 1117 1714 1433 361
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 19 741 759 165 297 308 144 0 150 84 0 154
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1714 1678 1702 1648 1710 1770 1714 0 1595 1714 0 1794
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 43.3 44.1 4.9 10.7 10.8 8.1 0.0 9.2 4.6 0.0 8.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 43.3 44.1 4.9 10.7 10.8 8.1 0.0 9.2 4.6 0.0 8.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.70 1.00 0.20
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 494 791 803 240 867 898 258 0 240 237 0 248
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.94 0.95 0.69 0.34 0.34 0.56 0.00 0.62 0.35 0.00 0.62
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 576 816 828 256 867 898 445 0 414 362 0 379
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.5 25.9 26.3 22.1 15.2 15.3 40.8 0.0 41.9 40.4 0.0 42.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 17.2 18.8 5.6 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.0 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 23.7 24.9 2.6 5.1 5.2 3.9 0.0 4.1 2.2 0.0 4.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 12.5 43.1 45.0 27.7 15.3 15.3 41.5 0.0 42.9 40.8 0.0 43.2
LnGrp LOS B D D C B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1519 770 294 238
Approach Delay, s/veh 43.7 18.0 42.2 42.3
Approach LOS D B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 57.5 18.7 14.0 53.5 17.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 49.0 25.0 11.0 49.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.6 12.8 11.2 6.9 46.1 10.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.3 0.8 0.1 1.3 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 36.4
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 855 181 108 502 0 0 0 0 308 673 393
Future Volume (vph) 0 855 181 108 502 0 0 0 0 308 673 393
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 13 12 13
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3175 1605 3353 1716 3307 1523
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3175 1605 3353 1716 3307 1523
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 919 195 116 540 0 0 0 0 331 724 423
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 198
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1096 0 116 540 0 0 0 0 331 724 225
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3 1 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 4% 5% 3% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Turn Type NA Prot NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 5 6 2 4
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 9.1 52.0 28.5 28.5 28.5
Effective Green, g (s) 38.9 10.0 52.9 29.1 29.1 29.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.11 0.59 0.32 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1372 178 1970 554 1069 492
v/s Ratio Prot c0.35 c0.07 0.16 c0.22
v/s Ratio Perm 0.19 0.15
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.65 0.27 0.60 0.68 0.46
Uniform Delay, d1 22.2 38.3 9.1 25.5 26.4 24.2
Progression Factor 1.00 0.94 0.39 0.85 0.86 0.94
Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 6.2 0.3 1.6 1.6 0.6
Delay (s) 27.1 42.2 3.9 23.3 24.4 23.3
Level of Service C D A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 27.1 10.7 0.0 23.8
Approach LOS C B A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 235 1089 0 0 396 78 6 475 145 0 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 235 1089 0 0 396 78 6 475 145 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 *0.80
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1621 3288 3260 1454 4104
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1621 3288 3260 1454 4104
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 253 1171 0 0 426 84 6 511 156 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 56 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 253 1171 0 0 493 0 5 612 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 4 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 1 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.1 60.5 31.5 20.0 20.0
Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 61.4 32.4 20.6 20.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.68 0.36 0.23 0.23
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 450 2243 1173 332 939
v/s Ratio Prot 0.16 c0.36 0.15
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.15
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.52 0.42 0.02 0.65
Uniform Delay, d1 27.8 7.1 21.7 26.9 31.4
Progression Factor 0.91 0.61 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.7 1.1 0.0 1.6
Delay (s) 26.0 5.0 22.8 26.9 33.1
Level of Service C A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 8.7 22.8 33.0 0.0
Approach LOS A C C A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.58
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
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9: Barnes & Pamela

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.1
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 121 1 6 23 0 2 0 13 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 121 1 6 23 0 2 0 13 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 164 1 8 31 0 3 0 18 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 31 0 0 165 0 0 211 211 164 220 212 31
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 164 164 - 47 47 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 47 47 - 173 165 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1582 - - 1413 - - 746 686 881 736 685 1043
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 838 762 - 967 856 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 967 856 - 829 762 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1582 - - 1413 - - 743 682 881 718 681 1043
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 743 682 - 718 681 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 838 762 - 967 851 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 962 851 - 812 762 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.6 9.3 0
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 860 1582 - - 1413 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.024 - - - 0.006 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.3 0 - - 7.6 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - -
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 1 23 38 2 5 47 416 102 11 251 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 1 23 38 2 5 47 416 102 11 251 6
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1800 1800 1748 1800 1800 1800 1800 1872 1800 1782 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 1 25 41 2 5 51 447 110 12 270 6
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 289 8 193 265 60 149 820 1160 1025 613 1093 976
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.06 0.64 0.64 0.03 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1405 58 1456 1342 451 1128 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1 0 26 41 0 7 51 447 110 12 270 6
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1405 0 1514 1342 0 1579 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.9 0.0 0.3 0.7 7.8 1.8 0.2 4.6 0.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.0 1.0 2.9 0.0 0.3 0.7 7.8 1.8 0.2 4.6 0.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.71 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 289 0 201 265 0 209 820 1160 1025 613 1093 976
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.15 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.39 0.11 0.02 0.25 0.01
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 528 0 459 494 0 478 998 1160 1025 844 1093 976
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.3 0.0 25.6 26.8 0.0 25.3 3.9 5.6 4.5 4.6 5.9 5.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.3 4.2 0.8 0.1 2.4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.3 0.0 25.9 27.1 0.0 25.3 3.9 6.6 4.7 4.6 6.4 5.0
LnGrp LOS C C C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 27 48 608 288
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.9 26.8 6.0 6.3
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.0 47.1 13.6 8.1 45.0 13.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 40.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 9.8 4.9 2.7 6.6 3.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 5.8 0.2 0.0 5.9 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 7.7
HCM 2010 LOS A

Notes
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 83 28 126 90 13 14 148 352 299 13 272 34
Future Volume (veh/h) 83 28 126 90 13 14 148 352 299 13 272 34
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1588 1588 1588 1588 1652 1685 1543 1605 1543 1543 1543 1620
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 90 30 137 98 14 15 161 383 325 14 296 37
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 498 336 283 471 156 167 515 641 524 322 833 103
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.08 0.21 0.20 0.12 0.40 0.40 0.03 0.32 0.32
Sat Flow, veh/h 1513 1588 1340 1513 728 780 1469 1605 1310 1469 2624 325
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 90 30 137 98 0 29 161 383 325 14 164 169
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1513 1588 1340 1513 0 1507 1469 1605 1310 1469 1466 1483
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.4 0.8 4.8 2.6 0.0 0.8 3.5 10.0 10.6 0.3 4.6 4.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.4 0.8 4.8 2.6 0.0 0.8 3.5 10.0 10.6 0.3 4.6 4.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.52 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.22
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 498 336 283 471 0 323 515 641 524 322 465 471
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.09 0.48 0.21 0.00 0.09 0.31 0.60 0.62 0.04 0.35 0.36
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 847 774 653 816 0 735 809 1233 1007 737 1126 1140
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 14.3 16.9 18.5 14.3 0.0 16.9 8.9 12.6 12.8 11.6 14.0 14.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.1 1.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.3 1.7 0.1 0.6 0.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.0 0.4 1.9 1.1 0.0 0.4 1.4 4.6 4.0 0.1 1.9 2.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 14.5 17.0 19.8 14.5 0.0 17.0 9.2 13.9 14.5 11.7 14.6 14.7
LnGrp LOS B B B B B A B B B B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 257 127 869 347
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.6 15.1 13.3 14.5
Approach LOS B B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.9 25.3 7.7 15.4 9.3 20.9 7.8 15.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.3 12.6 4.4 2.8 5.5 6.7 4.6 6.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.5 0.2 0.8 0.4 7.9 0.2 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.4
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 3 4 41 7 5 44 91 1004 4 31 421 46
Future Volume (veh/h) 3 4 41 7 5 44 91 1004 4 31 421 46
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1765 1765 1800 1765 1765 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 3 4 44 7 5 47 97 1068 4 33 448 49
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 196 218 299 256 154 297 595 1123 953 174 1123 951
Arrive On Green 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 511 1090 1500 761 771 1490 870 1714 1455 509 1714 1453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 7 0 44 12 0 47 97 1068 4 33 448 49
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1602 0 1500 1532 0 1490 870 1714 1455 509 1714 1453
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.4 3.2 31.3 0.1 3.5 6.7 0.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.2 0.0 1.3 0.3 0.0 1.4 9.9 31.3 0.1 34.8 6.7 0.7
Prop In Lane 0.43 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 413 0 299 410 0 297 595 1123 953 174 1123 951
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.15 0.03 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.95 0.00 0.19 0.40 0.05
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 838 0 709 819 0 705 595 1123 953 174 1123 951
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.7 0.0 18.1 17.7 0.0 18.2 6.8 8.7 3.3 24.6 4.4 3.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.6 17.4 0.0 2.4 1.1 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.9 19.7 0.0 0.6 3.4 0.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.7 0.0 18.4 17.8 0.0 18.4 7.3 26.1 3.3 27.0 5.5 3.5
LnGrp LOS B B B B A C A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 51 59 1169 530
Approach Delay, s/veh 18.3 18.3 24.5 6.6
Approach LOS B B C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 15.0 40.0 15.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 * 4.2 4.9 * 4.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 * 26 35.1 * 26
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 33.3 3.4 36.8 3.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.7 0.4 0.0 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 18.9
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 141 454 628 1008 445 77
Future Volume (veh/h) 141 454 628 1008 445 77
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1800
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 150 483 668 0 473 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 5 5 5 0
Cap, veh/h 495 1795 1795 797 844 363
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.00 0.26 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 743 3343 3343 1445 3265 1530
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 150 483 668 0 473 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 743 1629 1629 1445 1633 1530
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.0 3.3 4.9 0.0 5.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.9 3.3 4.9 0.0 5.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 495 1795 1795 797 844 363
V/C Ratio(X) 0.30 0.27 0.37 0.00 0.56 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 810 3178 3178 1411 2409 1096
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.4 5.0 5.3 0.0 13.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 1.5 2.2 0.0 2.4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.8 5.1 5.5 0.0 14.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 633 668 473
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.0 5.5 14.1
Approach LOS A A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 27.2 27.2 14.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 4.9 4.9
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 40.1 40.1 30.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.9 12.9 7.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.0 9.4 2.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 7.9
HCM 2010 LOS A

Notes
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 33 862 77 141 1240 18 372 108 124 39 49 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 33 862 77 141 1240 18 372 108 124 39 49 25
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1766 1800 1731 1800 1800 1800 1849 1872 1800 1872 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 898 80 147 1292 19 314 215 129 41 51 26
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 213 1200 107 317 1463 22 425 267 160 182 122 62
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.39 0.37 0.11 0.42 0.41 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.11 0.11 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1714 3116 278 1648 3450 51 1714 1076 646 1714 1150 586
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 483 495 147 640 671 314 0 344 41 0 77
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1714 1678 1716 1648 1710 1791 1714 0 1722 1714 0 1736
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 23.7 23.7 4.7 32.8 32.8 16.0 0.0 17.9 2.1 0.0 4.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 23.7 23.7 4.7 32.8 32.8 16.0 0.0 17.9 2.1 0.0 4.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.34
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 213 646 661 317 725 759 425 0 427 182 0 184
V/C Ratio(X) 0.16 0.75 0.75 0.46 0.88 0.88 0.74 0.00 0.81 0.23 0.00 0.42
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 393 801 820 421 811 850 575 0 578 395 0 400
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.3 25.2 25.4 17.9 25.2 25.2 32.9 0.0 34.0 38.9 0.0 40.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 2.2 2.1 0.4 9.7 9.3 1.9 0.0 4.3 0.2 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 11.3 11.5 2.1 17.2 18.2 7.8 0.0 9.0 1.0 0.0 1.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.4 27.4 27.5 18.3 34.9 34.6 34.9 0.0 38.2 39.1 0.0 40.6
LnGrp LOS C C C B C C C D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1012 1458 658 118
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.2 33.1 36.6 40.1
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 45.2 26.7 14.0 41.2 13.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 44.0 30.0 16.0 44.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.1 34.8 19.9 6.7 25.7 6.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.4 1.7 0.2 6.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 32.2
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 653 93 219 1304 0 0 0 0 216 562 362
Future Volume (vph) 0 653 93 219 1304 0 0 0 0 216 562 362
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 13 12 13
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3203 1605 3353 1716 3307 1524
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3203 1605 3353 1716 3307 1524
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 666 95 223 1331 0 0 0 0 220 573 369
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 750 0 223 1331 0 0 0 0 220 573 315
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3 1 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 4% 5% 3% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Turn Type NA Prot NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 5 6 2 4
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 38.6 20.1 63.6 26.9 26.9 26.9
Effective Green, g (s) 39.5 21.0 64.5 27.5 27.5 27.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.21 0.64 0.28 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1265 337 2162 471 909 419
v/s Ratio Prot 0.23 0.14 c0.40 0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 c0.21
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.66 0.62 0.47 0.63 0.75
Uniform Delay, d1 23.9 36.2 10.5 30.2 31.8 33.1
Progression Factor 1.00 0.83 0.40 0.90 0.91 0.90
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 2.2 0.8 0.7 1.4 7.3
Delay (s) 25.9 32.2 5.0 27.9 30.5 37.0
Level of Service C C A C C D
Approach Delay (s) 25.9 8.9 0.0 32.1
Approach LOS C A A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 20.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 308 897 0 0 960 211 362 903 172 0 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 308 897 0 0 960 211 362 903 172 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 *0.80
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1621 3288 3251 1454 4156
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1621 3288 3251 1454 4156
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 318 925 0 0 990 218 373 931 177 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 22 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 318 925 0 0 1189 0 336 1123 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 4 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 1 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 63.1 38.1 27.4 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 64.0 39.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.64 0.39 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 340 2104 1267 407 1163
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 0.28 c0.37
v/s Ratio Perm 0.23 0.27
v/c Ratio 0.94 0.44 0.94 0.83 0.97
Uniform Delay, d1 38.8 9.0 29.3 33.7 35.5
Progression Factor 1.19 1.14 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 30.5 0.6 14.3 12.8 18.6
Delay (s) 76.7 10.9 43.6 46.5 54.1
Level of Service E B D D D
Approach Delay (s) 27.8 43.6 52.4 0.0
Approach LOS C D D A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 41.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
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9: Barnes & Pamela Lane

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.3
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 56 3 7 92 0 3 0 17 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 56 3 7 92 0 3 0 17 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 59 3 7 97 0 3 0 18 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 97 0 0 62 0 0 173 173 61 181 174 97
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 61 61 - 112 112 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 112 112 - 69 62 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1496 - - 1541 - - 790 720 1004 781 719 959
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 950 844 - 893 803 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 893 803 - 941 843 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1496 - - 1541 - - 787 717 1004 764 716 959
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 787 717 - 764 716 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 950 844 - 893 799 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 889 799 - 924 843 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.5 8.8 0
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 964 1496 - - 1541 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.022 - - - 0.005 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 0 - - 7.3 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - -
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 26 57 181 14 21 13 169 140 31 387 3
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 26 57 181 14 21 13 169 140 31 387 3
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1800 1800 1748 1800 1800 1800 1800 1872 1800 1782 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 7 36 78 248 19 29 18 232 192 42 530 4
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 415 130 283 345 166 253 455 944 834 622 966 863
Arrive On Green 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.03 0.52 0.52 0.05 0.54 0.54
Sat Flow, veh/h 1367 504 1091 1252 640 977 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 7 0 114 248 0 48 18 232 192 42 530 4
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1367 0 1595 1252 0 1616 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 4.5 15.4 0.0 1.8 0.4 5.5 5.1 0.8 15.1 0.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.1 0.0 4.5 19.8 0.0 1.8 0.4 5.5 5.1 0.8 15.1 0.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.68 1.00 0.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 415 0 413 345 0 419 455 944 834 622 966 863
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.28 0.72 0.00 0.11 0.04 0.25 0.23 0.07 0.55 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 415 0 413 345 0 419 640 944 834 776 966 863
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 22.9 0.0 23.1 31.0 0.0 22.1 9.0 10.1 10.0 7.4 11.6 8.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.4 7.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.0 2.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 2.0 6.0 0.0 0.8 0.2 2.9 2.4 0.4 8.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.9 0.0 23.5 38.0 0.0 22.2 9.0 10.7 10.7 7.5 13.9 8.2
LnGrp LOS C C D C A B B A B A
Approach Vol, veh/h 121 296 442 576
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.4 35.5 10.6 13.4
Approach LOS C D B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 45.0 25.0 6.6 46.4 25.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 40.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.8 7.5 21.8 2.4 17.1 6.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.2 0.0 0.0 6.5 1.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.9
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 44 41 304 256 30 40 95 131 93 34 573 43
Future Volume (veh/h) 44 41 304 256 30 40 95 131 93 34 573 43
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1588 1588 1588 1588 1652 1685 1543 1605 1543 1543 1543 1620
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 45 330 278 33 43 103 142 101 37 623 47
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 486 441 373 556 253 329 273 550 449 430 863 65
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.28 0.28 0.16 0.39 0.38 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.05 0.31 0.31
Sat Flow, veh/h 1513 1588 1343 1513 651 848 1469 1605 1310 1469 2762 208
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 45 330 278 0 76 103 142 101 37 330 340
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1513 1588 1343 1513 0 1498 1469 1605 1310 1469 1466 1505
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.8 1.7 19.4 10.0 0.0 2.7 3.7 5.3 4.5 1.4 16.5 16.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.8 1.7 19.4 10.0 0.0 2.7 3.7 5.3 4.5 1.4 16.5 16.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.57 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.14
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 486 441 373 556 0 582 273 550 449 430 458 470
V/C Ratio(X) 0.10 0.10 0.88 0.50 0.00 0.13 0.38 0.26 0.23 0.09 0.72 0.72
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 718 501 424 621 0 582 463 798 652 664 729 748
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.4 22.1 28.5 14.9 0.0 16.3 18.0 19.5 19.3 17.5 25.2 25.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 18.0 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.1 3.1 3.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.8 9.1 4.3 0.0 1.1 1.5 2.4 1.7 0.6 7.0 7.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.5 22.2 46.5 15.6 0.0 16.4 18.9 19.9 19.7 17.6 28.2 28.2
LnGrp LOS B C D B B B B B B C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 423 354 346 707
Approach Delay, s/veh 40.9 15.8 19.5 27.6
Approach LOS D B B C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.9 32.2 7.3 36.0 9.3 29.8 16.4 26.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.4 7.3 3.8 4.7 5.7 18.5 12.0 21.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.5 0.1 2.1 0.2 5.8 0.4 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 26.9
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 36 1 144 1 2 5 38 406 1 4 1031 81
Future Volume (veh/h) 36 1 144 1 2 5 38 406 1 4 1031 81
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1765 1765 1800 1765 1765 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 40 1 160 1 2 6 42 451 1 4 1146 90
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 347 7 234 140 206 232 167 1184 1005 665 1184 1003
Arrive On Green 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69
Sat Flow, veh/h 1349 45 1500 309 1318 1486 436 1714 1455 908 1714 1453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 41 0 160 3 0 6 42 451 1 4 1146 90
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1394 0 1500 1627 0 1486 436 1714 1455 908 1714 1453
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 3.5 5.8 0.0 0.1 32.5 1.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 0.0 5.3 0.1 0.0 0.2 36.0 5.8 0.0 5.9 32.5 1.1
Prop In Lane 0.98 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 354 0 234 346 0 232 167 1184 1005 665 1184 1003
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.00 0.68 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.25 0.38 0.00 0.01 0.97 0.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 832 0 748 872 0 741 167 1184 1005 665 1184 1003
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.1 0.0 20.8 18.6 0.0 18.6 24.9 3.4 2.5 4.6 7.5 2.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.9 0.0 0.0 19.5 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.8 2.9 0.0 0.0 21.1 0.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.3 0.0 24.3 18.6 0.0 18.7 28.4 4.3 2.5 4.6 27.0 2.8
LnGrp LOS B C B B C A A A C A
Approach Vol, veh/h 201 9 494 1240
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.3 18.7 6.4 25.2
Approach LOS C B A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 12.1 40.0 12.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 * 4.2 4.9 * 4.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 * 26 35.1 * 26
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 38.0 2.2 34.5 7.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.6 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.2
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 89 530 337 342 1385 64
Future Volume (veh/h) 89 530 337 342 1385 64
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1800
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 99 589 374 0 1539 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 5 5 5 0
Cap, veh/h 397 1141 1141 507 1622 734
Arrive On Green 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 0.50 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 974 3343 3343 1445 3265 1530
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 99 589 374 0 1539 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 974 1629 1629 1445 1633 1530
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.3 7.5 4.4 0.0 23.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.8 7.5 4.4 0.0 23.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 397 1141 1141 507 1622 734
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.52 0.33 0.00 0.95 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 725 2240 2240 994 1622 734
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.7 13.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 12.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 3.4 2.0 0.0 13.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 16.1 13.9 12.7 0.0 24.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B C
Approach Vol, veh/h 688 374 1539
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.2 12.7 24.9
Approach LOS B B C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.3 22.3 30.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 4.9 4.9
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 35.1 25.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.4 10.8 25.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.0 6.7 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.3
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 27 1444 196 157 617 28 168 24 101 80 117 34
Future Volume (veh/h) 27 1444 196 157 617 28 168 24 101 80 117 34
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1767 1800 1731 1800 1800 1800 1833 1872 1800 1872 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 29 1553 211 169 663 30 158 58 109 86 126 37
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 447 1400 187 221 1683 76 269 88 165 242 195 57
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.47 0.46 0.09 0.51 0.49 0.16 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 1714 2976 398 1648 3332 151 1714 560 1052 1714 1380 405
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 29 866 898 169 340 353 158 0 167 86 0 163
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1714 1678 1695 1648 1710 1773 1714 0 1611 1714 0 1785
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 50.4 50.4 6.2 13.2 13.2 9.2 0.0 10.5 4.9 0.0 9.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.9 50.4 50.4 6.2 13.2 13.2 9.2 0.0 10.5 4.9 0.0 9.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.23 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.65 1.00 0.23
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 447 790 798 221 864 896 269 0 252 242 0 252
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 1.10 1.13 0.76 0.39 0.39 0.59 0.00 0.66 0.36 0.00 0.65
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 527 790 798 237 864 896 431 0 405 351 0 365
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.3 28.3 28.5 27.3 16.4 16.4 42.0 0.0 43.1 41.6 0.0 43.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 61.4 72.4 11.3 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.0 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 36.7 39.6 5.5 6.2 6.4 4.4 0.0 4.7 2.3 0.0 4.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.3 89.8 101.0 38.6 16.5 16.5 42.7 0.0 44.2 41.9 0.0 44.7
LnGrp LOS B F F D B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1793 862 325 249
Approach Delay, s/veh 94.1 20.8 43.5 43.8
Approach LOS F C D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 59.0 19.9 14.0 55.0 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 49.0 25.0 11.0 49.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.9 15.2 12.5 8.2 52.4 11.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 8.4 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 65.6
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 966 233 111 571 0 0 0 0 322 697 414
Future Volume (vph) 0 966 233 111 571 0 0 0 0 322 697 414
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 13 12 13
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3164 1605 3353 1716 3307 1523
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3164 1605 3353 1716 3307 1523
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1039 251 119 614 0 0 0 0 346 749 445
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 163
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1268 0 119 614 0 0 0 0 346 749 282
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3 1 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 4% 5% 3% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Turn Type NA Prot NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 5 6 2 4
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.6 9.1 51.6 28.9 28.9 28.9
Effective Green, g (s) 38.5 10.0 52.5 29.5 29.5 29.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.11 0.58 0.33 0.33 0.33
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1353 178 1955 562 1083 499
v/s Ratio Prot c0.40 c0.07 0.18 c0.23
v/s Ratio Perm 0.20 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.94 0.67 0.31 0.62 0.69 0.56
Uniform Delay, d1 24.6 38.4 9.6 25.5 26.3 25.0
Progression Factor 1.00 0.94 0.44 0.86 0.87 0.79
Incremental Delay, d2 13.5 6.9 0.4 1.9 1.8 1.4
Delay (s) 38.1 43.2 4.6 23.7 24.7 21.0
Level of Service D D A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 38.1 10.9 0.0 23.4
Approach LOS D B A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 26.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.9% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 267 1212 0 0 443 83 25 490 149 0 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 267 1212 0 0 443 83 25 490 149 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 *0.80
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1621 3288 3264 1454 4105
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1621 3288 3264 1454 4105
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 287 1303 0 0 476 89 27 527 160 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 48 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 287 1303 0 0 549 0 24 642 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 4 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 1 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.1 59.9 30.9 20.6 20.6
Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 60.8 31.8 21.2 21.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.68 0.35 0.24 0.24
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 450 2221 1153 342 966
v/s Ratio Prot 0.18 c0.40 0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.64 0.59 0.48 0.07 0.66
Uniform Delay, d1 28.5 7.8 22.6 26.7 31.2
Progression Factor 0.87 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 0.8 1.4 0.1 1.7
Delay (s) 26.4 5.1 24.0 26.8 32.9
Level of Service C A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 24.0 32.7 0.0
Approach LOS A C C A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.9% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
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8: Barnes & Forest Lane

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.5
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 173 53 17 39 1
Future Vol, veh/h 1 173 53 17 39 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 75 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 234 72 23 53 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 95 0 - 0 319 83
          Stage 1 - - - - 83 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 236 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1499 - - - 674 976
          Stage 1 - - - - 940 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 803 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1499 - - - 674 976
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 694 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 940 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 802 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 10.6
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1499 - - - 699
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - - - 0.077
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 - - - 10.6
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.3
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9: Barnes & Pamela

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.6
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 212 1 6 68 25 2 1 13 59 1 1
Future Vol, veh/h 1 212 1 6 68 25 2 1 13 59 1 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 286 1 8 92 34 3 1 18 80 1 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 126 0 0 288 0 0 416 432 287 424 416 109
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 290 290 - 125 125 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 126 142 - 299 291 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1460 - - 1274 - - 547 516 752 540 527 945
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 718 672 - 879 792 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 878 779 - 710 672 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1460 - - 1274 - - 542 512 752 524 523 945
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 542 512 - 524 523 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 718 672 - 878 787 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 870 774 - 692 672 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.5 10.3 13.1
HCM LOS B B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 698 1460 - - 1274 - - 528
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.031 0.001 - - 0.006 - - 0.156
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.3 7.5 - - 7.8 - - 13.1
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.6
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 1 24 49 2 5 48 446 112 11 286 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 1 24 49 2 5 48 446 112 11 286 6
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1800 1800 1748 1800 1800 1800 1800 1872 1800 1782 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 1 26 53 2 5 52 480 120 12 308 6
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 297 8 203 273 63 157 779 1151 1017 578 1084 968
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.64 0.64 0.03 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1406 56 1457 1342 451 1127 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1 0 27 53 0 7 52 480 120 12 308 6
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1406 0 1513 1342 0 1578 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 1.1 2.4 0.0 0.3 0.7 8.8 2.0 0.2 5.5 0.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.0 1.1 3.5 0.0 0.3 0.7 8.8 2.0 0.2 5.5 0.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.71 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 297 0 210 273 0 219 779 1151 1017 578 1084 968
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.19 0.00 0.03 0.07 0.42 0.12 0.02 0.28 0.01
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 524 0 455 489 0 474 954 1151 1017 808 1084 968
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.2 0.0 25.5 26.9 0.0 25.1 4.1 6.0 4.7 4.8 6.2 5.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.3 4.6 0.9 0.1 2.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.2 0.0 25.7 27.3 0.0 25.2 4.1 7.1 5.0 4.8 6.9 5.2
LnGrp LOS C C C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 28 60 652 326
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.7 27.0 6.5 6.8
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.0 47.1 14.2 8.1 45.0 14.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 40.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 10.8 5.5 2.7 7.5 3.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.5 0.3 0.0 6.6 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.2
HCM 2010 LOS A

Notes
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 92 52 189 153 49 64 269 330 374 52 264 49
Future Volume (veh/h) 92 52 189 153 49 64 269 330 374 52 264 49
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1588 1588 1588 1588 1652 1685 1543 1605 1543 1543 1543 1620
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 100 57 205 166 53 70 292 359 407 57 287 53
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 424 334 282 458 161 213 537 655 535 334 732 133
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.12 0.25 0.24 0.17 0.41 0.41 0.06 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1513 1588 1340 1513 644 851 1469 1605 1310 1469 2475 451
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 100 57 205 166 0 123 292 359 407 57 168 172
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1513 1588 1340 1513 0 1495 1469 1605 1310 1469 1466 1460
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.6 2.1 10.2 5.8 0.0 4.8 8.9 12.2 19.0 1.9 6.5 6.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.6 2.1 10.2 5.8 0.0 4.8 8.9 12.2 19.0 1.9 6.5 6.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.57 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.31
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 424 334 282 458 0 374 537 655 535 334 434 432
V/C Ratio(X) 0.24 0.17 0.73 0.36 0.00 0.33 0.54 0.55 0.76 0.17 0.39 0.40
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 657 579 489 632 0 545 632 923 754 594 843 839
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.4 23.0 26.2 17.3 0.0 22.0 12.1 16.1 18.1 15.5 20.0 20.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.2 3.6 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.9 1.0 3.8 0.2 0.8 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.5 0.9 4.0 2.4 0.0 2.0 3.6 5.6 7.4 0.8 2.7 2.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.7 23.3 29.8 17.7 0.0 22.5 12.9 17.1 21.9 15.8 20.8 20.9
LnGrp LOS B C C B C B B C B C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 362 289 1058 397
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.0 19.8 17.8 20.1
Approach LOS C B B C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.4 33.1 9.0 21.8 15.4 25.1 11.8 19.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.9 21.0 5.6 6.8 10.9 8.7 7.8 12.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 7.1 0.2 1.6 0.5 8.5 0.4 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.9
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 2 72 1 2 9 152 1200 1 6 528 81
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 2 72 1 2 9 152 1200 1 6 528 81
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1765 1765 1800 1765 1765 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 23 2 77 1 2 10 162 1277 1 6 562 86
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 384 28 303 160 260 302 496 1119 950 131 1119 948
Arrive On Green 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 1278 139 1500 358 1284 1490 757 1714 1455 419 1714 1453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 0 77 3 0 10 162 1277 1 6 562 86
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1416 0 1500 1642 0 1490 757 1714 1455 419 1714 1453
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 7.8 36.0 0.0 0.0 9.3 1.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.3 17.1 36.0 0.0 36.0 9.3 1.2
Prop In Lane 0.92 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 412 0 303 419 0 302 496 1119 950 131 1119 948
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 0.00 0.25 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.33 1.14 0.00 0.05 0.50 0.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 791 0 707 845 0 703 496 1119 950 131 1119 948
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.8 0.0 18.5 17.6 0.0 17.7 9.4 9.6 3.3 27.6 5.0 3.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 74.7 0.0 0.7 1.6 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.9 39.7 0.0 0.1 4.9 0.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.9 0.0 18.9 17.6 0.0 17.7 11.1 84.3 3.3 28.2 6.6 3.7
LnGrp LOS B B B B B F A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 102 13 1440 654
Approach Delay, s/veh 18.7 17.7 76.0 6.4
Approach LOS B B E A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 15.2 40.0 15.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 * 4.2 4.9 * 4.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 * 26 35.1 * 26
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 38.0 2.3 38.0 4.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 52.4
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 120



4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 172 465 644 1310 598 93
Future Volume (veh/h) 172 465 644 1310 598 93
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1800
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 183 495 685 0 636 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 5 5 5 0
Cap, veh/h 459 1796 1796 797 947 417
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.00 0.29 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 731 3343 3343 1445 3265 1530
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 183 495 685 0 636 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 731 1629 1629 1445 1633 1530
Q Serve(g_s), s 9.6 4.1 6.0 0.0 8.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.6 4.1 6.0 0.0 8.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 459 1796 1796 797 947 417
V/C Ratio(X) 0.40 0.28 0.38 0.00 0.67 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 649 2644 2644 1173 2004 912
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.9 6.0 6.4 0.0 15.8 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.0 1.8 2.7 0.0 4.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 11.5 6.1 6.6 0.0 16.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS B A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 678 685 636
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.6 6.6 16.6
Approach LOS A A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 31.9 31.9 18.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 4.9 4.9
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 40.1 40.1 30.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.0 17.6 10.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.7 9.4 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.1
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 39 979 104 145 1456 18 430 111 128 40 50 36
Future Volume (veh/h) 39 979 104 145 1456 18 430 111 128 40 50 36
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1766 1800 1731 1800 1800 1800 1850 1872 1800 1872 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 41 1020 108 151 1517 19 348 255 133 42 52 38
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 97 1165 123 181 1490 19 450 299 156 186 107 78
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.38 0.37 0.11 0.43 0.42 0.26 0.26 0.24 0.11 0.11 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1714 3062 324 1648 3459 43 1714 1140 594 1714 986 721
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 41 559 569 151 749 787 348 0 388 42 0 90
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1714 1678 1708 1648 1710 1792 1714 0 1734 1714 0 1707
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.5 32.9 33.0 9.6 45.8 45.8 20.0 0.0 22.7 2.4 0.0 5.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 32.9 33.0 9.6 45.8 45.8 20.0 0.0 22.7 2.4 0.0 5.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.02 1.00 0.34 1.00 0.42
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 97 638 650 181 737 772 450 0 455 186 0 185
V/C Ratio(X) 0.42 0.88 0.88 0.84 1.02 1.02 0.77 0.00 0.85 0.23 0.00 0.49
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 258 716 729 248 737 772 514 0 520 353 0 351
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 48.5 30.6 30.8 46.4 30.3 30.3 36.3 0.0 37.6 43.3 0.0 45.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.1 10.0 9.9 12.2 37.6 37.2 5.3 0.0 10.6 0.2 0.0 0.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 17.0 17.3 5.0 29.2 30.5 10.1 0.0 12.2 1.1 0.0 2.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 49.6 40.7 40.7 58.7 67.9 67.5 41.6 0.0 48.2 43.6 0.0 45.7
LnGrp LOS D D D E F F D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1169 1687 736 132
Approach Delay, s/veh 41.0 66.9 45.1 45.0
Approach LOS D E D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 50.7 31.0 15.7 45.1 14.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 44.0 30.0 16.0 44.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.5 47.8 24.7 11.6 35.0 7.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.1 4.1 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 53.7
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 722 122 225 1490 0 0 0 0 224 580 400
Future Volume (vph) 0 722 122 225 1490 0 0 0 0 224 580 400
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 13 12 13
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3192 1605 3353 1716 3307 1524
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3192 1605 3353 1716 3307 1524
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 737 124 230 1520 0 0 0 0 229 592 408
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 847 0 230 1520 0 0 0 0 229 592 355
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3 1 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 4% 5% 3% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Turn Type NA Prot NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 5 6 2 4
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.7 20.1 62.7 27.8 27.8 27.8
Effective Green, g (s) 38.6 21.0 63.6 28.4 28.4 28.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.21 0.64 0.28 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1232 337 2132 487 939 432
v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 0.14 c0.45 0.18
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 c0.23
v/c Ratio 0.69 0.68 0.71 0.47 0.63 0.82
Uniform Delay, d1 25.7 36.4 12.1 29.6 31.2 33.4
Progression Factor 1.00 0.82 0.43 0.89 0.90 0.89
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 1.8 0.8 0.7 1.3 11.6
Delay (s) 28.8 31.6 6.1 27.0 29.5 41.3
Level of Service C C A C C D
Approach Delay (s) 28.8 9.5 0.0 32.9
Approach LOS C A A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 331 956 0 0 1086 222 422 933 176 0 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 331 956 0 0 1086 222 422 933 176 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 *0.80
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1621 3288 3257 1454 4156
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1621 3288 3257 1454 4156
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 341 986 0 0 1120 229 435 962 181 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 21 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 986 0 0 1332 0 387 1170 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 4 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 1 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 63.1 38.1 27.4 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 64.0 39.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.64 0.39 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 340 2104 1270 407 1163
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.30 c0.41
v/s Ratio Perm 0.27 0.28
v/c Ratio 1.00 0.47 1.05 0.95 1.01
Uniform Delay, d1 39.5 9.3 30.5 35.3 36.0
Progression Factor 1.16 1.04 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 47.1 0.7 39.1 32.1 27.9
Delay (s) 92.9 10.3 69.6 67.4 63.9
Level of Service F B E E E
Approach Delay (s) 31.5 69.6 64.8 0.0
Approach LOS C E E A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.02
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
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8: Barnes & Forest Lane

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 95 155 47 24 1
Future Vol, veh/h 1 95 155 47 24 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 75 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 103 168 51 26 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 220 0 - 0 299 194
          Stage 1 - - - - 194 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 105 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1349 - - - 692 847
          Stage 1 - - - - 839 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1349 - - - 691 847
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 713 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 839 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 918 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 10.2
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1349 - - - 718
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - - - 0.038
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 - - - 10.2
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.1
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9: Barnes & Pamela

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.6
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 116 3 7 199 70 3 1 17 36 1 1
Future Vol, veh/h 1 116 3 7 199 70 3 1 17 36 1 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 122 3 7 209 74 3 1 18 38 1 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 283 0 0 125 0 0 388 424 124 396 388 246
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 126 126 - 261 261 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 262 298 - 135 127 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1279 - - 1462 - - 571 522 927 564 547 793
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 878 792 - 744 692 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 743 667 - 868 791 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1279 - - 1462 - - 567 519 927 550 544 793
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 567 519 - 550 544 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 877 791 - 743 689 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 737 664 - 849 790 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0.2 9.5 12
HCM LOS A B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 822 1279 - - 1462 - - 554
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 0.001 - - 0.005 - - 0.072
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.5 7.8 - - 7.5 - - 12
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.2
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 26 57 182 14 21 13 178 144 31 388 3
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 26 57 182 14 21 13 178 144 31 388 3
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1800 1800 1748 1800 1800 1800 1800 1872 1800 1782 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 7 36 78 249 19 29 18 244 197 42 532 4
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 415 130 283 345 166 253 454 944 834 611 966 863
Arrive On Green 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.03 0.52 0.52 0.05 0.54 0.54
Sat Flow, veh/h 1367 504 1091 1252 640 977 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 7 0 114 249 0 48 18 244 197 42 532 4
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1367 0 1595 1252 0 1616 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 4.5 15.5 0.0 1.8 0.4 5.8 5.2 0.8 15.2 0.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.1 0.0 4.5 19.9 0.0 1.8 0.4 5.8 5.2 0.8 15.2 0.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.68 1.00 0.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 415 0 413 345 0 419 454 944 834 611 966 863
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.28 0.72 0.00 0.11 0.04 0.26 0.24 0.07 0.55 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 415 0 413 345 0 419 638 944 834 765 966 863
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 22.9 0.0 23.1 31.0 0.0 22.1 9.0 10.2 10.1 7.5 11.7 8.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.4 7.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.0 2.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 2.0 6.0 0.0 0.8 0.2 3.0 2.5 0.4 8.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.9 0.0 23.5 38.2 0.0 22.2 9.0 10.9 10.7 7.5 13.9 8.2
LnGrp LOS C C D C A B B A B A
Approach Vol, veh/h 121 297 459 578
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.4 35.6 10.7 13.4
Approach LOS C D B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 45.0 25.0 6.6 46.4 25.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 40.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.8 7.8 21.9 2.4 17.2 6.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 1.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.9
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 57 69 410 256 32 40 101 131 93 34 573 44
Future Volume (veh/h) 57 69 410 256 32 40 101 131 93 34 573 44
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1588 1588 1588 1588 1652 1685 1543 1605 1543 1543 1543 1620
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 62 75 446 278 35 43 110 142 101 37 623 48
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 508 471 399 518 268 330 267 547 446 421 845 65
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.30 0.30 0.15 0.40 0.39 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.04 0.31 0.31
Sat Flow, veh/h 1513 1588 1343 1513 674 828 1469 1605 1310 1469 2757 212
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 62 75 446 278 0 78 110 142 101 37 331 340
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1513 1588 1343 1513 0 1502 1469 1605 1310 1469 1466 1504
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.4 3.1 26.0 10.4 0.0 2.9 4.2 5.6 4.8 1.5 17.7 17.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.4 3.1 26.0 10.4 0.0 2.9 4.2 5.6 4.8 1.5 17.7 17.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.14
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 508 471 399 518 0 598 267 547 446 421 449 461
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.16 1.12 0.54 0.00 0.13 0.41 0.26 0.23 0.09 0.74 0.74
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 717 471 399 573 0 598 435 751 613 639 686 704
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.5 22.7 30.8 15.2 0.0 16.8 19.3 20.9 20.6 19.0 27.2 27.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.2 81.5 0.9 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.4 0.4 0.1 3.4 3.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.0 1.4 18.6 4.4 0.0 1.2 1.8 2.5 1.8 0.6 7.6 7.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.6 22.9 112.3 16.1 0.0 16.9 20.3 21.2 21.0 19.1 30.6 30.5
LnGrp LOS B C F B B C C C B C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 583 356 353 708
Approach Delay, s/veh 90.9 16.3 20.9 30.0
Approach LOS F B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.0 33.9 7.9 38.9 10.0 30.8 16.8 30.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.5 7.6 4.4 4.9 6.2 19.8 12.4 28.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.5 0.1 2.9 0.2 5.7 0.4 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 43.7
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 36 1 144 1 2 5 38 412 1 4 1138 81
Future Volume (veh/h) 36 1 144 1 2 5 38 412 1 4 1138 81
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1765 1765 1800 1765 1765 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 40 1 160 1 2 6 42 458 1 4 1264 90
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 347 7 234 140 206 232 138 1184 1005 659 1184 1003
Arrive On Green 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69
Sat Flow, veh/h 1349 45 1500 309 1318 1486 389 1714 1455 902 1714 1453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 41 0 160 3 0 6 42 458 1 4 1264 90
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1394 0 1500 1627 0 1486 389 1714 1455 902 1714 1453
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.1 36.0 1.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 0.0 5.3 0.1 0.0 0.2 36.0 5.9 0.0 6.0 36.0 1.1
Prop In Lane 0.98 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 354 0 234 346 0 232 138 1184 1005 659 1184 1003
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.00 0.68 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.30 0.39 0.00 0.01 1.07 0.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 832 0 748 872 0 741 138 1184 1005 659 1184 1003
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.1 0.0 20.8 18.6 0.0 18.6 26.1 3.4 2.5 4.7 8.1 2.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 1.0 0.0 0.0 46.2 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.8 3.0 0.0 0.0 31.7 0.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.3 0.0 24.3 18.6 0.0 18.7 31.7 4.4 2.5 4.7 54.3 2.8
LnGrp LOS B C B B C A A A F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 201 9 501 1358
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.3 18.7 6.6 50.8
Approach LOS C B A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 12.1 40.0 12.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 * 4.2 4.9 * 4.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 * 26 35.1 * 26
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 38.0 2.2 38.0 7.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 37.3
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 90 530 337 348 1483 73
Future Volume (veh/h) 90 530 337 348 1483 73
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1800
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 100 589 374 0 1648 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 5 5 5 0
Cap, veh/h 397 1144 1144 508 1620 733
Arrive On Green 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 0.50 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 974 3343 3343 1445 3265 1530
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 100 589 374 0 1648 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 974 1629 1629 1445 1633 1530
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.4 7.5 4.4 0.0 26.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.8 7.5 4.4 0.0 26.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 397 1144 1144 508 1620 733
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.52 0.33 0.00 1.02 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 724 2238 2238 993 1620 733
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.7 13.5 12.5 0.0 13.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 26.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 3.4 2.0 0.0 17.5 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 16.1 13.9 12.7 0.0 39.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B F
Approach Vol, veh/h 689 374 1648
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.2 12.7 39.9
Approach LOS B B D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.4 22.4 30.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 4.9 4.9
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 35.1 25.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.4 10.8 28.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.0 6.7 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 29.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 32 1506 214 157 621 28 170 24 101 80 117 34
Future Volume (veh/h) 32 1506 214 157 621 28 170 24 101 80 117 34
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1767 1800 1731 1800 1800 1800 1833 1872 1800 1872 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 1619 230 169 668 30 159 60 109 86 126 37
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 444 1391 194 221 1682 76 270 90 164 242 195 57
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.47 0.46 0.09 0.50 0.49 0.16 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 1714 2959 412 1648 3334 150 1714 573 1041 1714 1380 405
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 905 944 169 342 356 159 0 169 86 0 163
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1714 1679 1693 1648 1710 1773 1714 0 1614 1714 0 1785
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 50.4 50.4 6.2 13.3 13.3 9.2 0.0 10.6 4.9 0.0 9.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 50.4 50.4 6.2 13.3 13.3 9.2 0.0 10.6 4.9 0.0 9.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.24 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.64 1.00 0.23
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 444 789 796 221 863 895 270 0 254 242 0 252
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 1.15 1.19 0.77 0.40 0.40 0.59 0.00 0.66 0.36 0.00 0.65
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 524 789 796 236 863 895 430 0 405 350 0 365
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.4 28.4 28.6 27.3 16.5 16.5 41.9 0.0 43.1 41.6 0.0 43.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 80.5 96.5 11.4 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.0 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 40.9 44.8 5.5 6.3 6.6 4.4 0.0 4.8 2.3 0.0 4.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.4 108.9 125.1 38.7 16.6 16.6 42.7 0.0 44.2 42.0 0.0 44.8
LnGrp LOS B F F D B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1883 867 328 249
Approach Delay, s/veh 115.3 20.9 43.5 43.8
Approach LOS F C D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 59.0 20.0 14.0 55.0 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 49.0 25.0 11.0 49.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.1 15.3 12.6 8.2 52.4 11.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 9.1 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 78.3
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 1004 247 111 574 0 0 0 0 322 697 415
Future Volume (vph) 0 1004 247 111 574 0 0 0 0 322 697 415
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 13 12 13
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3162 1605 3353 1716 3307 1523
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3162 1605 3353 1716 3307 1523
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1080 266 119 617 0 0 0 0 346 749 446
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 162
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1324 0 119 617 0 0 0 0 346 749 284
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3 1 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 4% 5% 3% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Turn Type NA Prot NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 5 6 2 4
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.6 9.1 51.6 28.9 28.9 28.9
Effective Green, g (s) 38.5 10.0 52.5 29.5 29.5 29.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.11 0.58 0.33 0.33 0.33
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1352 178 1955 562 1083 499
v/s Ratio Prot c0.42 c0.07 0.18 c0.23
v/s Ratio Perm 0.20 0.19
v/c Ratio 0.98 0.67 0.32 0.62 0.69 0.57
Uniform Delay, d1 25.4 38.4 9.6 25.5 26.3 25.0
Progression Factor 1.00 0.95 0.44 0.84 0.86 0.78
Incremental Delay, d2 20.0 6.9 0.4 1.9 1.8 1.4
Delay (s) 45.3 43.2 4.6 23.4 24.4 20.9
Level of Service D D A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 45.3 10.9 0.0 23.2
Approach LOS D B A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 276 1250 0 0 556 83 26 490 149 0 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 276 1250 0 0 556 83 26 490 149 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 *0.80
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1621 3288 3280 1454 4105
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1621 3288 3280 1454 4105
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Adj. Flow (vph) 297 1344 0 0 598 89 28 527 160 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 44 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 297 1344 0 0 675 0 25 646 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 4 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 1 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.1 59.8 30.8 20.7 20.7
Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 60.7 31.7 21.3 21.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.67 0.35 0.24 0.24
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 450 2217 1155 344 971
v/s Ratio Prot 0.18 c0.41 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.16
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.61 0.58 0.07 0.67
Uniform Delay, d1 28.7 8.1 23.8 26.7 31.1
Progression Factor 0.76 0.39 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 2.2 0.1 1.7
Delay (s) 22.1 3.2 25.9 26.8 32.9
Level of Service C A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 6.7 25.9 32.6 0.0
Approach LOS A C C A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
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8: Barnes & Forest Lane

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.3
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 173 54 20 99 2
Future Vol, veh/h 1 173 54 20 99 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 75 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 234 73 27 134 3
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 100 0 - 0 322 86
          Stage 1 - - - - 86 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 236 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1493 - - - 672 973
          Stage 1 - - - - 937 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 803 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1493 - - - 672 973
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 693 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 937 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 802 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11.4
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1493 - - - 697
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - - - 0.196
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 - - - 11.4
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.7
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9: Barnes & Pamela

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.7
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 271 1 6 71 31 2 1 13 149 1 2
Future Vol, veh/h 1 271 1 6 71 31 2 1 13 149 1 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 366 1 8 96 42 3 1 18 201 1 3
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 138 0 0 368 0 0 505 524 367 512 503 117
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 370 370 - 133 133 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 135 154 - 379 370 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1446 - - 1191 - - 478 458 678 472 471 935
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 650 620 - 870 786 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 868 770 - 643 620 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1446 - - 1191 - - 473 455 678 456 468 935
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 473 455 - 456 468 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 650 620 - 869 781 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 858 765 - 625 620 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.4 11 19
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 625 1446 - - 1191 - - 459
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 0.001 - - 0.007 - - 0.448
HCM Control Delay (s) 11 7.5 - - 8 - - 19
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 2.3
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 1 24 52 2 5 48 450 114 11 292 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 1 24 52 2 5 48 450 114 11 292 6
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1800 1800 1748 1800 1800 1800 1800 1872 1800 1782 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 1 26 56 2 5 52 484 123 12 314 6
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 299 8 205 274 63 158 772 1149 1016 573 1082 966
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.64 0.64 0.03 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1406 56 1457 1342 451 1127 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1 0 27 56 0 7 52 484 123 12 314 6
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1406 0 1513 1342 0 1578 1714 1800 1591 1714 1782 1591
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 1.1 2.6 0.0 0.3 0.7 9.0 2.0 0.2 5.7 0.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.0 1.1 3.6 0.0 0.3 0.7 9.0 2.0 0.2 5.7 0.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.71 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 299 0 212 274 0 222 772 1149 1016 573 1082 966
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.20 0.00 0.03 0.07 0.42 0.12 0.02 0.29 0.01
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 523 0 454 488 0 473 947 1149 1016 802 1082 966
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.1 0.0 25.4 26.9 0.0 25.1 4.1 6.0 4.8 4.9 6.3 5.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 4.8 1.0 0.1 2.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.1 0.0 25.7 27.3 0.0 25.1 4.1 7.2 5.0 4.9 7.0 5.2
LnGrp LOS C C C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 28 63 659 332
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.7 27.1 6.5 6.9
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.0 47.1 14.3 8.1 45.0 14.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 40.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 11.0 5.6 2.7 7.7 3.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.6 0.3 0.0 6.8 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.3
HCM 2010 LOS A

Notes
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 97 63 229 153 68 64 339 330 374 52 264 58
Future Volume (veh/h) 97 63 229 153 68 64 339 330 374 52 264 58
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1588 1588 1588 1588 1652 1685 1543 1605 1543 1543 1543 1620
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 105 68 249 166 74 70 368 359 407 57 287 63
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 423 373 315 452 210 198 537 658 537 322 619 134
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.23 0.23 0.11 0.27 0.26 0.21 0.41 0.41 0.06 0.26 0.26
Sat Flow, veh/h 1513 1588 1341 1513 779 737 1469 1605 1310 1469 2395 518
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 105 68 249 166 0 144 368 359 407 57 174 176
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1513 1588 1341 1513 0 1517 1469 1605 1310 1469 1466 1447
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.0 2.7 13.7 6.2 0.0 6.0 13.3 13.3 20.8 2.2 7.8 8.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.0 2.7 13.7 6.2 0.0 6.0 13.3 13.3 20.8 2.2 7.8 8.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.49 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.36
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 423 373 315 452 0 408 537 658 537 322 379 374
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.18 0.79 0.37 0.00 0.35 0.68 0.55 0.76 0.18 0.46 0.47
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 624 527 445 601 0 504 548 840 686 556 767 758
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.0 24.0 28.2 18.0 0.0 23.2 14.6 17.6 19.8 19.1 24.4 24.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.2 6.3 0.5 0.0 0.5 3.4 1.0 4.4 0.3 1.2 1.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.7 1.2 5.6 2.6 0.0 2.6 5.7 6.1 8.1 0.9 3.3 3.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.3 24.2 34.4 18.5 0.0 23.7 18.0 18.6 24.2 19.4 25.7 25.8
LnGrp LOS C C C B C B B C B C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 422 310 1134 407
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.2 20.9 20.4 24.8
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.6 36.1 9.6 25.1 19.4 24.2 12.3 22.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5 16.0 40.1 16.0 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.2 22.8 6.0 8.0 15.3 10.0 8.2 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 6.9 0.2 1.9 0.1 8.5 0.3 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.9
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 2 72 1 2 9 152 1271 1 6 569 81
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 2 72 1 2 9 152 1271 1 6 569 81
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1765 1765 1800 1765 1765 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 23 2 77 1 2 10 162 1352 1 6 605 86
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5
Cap, veh/h 384 28 303 160 260 302 468 1119 950 131 1119 948
Arrive On Green 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 1278 139 1500 358 1284 1490 727 1714 1455 390 1714 1453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 0 77 3 0 10 162 1352 1 6 605 86
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1416 0 1500 1642 0 1490 727 1714 1455 390 1714 1453
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 8.5 36.0 0.0 0.0 10.4 1.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.3 18.9 36.0 0.0 36.0 10.4 1.2
Prop In Lane 0.92 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 412 0 303 419 0 302 468 1119 950 131 1119 948
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 0.00 0.25 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.35 1.21 0.00 0.05 0.54 0.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 791 0 707 845 0 703 468 1119 950 131 1119 948
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.8 0.0 18.5 17.6 0.0 17.7 10.2 9.6 3.3 27.6 5.1 3.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 102.3 0.0 0.7 1.9 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.9 48.3 0.0 0.1 5.5 0.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.9 0.0 18.9 17.6 0.0 17.7 12.3 111.9 3.3 28.2 7.0 3.7
LnGrp LOS B B B B B F A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 102 13 1515 697
Approach Delay, s/veh 18.7 17.7 101.2 6.8
Approach LOS B B F A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 15.2 40.0 15.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 * 4.2 4.9 * 4.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.1 * 26 35.1 * 26
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 38.0 2.3 38.0 4.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 68.8
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 178 465 644 1375 635 97
Future Volume (veh/h) 178 465 644 1375 635 97
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1714 1714 1714 1714 1714 1800
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 189 495 685 0 676 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 5 5 5 0
Cap, veh/h 450 1787 1787 793 979 432
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.00 0.30 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 731 3343 3343 1445 3265 1530
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 189 495 685 0 676 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 731 1629 1629 1445 1633 1530
Q Serve(g_s), s 10.5 4.3 6.3 0.0 9.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.8 4.3 6.3 0.0 9.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 450 1787 1787 793 979 432
V/C Ratio(X) 0.42 0.28 0.38 0.00 0.69 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 617 2533 2533 1124 1920 874
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 11.6 6.3 6.8 0.0 16.3 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.2 1.9 2.8 0.0 4.4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 12.4 6.4 7.0 0.0 17.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS B A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 684 685 676
Approach Delay, s/veh 8.1 7.0 17.2
Approach LOS A A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.9 32.9 19.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.9 4.9 4.9
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 40.1 40.1 30.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.3 18.8 11.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.8 9.2 3.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 1003 111 145 1498 18 442 111 128 40 50 39
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 1003 111 145 1498 18 442 111 128 40 50 39
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1766 1800 1731 1800 1800 1800 1851 1872 1800 1872 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 43 1045 116 151 1560 19 354 264 133 42 52 41
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 95 1154 128 180 1487 18 455 306 154 188 104 82
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.38 0.37 0.11 0.43 0.42 0.27 0.27 0.25 0.11 0.11 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1714 3046 338 1648 3460 42 1714 1155 582 1714 951 750
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 43 575 586 151 770 809 354 0 397 42 0 93
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1714 1678 1706 1648 1710 1792 1714 0 1737 1714 0 1701
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.6 35.0 35.1 9.7 46.5 46.5 20.7 0.0 23.6 2.4 0.0 5.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.6 35.0 35.1 9.7 46.5 46.5 20.7 0.0 23.6 2.4 0.0 5.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.02 1.00 0.34 1.00 0.44
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 95 636 646 180 735 770 455 0 461 188 0 186
V/C Ratio(X) 0.45 0.91 0.91 0.84 1.05 1.05 0.78 0.00 0.86 0.22 0.00 0.50
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 254 705 716 244 735 770 506 0 513 347 0 345
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 49.4 31.7 31.9 47.2 30.8 30.8 36.8 0.0 38.1 43.9 0.0 45.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 13.6 13.5 13.1 46.4 46.2 5.9 0.0 11.9 0.2 0.0 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 18.5 18.9 5.1 31.3 32.8 10.5 0.0 12.8 1.2 0.0 2.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 50.7 45.3 45.4 60.3 77.3 77.0 42.6 0.0 50.0 44.1 0.0 46.5
LnGrp LOS D D D E F F D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1204 1730 751 135
Approach Delay, s/veh 45.6 75.7 46.6 45.8
Approach LOS D E D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 51.4 31.8 15.8 45.5 15.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 44.0 30.0 16.0 44.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.6 48.5 25.6 11.7 37.1 7.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.1 2.4 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 59.4
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 736 127 225 1524 0 0 0 0 224 580 406
Future Volume (vph) 0 736 127 225 1524 0 0 0 0 224 580 406
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 12 12 12 13 12 13
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3190 1605 3353 1716 3307 1524
Flt Permitted 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3190 1605 3353 1716 3307 1524
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 751 130 230 1555 0 0 0 0 229 592 414
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 867 0 230 1555 0 0 0 0 229 592 361
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3 1 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 4% 5% 3% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Turn Type NA Prot NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 5 6 2 4
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.6 20.1 62.6 27.9 27.9 27.9
Effective Green, g (s) 38.5 21.0 63.5 28.5 28.5 28.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.21 0.64 0.28 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1228 337 2129 489 942 434
v/s Ratio Prot 0.27 0.14 c0.46 0.18
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 c0.24
v/c Ratio 0.71 0.68 0.73 0.47 0.63 0.83
Uniform Delay, d1 26.0 36.4 12.4 29.5 31.1 33.5
Progression Factor 1.00 0.81 0.44 0.88 0.90 0.88
Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 1.7 0.8 0.7 1.3 12.4
Delay (s) 29.4 31.4 6.3 26.8 29.2 42.0
Level of Service C C A C C D
Approach Delay (s) 29.4 9.6 0.0 33.0
Approach LOS C A A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 335 971 0 0 1111 222 431 933 176 0 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 335 971 0 0 1111 222 431 933 176 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 *0.80
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1621 3288 3259 1454 4156
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1621 3288 3259 1454 4156
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 345 1001 0 0 1145 229 444 962 181 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 21 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 345 1001 0 0 1358 0 391 1175 0 0 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 4 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 1 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 63.1 38.1 27.4 27.4
Effective Green, g (s) 21.0 64.0 39.0 28.0 28.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.64 0.39 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 340 2104 1271 407 1163
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.30 c0.42
v/s Ratio Perm 0.27 0.28
v/c Ratio 1.01 0.48 1.07 0.96 1.01
Uniform Delay, d1 39.5 9.3 30.5 35.5 36.0
Progression Factor 1.15 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 50.0 0.7 45.6 34.4 29.0
Delay (s) 95.5 10.2 76.1 69.8 65.0
Level of Service F B E E E
Approach Delay (s) 32.1 76.1 66.2 0.0
Approach LOS C E E A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 58.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.04
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
Description: Count Date 7/20/09

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 142



8: Barnes & Forest Lane

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.3
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 96 155 86 46 1
Future Vol, veh/h 1 96 155 86 46 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 75 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 104 168 93 50 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 262 0 - 0 322 215
          Stage 1 - - - - 215 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 107 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1302 - - - 672 825
          Stage 1 - - - - 821 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 917 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1302 - - - 671 825
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 697 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 821 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 916 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 10.6
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1302 - - - 699
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - - - 0.073
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.8 - - - 10.6
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.2
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9: Barnes & Pamela

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.1
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 138 3 7 238 130 3 1 17 70 1 1
Future Vol, veh/h 1 138 3 7 238 130 3 1 17 70 1 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 75 - - 75 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 1 145 3 7 251 137 3 1 18 74 1 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 387 0 0 148 0 0 484 551 147 492 485 319
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 149 149 - 334 334 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 335 402 - 158 151 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1171 - - 1434 - - 493 442 900 487 482 722
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 854 774 - 680 643 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 679 600 - 844 772 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1171 - - 1434 - - 489 439 900 474 479 722
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 489 439 - 474 479 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 853 773 - 679 640 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 674 597 - 825 771 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0.1 9.8 14
HCM LOS A B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 769 1171 - - 1434 - - 476
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.029 0.001 - - 0.005 - - 0.159
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.8 8.1 - - 7.5 - - 14
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.6
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 7 111 234 46 18 192 175 41 497 4
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.22 0.75 0.10 0.04 0.20 0.19 0.06 0.50 0.00
Control Delay 21.6 10.3 42.7 12.9 8.2 13.8 3.1 8.0 16.1 0.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 21.6 10.3 42.7 12.9 8.2 13.8 3.1 8.0 16.1 0.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 13 113 7 3 51 0 7 111 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 34 151 24 11 90 17 19 235 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 639 1510 2454
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 100 110 110 80 125
Base Capacity (vph) 360 521 327 497 548 946 914 742 992 948
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.21 0.72 0.09 0.03 0.20 0.19 0.06 0.50 0.00

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 12 217 201 19 55 152 53 7 661
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.03 0.46 0.38 0.03 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.02 0.68
Control Delay 16.3 29.2 7.8 20.7 19.5 16.8 19.7 1.6 15.8 29.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.3 29.2 7.8 20.7 19.5 16.8 19.7 1.6 15.8 29.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 9 5 0 83 5 13 38 0 2 137
Queue Length 95th (ft) 33 22 58 150 23 46 131 8 11 291
Internal Link Dist (ft) 645 932 1282 1510
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115 125 125 125 150
Base Capacity (vph) 634 623 654 541 658 417 951 802 545 1666
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.05 0.02 0.33 0.37 0.03 0.13 0.16 0.07 0.01 0.40

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date: 6/23/2009
Northwest TSA
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 13 102 5 29 18 367 2 22 949 73
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.30 0.02 0.10 0.07 0.29 0.00 0.03 0.75 0.07
Control Delay 17.7 8.2 17.0 7.9 5.4 5.0 0.0 4.5 13.6 2.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 17.7 8.2 17.0 7.9 5.4 5.0 0.0 4.5 13.6 2.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 3 1 0 1 33 0 2 151 2
Queue Length 95th (ft) 14 32 8 15 12 118 0 12 #584 19
Internal Link Dist (ft) 592 788 1204 76
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 75 125 100 125 100
Base Capacity (vph) 665 727 676 683 265 1273 1061 686 1273 1064
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.29 0.00 0.03 0.75 0.07

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/3/09
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL
Lane Group Flow (vph) 86 574 366 261 1276
v/c Ratio 0.30 0.54 0.34 0.40 0.80
Control Delay 15.2 15.7 13.3 3.8 17.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 15.2 15.7 13.3 3.8 17.5
Queue Length 50th (ft) 19 72 42 0 139
Queue Length 95th (ft) 45 107 67 35 #360
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1085 1073 1042
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 255
Base Capacity (vph) 596 2202 2278 1078 1602
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.14 0.26 0.16 0.24 0.80

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/12/15
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 19 1500 165 605 142 146 84 154
v/c Ratio 0.04 0.99 0.74 0.32 0.56 0.45 0.33 0.55
Control Delay 12.9 51.2 44.5 16.3 52.7 21.9 46.2 48.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 12.9 51.2 44.5 16.3 52.7 21.9 46.2 48.9
Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 500 62 94 96 33 53 94
Queue Length 95th (ft) 19 #868 #206 217 177 103 107 171
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1154 1366 1768 464
Turn Bay Length (ft) 175 175 150 100
Base Capacity (vph) 526 1519 227 1896 399 451 353 390
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.99 0.73 0.32 0.36 0.32 0.24 0.39

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1114 116 540 331 724 423
v/c Ratio 0.80 0.65 0.27 0.60 0.68 0.61
Control Delay 28.4 54.2 4.2 25.6 25.6 10.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 28.4 54.2 4.5 25.6 25.6 10.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 280 70 25 157 187 89
Queue Length 95th (ft) #438 #143 37 230 233 187
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1572 250 508
Turn Bay Length (ft) 400
Base Capacity (vph) 1390 178 1970 648 1249 757
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 810 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.80 0.65 0.47 0.51 0.58 0.56

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Existing - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 253 1171 510 5 668
v/c Ratio 0.56 0.52 0.42 0.02 0.64
Control Delay 29.7 5.3 22.6 24.0 29.8
Queue Delay 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 30.5 6.0 22.6 24.0 29.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 146 99 104 2 118
Queue Length 95th (ft) m194 128 167 11 145
Internal Link Dist (ft) 250 280 1251
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115
Base Capacity (vph) 450 2265 1211 436 1383
Starvation Cap Reductn 49 677 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.63 0.74 0.42 0.01 0.48

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
Northwest TSA
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 26 41 7 51 447 110 12 270 6
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.07 0.15 0.02 0.06 0.33 0.09 0.02 0.22 0.01
Control Delay 22.0 9.8 24.6 15.4 6.9 10.0 3.1 7.6 12.2 0.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 22.0 9.8 24.6 15.4 6.9 10.0 3.1 7.6 12.2 0.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 0 0 16 1 5 54 0 1 54 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 18 41 10 28 276 28 10 163 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 639 1510 2454
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 100 110 110 80 125
Base Capacity (vph) 405 498 385 511 848 1357 1218 773 1230 1154
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.00 0.05 0.11 0.01 0.06 0.33 0.09 0.02 0.22 0.01

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 90 30 137 98 29 161 383 325 14 333
v/c Ratio 0.20 0.08 0.33 0.23 0.07 0.33 0.51 0.44 0.04 0.39
Control Delay 17.3 26.8 7.6 17.6 17.5 15.7 23.4 8.2 14.8 25.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 17.3 26.8 7.6 17.6 17.5 15.7 23.4 8.2 14.8 25.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 21 10 0 24 4 30 88 14 2 52
Queue Length 95th (ft) 69 39 46 75 29 111 338 119 17 141
Internal Link Dist (ft) 645 932 1282 1510
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115 125 125 125 150
Base Capacity (vph) 557 648 623 519 620 552 956 869 577 1714
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.16 0.05 0.22 0.19 0.05 0.29 0.40 0.37 0.02 0.19

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date: 6/23/2009
Northwest TSA
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 7 44 12 47 97 1068 4 33 448 49
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.11 0.03 0.12 0.15 0.81 0.00 0.17 0.34 0.04
Control Delay 16.4 6.8 16.6 6.7 5.8 18.3 0.5 8.6 5.9 2.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.4 6.8 16.6 6.7 5.8 18.3 0.5 8.6 5.9 2.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 0 3 0 12 300 0 4 64 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 19 14 20 38 #690 1 22 151 11
Internal Link Dist (ft) 592 788 1204 76
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 75 125 100 125 100
Base Capacity (vph) 729 701 700 693 637 1314 1095 191 1314 1099
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.07 0.15 0.81 0.00 0.17 0.34 0.04

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/3/09
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL
Lane Group Flow (vph) 150 483 668 1072 555
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.29 0.39 0.85 0.57
Control Delay 14.5 7.5 8.1 9.4 18.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 14.5 7.5 8.1 9.4 18.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 23 34 51 0 61
Queue Length 95th (ft) 82 76 108 #177 144
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1085 1073 1042
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 255
Base Capacity (vph) 485 2560 2648 1359 2015
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.31 0.19 0.25 0.79 0.28

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/12/15
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 978 147 1311 318 312 41 77
v/c Ratio 0.20 0.73 0.52 0.85 0.82 0.75 0.19 0.31
Control Delay 18.7 34.1 21.8 35.6 58.7 49.4 46.7 40.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.7 34.1 21.8 35.6 58.7 49.4 46.7 40.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 284 47 412 203 180 26 38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 33 497 109 #720 #426 #360 64 91
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1154 1366 1768 464
Turn Bay Length (ft) 175 175 150 100
Base Capacity (vph) 327 1431 344 1544 494 519 367 402
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.10 0.68 0.43 0.85 0.64 0.60 0.11 0.19

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 761 223 1331 220 573 369
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.66 0.62 0.47 0.63 0.78
Control Delay 26.2 36.6 5.2 30.3 32.2 35.8
Queue Delay 0.1 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 26.3 36.6 7.2 30.3 32.2 35.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 196 150 141 117 169 177
Queue Length 95th (ft) 267 m175 m159 185 223 284
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1572 250 508
Turn Bay Length (ft) 400
Base Capacity (vph) 1275 337 2161 514 992 509
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 635 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 47 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.62 0.66 0.87 0.43 0.58 0.72

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Existing - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 318 925 1208 336 1145
v/c Ratio 0.94 0.44 0.94 0.83 0.90
Control Delay 80.4 11.1 43.6 52.2 44.4
Queue Delay 0.0 1.4 0.9 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 80.4 12.5 44.5 52.2 44.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 216 164 375 232 265
Queue Length 95th (ft) #378 177 #523 #405 #353
Internal Link Dist (ft) 250 280 1251
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115
Base Capacity (vph) 340 2104 1286 407 1274
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 918 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 15 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.94 0.78 0.95 0.83 0.90

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 7 114 248 48 18 232 192 42 530 4
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.22 0.78 0.10 0.04 0.25 0.21 0.06 0.54 0.00
Control Delay 21.6 10.3 44.7 12.6 8.2 14.2 3.1 8.0 16.9 0.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 21.6 10.3 44.7 12.6 8.2 14.2 3.1 8.0 16.9 0.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 14 122 7 3 63 0 7 121 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 35 161 24 11 107 17 19 254 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 639 1510 2454
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 100 110 110 80 125
Base Capacity (vph) 358 521 326 495 518 933 912 700 981 938
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.22 0.76 0.10 0.03 0.25 0.21 0.06 0.54 0.00

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 51 330 278 79 103 142 101 37 670
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.15 0.61 0.52 0.13 0.34 0.23 0.18 0.08 0.72
Control Delay 18.6 32.3 9.0 23.2 14.7 17.9 22.9 5.9 15.3 33.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.6 32.3 9.0 23.2 14.7 17.9 22.9 5.9 15.3 33.5
Queue Length 50th (ft) 14 22 0 96 13 24 46 0 8 145
Queue Length 95th (ft) 46 63 76 225 57 76 125 36 34 311
Internal Link Dist (ft) 645 932 1282 1510
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115 125 125 125 150
Base Capacity (vph) 557 563 685 539 610 396 840 724 561 1494
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 0.09 0.48 0.52 0.13 0.26 0.17 0.14 0.07 0.45

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date: 6/23/2009
Northwest TSA
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 41 160 3 6 42 451 1 4 1146 90
v/c Ratio 0.16 0.48 0.01 0.02 0.34 0.36 0.00 0.01 0.93 0.09
Control Delay 19.1 18.0 16.3 0.2 17.7 6.0 0.0 4.8 27.2 3.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 19.1 18.0 16.3 0.2 17.7 6.0 0.0 4.8 27.2 3.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 11 30 1 0 4 48 0 0 273 4
Queue Length 95th (ft) 31 72 6 1 #50 152 0 4 #758 24
Internal Link Dist (ft) 592 788 1204 76
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 75 125 100 125 100
Base Capacity (vph) 613 721 762 698 123 1236 1031 592 1236 1035
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 0.22 0.00 0.01 0.34 0.36 0.00 0.01 0.93 0.09

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/3/09
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL
Lane Group Flow (vph) 99 589 374 380 1610
v/c Ratio 0.35 0.55 0.34 0.52 1.01
Control Delay 16.0 15.7 13.2 4.3 43.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.0 15.7 13.2 4.3 43.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 22 74 43 0 217
Queue Length 95th (ft) 52 111 68 41 #508
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1085 1073 1042
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 255
Base Capacity (vph) 584 2185 2260 1108 1587
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.27 0.17 0.34 1.01

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/12/15
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 29 1764 169 693 163 153 86 163
v/c Ratio 0.08 1.18 0.75 0.41 0.62 0.47 0.34 0.57
Control Delay 13.4 116.0 45.3 20.5 54.8 23.6 46.8 50.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 13.4 116.0 45.3 20.5 54.8 23.6 46.8 50.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 8 ~765 64 150 113 40 55 101
Queue Length 95th (ft) 26 #1125 #213 262 201 112 110 182
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1154 1366 1768 464
Turn Bay Length (ft) 175 175 150 100
Base Capacity (vph) 461 1500 228 1676 395 445 349 385
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.06 1.18 0.74 0.41 0.41 0.34 0.25 0.42

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1290 119 614 346 749 445
v/c Ratio 0.94 0.67 0.31 0.61 0.69 0.67
Control Delay 39.9 55.5 5.0 26.0 25.9 13.6
Queue Delay 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 40.4 55.5 5.4 26.0 25.9 13.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 360 72 34 165 193 110
Queue Length 95th (ft) #555 #147 47 243 243 210
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1572 250 508
Turn Bay Length (ft) 400
Base Capacity (vph) 1373 178 1954 648 1249 726
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 778 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 8 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.95 0.67 0.52 0.53 0.60 0.61

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 287 1303 565 24 690
v/c Ratio 0.64 0.58 0.48 0.07 0.65
Control Delay 30.2 5.4 23.9 25.3 30.9
Queue Delay 1.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 31.4 6.8 23.9 25.3 30.9
Queue Length 50th (ft) 159 107 120 12 127
Queue Length 95th (ft) m201 m128 187 33 156
Internal Link Dist (ft) 250 280 1251
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115
Base Capacity (vph) 450 2241 1188 436 1368
Starvation Cap Reductn 49 678 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.72 0.83 0.48 0.06 0.50

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
Northwest TSA
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 27 53 7 52 480 120 12 308 6
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.08 0.20 0.02 0.07 0.35 0.10 0.02 0.25 0.01
Control Delay 22.0 9.6 25.4 15.4 6.9 10.2 3.4 7.6 12.5 0.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 22.0 9.6 25.4 15.4 6.9 10.2 3.4 7.6 12.5 0.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 0 0 21 1 5 60 1 1 63 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 19 50 10 28 303 33 10 187 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 639 1510 2454
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 100 110 110 80 125
Base Capacity (vph) 405 499 384 511 818 1357 1219 749 1230 1154
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.00 0.05 0.14 0.01 0.06 0.35 0.10 0.02 0.25 0.01

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 100 61 205 166 132 292 359 407 57 340
v/c Ratio 0.25 0.18 0.46 0.36 0.29 0.60 0.54 0.56 0.15 0.45
Control Delay 18.6 30.8 8.1 19.8 20.4 22.0 27.9 9.3 16.0 28.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.6 30.8 8.1 19.8 20.4 22.0 27.9 9.3 16.0 28.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 28 24 0 49 32 71 128 22 12 64
Queue Length 95th (ft) 77 69 57 122 99 214 337 145 47 145
Internal Link Dist (ft) 645 932 1282 1510
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115 125 125 125 150
Base Capacity (vph) 520 558 600 492 571 500 811 815 534 1464
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 0.11 0.34 0.34 0.23 0.58 0.44 0.50 0.11 0.23

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date: 6/23/2009
Northwest TSA
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 77 3 10 162 1277 1 6 562 86
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.18 0.01 0.03 0.30 0.97 0.00 0.05 0.43 0.08
Control Delay 17.2 6.1 16.0 2.4 7.4 36.2 0.0 6.7 6.8 2.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 17.2 6.1 16.0 2.4 7.4 36.2 0.0 6.7 6.8 2.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 7 0 1 0 22 ~546 0 1 88 1
Queue Length 95th (ft) 22 25 6 4 72 #873 0 6 206 16
Internal Link Dist (ft) 592 788 1204 76
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 75 125 100 125 100
Base Capacity (vph) 626 721 748 685 543 1312 1094 123 1312 1105
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.30 0.97 0.00 0.05 0.43 0.08

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/3/09
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL
Lane Group Flow (vph) 183 495 685 1394 735
v/c Ratio 0.55 0.27 0.37 1.09 0.75
Control Delay 19.3 8.8 9.5 60.1 26.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 19.3 8.8 9.5 60.1 26.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 45 51 76 ~476 142
Queue Length 95th (ft) #140 97 138 #757 198
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1085 1073 1042
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 255
Base Capacity (vph) 330 1810 1873 1283 1373
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.55 0.27 0.37 1.09 0.54

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/12/15
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 41 1128 151 1536 354 343 42 90
v/c Ratio 0.36 0.91 0.76 1.01 0.86 0.79 0.20 0.37
Control Delay 65.7 47.9 76.8 59.3 64.9 54.0 49.4 40.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 65.7 47.9 76.8 59.3 64.9 54.0 49.4 40.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 418 112 604 267 236 31 48
Queue Length 95th (ft) 72 #660 #234 #978 #501 #440 66 100
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1154 1366 1768 464
Turn Bay Length (ft) 175 175 150 100
Base Capacity (vph) 238 1304 228 1522 450 475 336 370
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.87 0.66 1.01 0.79 0.72 0.13 0.24

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 861 230 1520 229 592 408
v/c Ratio 0.69 0.68 0.71 0.47 0.63 0.84
Control Delay 29.0 35.1 6.4 29.4 31.2 40.4
Queue Delay 0.2 0.0 11.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 29.2 35.1 17.7 29.4 31.2 40.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 238 153 170 120 172 203
Queue Length 95th (ft) 312 m162 m169 192 230 #357
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1572 250 508
Turn Bay Length (ft) 400
Base Capacity (vph) 1243 337 2130 514 992 509
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 605 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 46 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.72 0.68 1.00 0.45 0.60 0.80

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future Without-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 341 986 1349 387 1191
v/c Ratio 1.00 0.47 1.05 0.95 0.94
Control Delay 93.6 10.5 69.0 70.8 48.7
Queue Delay 0.0 2.0 15.8 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 93.6 12.5 84.8 70.8 48.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) ~234 128 ~490 281 280
Queue Length 95th (ft) #414 182 #627 #495 #378
Internal Link Dist (ft) 250 280 1251
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115
Base Capacity (vph) 340 2104 1287 407 1273
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 925 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 47 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 1.00 0.84 1.09 0.95 0.94

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 7 114 249 48 18 244 197 42 532 4
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.22 0.78 0.10 0.04 0.26 0.22 0.06 0.54 0.00
Control Delay 21.6 10.3 44.8 12.6 8.2 14.4 3.1 8.0 17.0 0.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 21.6 10.3 44.8 12.6 8.2 14.4 3.1 8.0 17.0 0.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 14 123 7 3 67 0 7 122 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 35 162 24 11 112 17 19 255 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 639 1510 2454
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 100 110 110 80 125
Base Capacity (vph) 358 520 326 495 517 932 914 690 979 937
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.22 0.76 0.10 0.03 0.26 0.22 0.06 0.54 0.00

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 62 83 446 278 81 110 142 101 37 671
v/c Ratio 0.16 0.24 0.78 0.53 0.15 0.35 0.23 0.18 0.08 0.72
Control Delay 18.9 33.8 17.5 23.6 15.6 18.2 23.0 5.9 15.4 33.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.9 33.8 17.5 23.6 15.6 18.2 23.0 5.9 15.4 33.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 19 38 35 99 15 27 48 0 9 152
Queue Length 95th (ft) 56 94 176 225 60 81 125 36 34 311
Internal Link Dist (ft) 645 932 1282 1510
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115 125 125 125 150
Base Capacity (vph) 556 558 707 530 584 395 834 719 561 1480
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 0.15 0.63 0.52 0.14 0.28 0.17 0.14 0.07 0.45

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date: 6/23/2009
Northwest TSA
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 41 160 3 6 42 458 1 4 1264 90
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.49 0.01 0.02 0.34 0.37 0.00 0.01 1.03 0.09
Control Delay 18.9 19.8 16.3 0.2 17.8 6.2 0.0 5.0 49.1 3.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.9 19.8 16.3 0.2 17.8 6.2 0.0 5.0 49.1 3.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 11 35 1 0 5 52 0 0 ~480 4
Queue Length 95th (ft) 31 78 6 1 #50 155 0 4 #861 25
Internal Link Dist (ft) 592 788 1204 76
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 75 125 100 125 100
Base Capacity (vph) 613 710 759 695 123 1231 1027 584 1231 1029
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 0.23 0.00 0.01 0.34 0.37 0.00 0.01 1.03 0.09

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/3/09
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL
Lane Group Flow (vph) 100 589 374 387 1729
v/c Ratio 0.35 0.55 0.34 0.52 1.09
Control Delay 16.1 15.7 13.2 4.3 68.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.1 15.7 13.2 4.3 68.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 22 74 43 0 ~306
Queue Length 95th (ft) 52 111 68 41 #561
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1085 1073 1042
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 255
Base Capacity (vph) 584 2185 2260 1110 1589
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.27 0.17 0.35 1.09

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/12/15
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 1849 169 698 165 153 86 163
v/c Ratio 0.09 1.23 0.75 0.42 0.62 0.47 0.34 0.57
Control Delay 13.4 140.4 45.5 20.6 55.0 23.5 46.9 50.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 13.4 140.4 45.5 20.6 55.0 23.5 46.9 50.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 9 ~834 65 152 114 40 55 101
Queue Length 95th (ft) 30 #1202 #214 266 203 112 110 183
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1154 1366 1768 464
Turn Bay Length (ft) 175 175 150 100
Base Capacity (vph) 458 1498 227 1672 394 444 349 385
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 1.23 0.74 0.42 0.42 0.34 0.25 0.42

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1346 119 617 346 749 446
v/c Ratio 0.98 0.67 0.32 0.61 0.69 0.67
Control Delay 47.3 55.5 5.0 25.7 25.5 13.6
Queue Delay 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 49.0 55.5 5.4 25.7 25.5 13.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) ~395 72 34 165 193 112
Queue Length 95th (ft) #591 #148 47 241 243 215
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1572 250 508
Turn Bay Length (ft) 400
Base Capacity (vph) 1373 178 1954 648 1249 725
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 777 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 13 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.99 0.67 0.52 0.53 0.60 0.62

Intersection Summary
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 297 1344 567 25 690
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.60 0.48 0.07 0.65
Control Delay 30.2 5.4 24.0 25.3 31.2
Queue Delay 1.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 31.7 7.1 24.0 25.3 31.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 162 109 121 12 128
Queue Length 95th (ft) m201 m126 188 33 157
Internal Link Dist (ft) 250 280 1251
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115
Base Capacity (vph) 450 2238 1185 436 1363
Starvation Cap Reductn 49 677 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 0.86 0.48 0.06 0.51

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
Northwest TSA
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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1: Indian Trail Road & Shawnee Ave

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 27 56 7 52 484 123 12 314 6
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.08 0.21 0.02 0.07 0.36 0.10 0.02 0.26 0.01
Control Delay 22.0 9.6 25.6 15.4 6.9 10.3 3.4 7.6 12.5 0.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 22.0 9.6 25.6 15.4 6.9 10.3 3.4 7.6 12.5 0.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 0 0 23 1 5 60 1 1 65 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 19 52 10 28 306 33 10 192 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 639 1510 2454
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 100 110 110 80 125
Base Capacity (vph) 405 499 384 511 812 1357 1219 746 1230 1154
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.00 0.05 0.15 0.01 0.06 0.36 0.10 0.02 0.26 0.01

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
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2: Indian Trail Road & Barnes Rd

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 105 73 249 166 153 368 359 407 57 350
v/c Ratio 0.26 0.22 0.52 0.37 0.35 0.74 0.53 0.56 0.15 0.46
Control Delay 18.8 31.3 8.3 20.0 24.1 29.1 27.6 9.2 16.0 28.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.8 31.3 8.3 20.0 24.1 29.1 27.6 9.2 16.0 28.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 29 29 0 49 45 95 128 22 12 65
Queue Length 95th (ft) 80 80 62 122 126 #353 337 145 47 147
Internal Link Dist (ft) 645 932 1282 1510
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115 125 125 125 150
Base Capacity (vph) 508 550 623 483 561 497 797 807 529 1435
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.21 0.13 0.40 0.34 0.27 0.74 0.45 0.50 0.11 0.24

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date: 6/23/2009
Northwest TSA
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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3: Indian Trail Road & Pacific Park Dr/Strong Rd

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 77 3 10 162 1352 1 6 605 86
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.18 0.01 0.03 0.32 1.03 0.00 0.05 0.46 0.08
Control Delay 17.2 6.1 16.0 2.4 7.9 50.6 0.0 6.7 7.2 2.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 17.2 6.1 16.0 2.4 7.9 50.6 0.0 6.7 7.2 2.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 7 0 1 0 23 ~601 0 1 99 1
Queue Length 95th (ft) 22 25 6 4 75 #938 0 6 231 17
Internal Link Dist (ft) 592 788 1204 76
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 75 125 100 125 100
Base Capacity (vph) 626 721 748 685 510 1312 1094 123 1312 1104
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.32 1.03 0.00 0.05 0.46 0.08

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/3/09
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL
Lane Group Flow (vph) 189 495 685 1463 779
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.28 0.37 1.14 0.77
Control Delay 21.9 9.4 10.1 83.5 26.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 21.9 9.4 10.1 83.5 26.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 50 54 80 ~549 154
Queue Length 95th (ft) #171 102 145 #843 213
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1085 1073 1042
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 255
Base Capacity (vph) 321 1779 1840 1279 1348
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.59 0.28 0.37 1.14 0.58

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 6/12/15
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 43 1161 151 1579 359 350 42 93
v/c Ratio 0.38 0.92 0.78 1.02 0.88 0.81 0.20 0.39
Control Delay 66.5 48.2 79.2 63.1 68.2 56.7 49.5 39.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 66.5 48.2 79.2 63.1 68.2 56.7 49.5 39.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 32 437 112 ~682 272 244 31 49
Queue Length 95th (ft) 75 #692 #234 #1021 #512 #456 66 101
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1154 1366 1768 464
Turn Bay Length (ft) 175 175 150 100
Base Capacity (vph) 232 1270 223 1542 439 463 327 362
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 0.91 0.68 1.02 0.82 0.76 0.13 0.26

Intersection Summary
Description: Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBT WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 881 230 1555 229 592 414
v/c Ratio 0.71 0.68 0.73 0.47 0.63 0.85
Control Delay 29.6 34.7 6.7 29.2 30.9 41.2
Queue Delay 0.2 0.0 16.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 29.8 34.7 23.5 29.2 30.9 41.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 246 153 173 120 171 207
Queue Length 95th (ft) 322 m157 m171 192 231 #366
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1572 250 508
Turn Bay Length (ft) 400
Base Capacity (vph) 1240 337 2127 514 992 509
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 600 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 47 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 0.68 1.02 0.45 0.60 0.81

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14

Future With-Project - PM Peak Hour Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis

Synchro 9 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT NBL NBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 345 1001 1374 391 1196
v/c Ratio 1.01 0.48 1.07 0.96 0.94
Control Delay 95.8 10.4 75.4 72.8 49.2
Queue Delay 0.0 2.3 13.4 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 95.8 12.6 88.8 72.8 49.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) ~241 132 ~507 284 281
Queue Length 95th (ft) #420 184 #645 #502 #380
Internal Link Dist (ft) 250 280 1251
Turn Bay Length (ft) 115
Base Capacity (vph) 340 2104 1287 407 1273
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 925 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 59 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 1.01 0.85 1.12 0.96 0.94

Intersection Summary
Description: Count Date 7/20/09
Northwest TSA
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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Page 1 

memo 
TO: Inga Note, P.E. - City of Spokane Street Department 

Lisa Key - City of Spokane Planning and Development 

Tirrell Black - City of Spokane Planning Department 

FROM: Bill White 

Kennet Bertelsen, P.E. 

DATE: May 23, 2016 

JOB NO.: 5594.002 

RE: Windhaven Apartments, Summary Micro-simulation/SimTraffic Analysis 

CC: Jay Bonnet, P.E. - Bonnett Engineering 

Del Stratton - Douglass Properties 

Greg Figg - WSDOT 
 

Urgent For Review Please Comment Please Reply For Your Use 

 
This memorandum summarizes the micro-simulation analysis developed in SimTraffic for the 
Windhaven Apartments project proposed in Spokane, WA.  Provided is additional information to 
support the Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis (MMI, May 2016), as developed per 
the request of officials with the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) 
specifically for Francis Avenue study intersections.  Source material such as project data, traffic 
forecasts, and comparative analyses can be reviewed with the project Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA), as this provides analytical results only and is not intended as a stand-alone document. 

 
SIMTRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

 

SimTraffic (Trafficware, 2016) is a micro-simulation program used to review the cumulative 
impact of traffic within the context of roadway and intersection networks.   This is somewhat 
different than the “spot” analyses provided through Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
methodologies and the software that generates HCM results (such as Synchro used with the 
Windhaven TIA).  Cumulative results can be different with micro-simulation because the effect 
of the traffic influences from upstream and downstream intersections are addressed, whereas 
spot analysis focuses on traffic conditions predominantly at an intersection only.  Spillback 
between intersections, spillback beyond turning bays, forced lane changes, unbalanced lane 
use for downstream turns, and other traffic flow interactions are examples of traffic conditions 
that can have a cumulative impact upon the operation of a single intersection. 

 
Intersection delay, block time, and queue penalties are micro-simulation results requested by 
WSDOT for Francis Avenue study intersections.  A description of intersection delay, block time, 
and queue penalties are as follows: 

 

  Block Time. This represents the proportion of time during the peak hour that a turn lane 
is queued at the top or back of a storage area (i.e. lane length), thus access to the lane 
is effectively blocked.   Or this represents the proportion of time that a turn lane is 
blocked due to queues in the adjacent through lane.  Results are presented in terms of a 
percentage of time blocked during the peak hour. Block time is shown in Table 2. 

 

  Intersection Delay.  Presented by Table 1, this is the average delay experienced by 
vehicles at an intersection.  Different than control delay (as presented by the TIA), this 
includes the effects of vehicle slow-downs and arrival/departure influences caused by 
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the factors mentioned previously (spillback, etc.).  The information is presented as the 
average delay experienced by vehicles/drivers at an intersection in seconds. 

 

  Queue Penalty.   This is a rough measure of how many vehicles are impacted by 
blocking throughout the peak hour.  As a quick way to quantify the effects of queuing at 
an intersection, this represents the vehicles that cannot access a turn lane because of 
queues or cannot make it through the intersection, because of volume/queuing, during 
the peak hour. The queue penalty is shown in Table 2. 

 
Delay, block time, and queue penalty analyses were developed in SimTraffic assuming a 60 
minute analysis using a 10 minute “seed” time.   Five micro-simulation runs/iterations were 
performed for all analysis conditions.  The results of these five runs where then averaged to 
generate information shown on the following pages.  Note that summary worksheets and PDF 
reports for each run are attached to this memorandum for existing, future without, and future- 
with project analysis conditions. 

 
The results of the delay analyses are provided on Table 1 for the AM and PM peak hours of the 
typical weekday.  The analysis was prepared based on existing traffic counts, future without- 
project traffic forecasts, and future with-project traffic forecasts.  The “spot” HCM delay results 
are  shown  for  from  the  TIA  as  a  means  for  comparing/quantifying  the  incidental  delay 
associated with off-intersection traffic impacts/influences.  However, please note these are not 
direct comparisons as they are quantifying somewhat different aspects of intersection operation. 

 
 

Table 1. Existing and Forecast Micro-Simulation Intersection Delays 
 

Year 2021 Condition Existing Condition Future Without Project Traffic Future With Project Traffic 

  AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Signalized Intersections Sim1 HCM2 Sim1 HCM2 Sim1 HCM2 Sim1 HCM2 Sim1 HCM2 Sim1 HCM2 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave 14.3 12.3 15.3 7.9 38.1 20.3 33.2 10.4 43.5 29.6 36.7 10.7 

Alberta St/Francis Ave 56.6 36.4 92.4 32.2 76.3 65.6 132.3 53.7 76.0 78.3 149.9 59.4 

Ash St/Francis Ave 16.9 22.3 17.1 20.4 16.6 26.1 19.0 21.3 19.5 28.9 20.6 21.5 

Maple St/Francis Ave 14 5 17 4 78 5 38 8 11 3 17 6 117 9 51 4 11 8 17 6 116 8 54 0 
1.   Sim = SimTraffic Results 
2.   HCM = Highway Capacity Manual Comparison 

 

 

A comparison confirms that future without-project intersection delays are nearly 10 seconds 
higher, on average between intersections, versus existing intersection delays during the AM 
peak hour.  Futures without project delays are nearly 25 seconds higher, as averaged between 
intersections, during the PM peak hour.   This means the typical driver will experience an 
average  delay  of  between  10  and  25  additional  seconds  per  intersection  by  year  2021, 
assuming no project development. 

 
Comparatively, a  comparison  of  without  and  with-project  conditions  confirms  a  2  second 
increase  of  average  delay,  between  intersection,  during  the  AM  peak  hour.     Also  an 
approximate 5 second increase is forecast between intersections during the PM peak hour. 
This means the typical driver will experience an average delay of between 2 and 5 additional 
seconds per intersection by year 2021, assuming no project development. 

 
Also note that SimTraffic delays do tend to exceed HCM control delays, as one would expect, 
when other incidental delays are considered for study intersections. 
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Block time and queue penalty data are shown in Table 2.  The analysis was prepared initially 
based on existing counts, future without-project forecasts, and future-with project forecasts. 
However, there were minimal differences noted in results between the future without and future 
with-project conditions.  As such, only existing and future-with project conditions are shown for 
the peak hours.  Also, SimTraffic did not note blockage or excessive queues for a number of 
intersection movements.  Thus, data was reported only for reasonably impacted movements at 
study intersections. Note the attached summary sheets and SimTraffic reports can be reviewed 
for all analysis conditions and all movements, as desired. 

 
 

Table 2. Existing and Forecast Micro-Simulation Block Time and Queue Penalties 
 

Existing Condition Future-With Project 
 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
 

Signalized Intersections 
 

Indian Trail Rd/Francis Ave 

 

Queue1 %Block2 Queue1 %Block2 Queue1 %Block2 Queue1 %Block2 

- Westbound Right-Turn Lane 
- Eastbound Through 
- Eastbound Left-Turn Lane 

Alberta St/Francis Ave 
- Northbound Left-Turn 
- Northbound Left-Turn/Through 
- Southbound Through 
- Southbound Left-Turn 
- Westbound Through 
- Westbound Left-Turn 
- Eastbound Through 

Ash St/Francis Ave 

0% 
5% 
2% 
 

 
0% 
8% 

13% 
3% 
0% 
1% 

51% 

0 3% 
4 2% 
5 19% 
 

 
0 4% 
5 68% 
8 2% 
4 0% 
1 49% 
4 1% 
9 21% 

9 
3 
42 
 

 
18 
127 
1 
0 
69 
6 
7 

0% 0 
5% 4 
5% 13 
 

 
0% 0 
8% 7 
13% 10 
3% 4 
1% 1 
5% 16 
60% 19 

17% 
2% 
25% 
 

 
4% 
72% 
2% 
0% 
50% 
3% 
33% 

53 
4 
58 
 

 
18 
158 
1 
0 
75 
24 
14 

- Eastbound Through 0% 0 1% 2 2% 8 2% 4 

Maple St/Francis Ave 
- Northbound Left-Turn/Through 1% 
- Westbound Through 0% 

1.   Queue = Queue Penalty 
2.   %Block = Block Time 

1 65% 
0 5% 

118 2% 
15 0% 

1 72% 
0 36% 

155 
133 

 

 

As shown, queue penalties and block time increase between the existing and future with-project 
condition. A general description is provided on the intersection basis as follows: 

 

  Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue.   There is an existing average block time of 2 
percent (between movements) during the AM peak hour and 8 percent during the PM 
peak hour.   This increases overall in the future condition to 3 percent during the AM 
peak hour and 15 percent during the PM peak hour.  There are currently a total of 9 
vehicles impacted by queues in the AM peak hour and 54 vehicles during the PM peak 
hour (i.e. the queue penalty).  This impact increases to 17 vehicles during the AM peak 
hour and 115 vehicles during the PM peak hour, in total. 

 

  Alberta Street/Francis Avenue.   The average intersection block time is 31 percent 
during the AM peak hour and 21 percent during the PM peak hour; increasing in the 
forecast condition to 13 percent and 23 percent between the AM and PM peak hours, 
respectively.  There are 31 total vehicles impacted by queues during the AM peak hour 
and 228 during the PM peak hour. This increases to 57 AM peak hour and 290 PM peak 
hour vehicles impacted by queues, as based on the future condition. 

 

  Ash Street/Francis Avenue.  No block time or queue penalties were currently identified 
during the AM peak hour.  However, there is an average 2 percent block and 8 vehicle 
queue penalty forecast during the AM peak hour, averaged at the intersection.   The 

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 197



Page 4

Windhaven Apartments, Summary Micro‐simulation/SimTraffic Analysis 

 

 

existing block time increases from 1 to 2 percent, on average, between existing and 
forecast conditions with an associated queue penalty increase of 2 to 4 vehicles during 
the PM peak hour. 

 

  Maple Street/Francis Avenue.  The AM peak hour block time and queue penalty, at 1 
percent and 1 vehicle, does not increase between the existing and future conditions. 
The PM peak hour block time does increase from 35 to 54 percent between the existing 
and future condition.  The 133 vehicles currently impacted by queues increases to 288 
vehicles during the forecast PM peak hour. 

 
SUMMARY 

 

SimTraffic analyses confirms traffic growth will increase cumulative impacts upon study 
intersections located along Francis Avenue, as measured by gains in intersection delay, block 
time, and queue penalty.    The typical driver will experience an average delay of between 12 
and 30 additional seconds per intersection by year 2021, assuming development of all projected 
specified within the TIA. On average, blockage time is anticipated to increase between the peak 
hours by: up to 7 percent at the Indian Trail Road/Francis Avenue intersection, up to 3 percent 
at the Alberta Street/Francis Avenue intersection, up to 2 percent at the Ash Street/Francis 
Avenue intersection, and up to 19 percent at the Maple Street/Francis Avenue intersection, 
assuming; assuming development of all projected specified within the TIA.  Finally, the number 
of vehicles impacted by queues between peak hours will elevate by up to: 61 for the Indian Trail 
Road/Francis Avenue intersection, 62 for the Alberta Street/Francis Avenue intersection, 8 for 
the Ash Street/Francis Avenue intersection, and 155 for the Maple Street/Francis Avenue 
intersection, assuming development of all projected specified within the TIA. 

 
However, the analysis confirms marginal changes between the future without and with project 
conditions. Drivers are forecast to potentially experience an average delay increase of between 
2 and 5 additional seconds per intersection by year 2021, along Francis Avenue, which is a 
moderate change.  The difference in block time and queue penalties was not summarized as 
the differences were negligible (although they are attached for review, as needed).  Thus, the 
SimTraffic analysis also confirms the project proposal will have a minimal impact upon 
cumulative traffic operations for intersections located along Francis Avenue. 

 
We hope this provides sufficient information to help WSDOT with their consideration and 
comment on the Windhaven project. Please contact our office with questions or comments. 
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SimTraffic Performance Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
Page 1 

 

 

 

4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 19.6 11.7 6.7 4.8 19.5 1.2 11.0 13.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.3 3.9 0.4 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 49.1 58.5 65.3 42.2 12.8 18.1 48.4 49.8 45.8 43.8 47.8 27.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 44.3 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 20.1 23.9 37.9 8.2 25.1 16.4 8.2 17.2 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 24.8 5.4 12.5 5.8 45.9 29.7 24.7 14.4 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 210.7 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 158 145 120 98 281 273 
Average Queue (ft) 39 76 78 48 51 179 186 
95th Queue (ft) 79 127 117 91 82 263 259 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 7 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 5 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 788 837 199 262 181 175 254 125 249 
Average Queue (ft) 20 496 520 86 98 118 87 146 58 94 
95th Queue (ft) 81 698 715 156 178 173 180 230 112 185 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   51   2 0 0 11 3 11 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   9   5 0 0 8 4 8 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 153 340 318 153 137 132 293 201 190 218 
Average Queue (ft) 54 170 201 73 71 41 143 136 133 82 
95th Queue (ft) 115 304 323 130 124 114 217 196 192 140 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   0      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   1      
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Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 189 136 115 93 136 132 30 168 227 265 
Average Queue (ft) 109 66 61 31 71 63 2 69 110 143 
95th Queue (ft) 184 126 116 63 117 114 14 146 184 219 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 44 
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SimTraffic Performance Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 20.9 11.5 7.6 4.8 19.6 0.8 13.6 13.7 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 3.9 0.4 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 46.8 48.4 56.4 39.7 12.8 18.5 42.2 49.6 31.9 40.1 46.5 22.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 37.2 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.9 24.1 37.3 7.3 24.8 16.4 9.0 16.9 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 25.2 5.2 13.5 11.9 18.0 25.9 19.8 13.6 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.7 
Total Del/Veh (s) 199.2 
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Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
Page 2 

Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 137 158 95 116 338 306 
Average Queue (ft) 43 72 80 46 61 168 176 
95th Queue (ft) 84 123 135 91 105 268 270 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 5 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 4 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 679 732 200 238 240 174 228 124 216 
Average Queue (ft) 28 420 442 98 92 119 55 117 64 87 
95th Queue (ft) 125 643 670 185 186 195 131 187 111 167 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   42   2 0 0 4 2 14 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   8   7 1 0 3 3 11 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 158 306 391 132 155 152 320 180 208 141 
Average Queue (ft) 50 154 185 81 57 36 157 127 137 84 
95th Queue (ft) 126 266 322 126 122 106 262 180 203 136 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   0      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   1      
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Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 265 162 164 92 138 194 129 183 220 
Average Queue (ft) 114 77 77 34 90 89 52 95 133 
95th Queue (ft) 197 132 136 74 129 161 105 156 199 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0      
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1      
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0  
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0  

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 43 
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SimTraffic Performance Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
Page 1 

 

 

 

4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.6 11.8 7.5 4.3 20.3 1.0 15.7 14.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.3 3.8 0.4 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 127.3 139.9 167.8 47.3 12.6 15.2 43.3 53.1 36.0 49.8 45.4 29.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 87.8 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.9 20.8 38.0 7.0 26.7 16.9 7.0 16.7 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 28.1 5.8 14.0 11.5 26.3 28.5 27.2 15.4 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.7 
Total Del/Veh (s) 326.7 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 98 134 129 134 144 339 354 
Average Queue (ft) 49 78 83 53 60 185 191 
95th Queue (ft) 89 126 126 99 107 278 272 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 6 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 5 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 1207 1191 197 330 290 174 250 124 233 
Average Queue (ft) 36 1007 1041 96 105 120 80 139 70 109 
95th Queue (ft) 142 1361 1380 168 205 206 186 228 134 195 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   6 8    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   44 64    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 59   2 0 0 8 3 13 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 11   5 1 0 5 4 10 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 301 263 322 132 165 128 254 214 214 130 
Average Queue (ft) 77 162 178 74 61 24 143 131 137 72 
95th Queue (ft) 195 281 309 113 127 84 229 186 180 108 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0        
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 271 156 154 75 141 142 30 161 201 239 
Average Queue (ft) 121 75 83 37 89 86 3 76 111 149 
95th Queue (ft) 225 132 137 73 136 149 17 145 167 225 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 157 
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SimTraffic Performance Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 21.6 11.8 6.9 5.4 20.9 1.3 15.3 14.6 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.3 3.9 0.5 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 71.8 83.2 88.1 36.9 14.0 10.4 44.5 56.8 36.2 46.5 48.4 32.7 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 57.1 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.2 22.2 50.2 6.9 25.3 16.2 9.7 17.2 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 27.6 5.1 12.5 10.5 19.4 28.0 25.7 14.2 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 1.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 249.1 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 74 136 188 116 140 320 309 
Average Queue (ft) 44 76 86 53 56 189 199 
95th Queue (ft) 73 127 142 106 101 297 283 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 6 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 5 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1194 1182 199 229 264 174 268 125 185 
Average Queue (ft) 26 638 656 87 92 122 66 149 80 107 
95th Queue (ft) 123 1180 1197 163 169 212 165 245 136 174 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   2 4    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   19 32    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   49   1 0 0 8 2 14 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   9   2 1 0 6 3 11 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 249 252 370 245 134 141 265 223 244 203 
Average Queue (ft) 60 157 188 99 53 38 163 124 138 82 
95th Queue (ft) 147 256 312 188 110 104 247 200 213 153 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 242 164 166 142 136 176 209 231 227 
Average Queue (ft) 110 65 65 38 85 77 61 110 145 
95th Queue (ft) 201 108 115 99 122 139 133 176 214 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0      
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0      
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300  
Storage Blk Time (%)       1  
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0  

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 91 
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Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 23.0 10.8 6.8 4.3 23.8 1.1 17.1 15.7 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 3.8 0.4 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 84.3 83.5 99.7 42.3 13.7 18.6 40.8 45.6 33.3 33.7 47.1 23.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 56.8 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.8 26.8 37.1 6.6 24.1 16.4 7.7 16.6 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 28.7 5.0 14.1 8.3 24.5 26.4 22.3 14.7 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.7 
Total Del/Veh (s) 247.5 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 112 100 80 94 381 348 
Average Queue (ft) 42 63 62 45 49 193 202 
95th Queue (ft) 77 97 96 76 86 310 304 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 3 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 6 2 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1054 1099 156 202 237 174 263 125 194 
Average Queue (ft) 28 655 668 96 84 112 67 132 77 100 
95th Queue (ft) 107 1062 1084 155 163 189 158 217 133 179 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   54   0 0 0 7 3 15 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   10   0 1 0 5 5 12 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 249 271 321 132 112 89 271 250 223 146 
Average Queue (ft) 79 150 183 73 52 21 136 119 129 75 
95th Queue (ft) 162 260 303 121 99 65 217 185 186 130 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 236 117 156 75 139 159 29 187 182 220 
Average Queue (ft) 132 64 69 35 89 74 1 64 120 148 
95th Queue (ft) 205 109 121 71 135 135 10 140 182 217 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 40 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 30.2 8.2 10.4 19.3 16.8 0.4 6.0 15.1 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 1.6 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.5 4.0 0.2 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 32.6 35.8 35.8 128.8 122.4 149.7 186.2 204.5 196.9 48.2 47.5 26.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 105.0 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 23.4 24.2 32.8 5.5 30.9 23.7 23.1 18.0 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.1 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 59.9 12.2 24.7 26.0 84.4 94.5 96.9 48.9 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 5.6 
Total Del/Veh (s) 683.6 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 162 116 175 465 280 169 175 
Average Queue (ft) 71 60 63 87 124 55 74 93 
95th Queue (ft) 110 120 112 153 324 235 128 143 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 20 2   0 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 45 3   1 11 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 406 383 200 1202 1243 174 1204 124 134 
Average Queue (ft) 47 258 269 143 825 852 166 850 34 51 
95th Queue (ft) 150 377 377 246 1229 1243 198 1221 78 105 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   22   2 55 6 73 1 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   7   13 78 25 136 1 1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 322 366 260 222 155 153 244 179 197 343 
Average Queue (ft) 116 117 140 119 75 77 130 128 134 135 
95th Queue (ft) 247 240 235 185 129 134 219 175 189 244 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 5        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 10        
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 279 251 283 286 357 357 32 83 140 699 661 659 
Average Queue (ft) 207 125 118 80 254 254 1 5 59 409 421 441 
95th Queue (ft) 305 221 245 175 343 343 10 33 148 600 609 609 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 16 0 0 0 4 3    
Queuing Penalty (veh) 47 0 1 0 27 24    
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 4   65 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0 13   118 

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 561 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 42.4 7.8 8.5 17.8 17.6 0.8 7.0 14.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 3.7 0.3 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 32.7 33.4 28.5 93.2 101.1 106.5 141.0 139.1 135.7 49.2 44.3 25.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 86.5 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 15.1 18.3 35.7 6.2 25.9 23.6 21.0 16.0 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 2.1 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 45.9 10.1 28.9 28.1 264.2 294.1 299.5 120.3 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 2.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 830.0 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 290 133 162 543 280 148 214 
Average Queue (ft) 77 86 63 74 110 42 64 91 
95th Queue (ft) 109 198 109 127 296 203 125 163 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 29 2   3 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 65 2   9 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 394 375 199 980 994 174 1324 92 116 
Average Queue (ft) 32 220 238 138 677 713 167 715 32 49 
95th Queue (ft) 111 349 359 230 910 946 208 1102 71 88 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   13   0 54 2 69 0 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   4   0 77 9 128 0 0 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 153 192 212 264 187 172 183 237 258 322 
Average Queue (ft) 62 86 114 151 91 86 102 138 145 129 
95th Queue (ft) 132 170 205 264 156 162 164 203 215 228 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 279 188 194 286 376 364 216 205 140 1345 1335 1344 
Average Queue (ft) 183 100 92 172 279 284 34 27 52 1102 1092 1091 
95th Queue (ft) 262 172 173 346 404 394 136 126 143 1557 1558 1554 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3     0 10 12 0   44 32 29 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8     0 71 81 0   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 10 0 67 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 33 0 121 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 765 766 234 234 
Average Queue (ft) 255 265 21 17 
95th Queue (ft) 731 749 117 97 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 10 1 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 611 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 22.4 7.4 10.5 16.9 17.9 1.0 6.2 13.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.5 3.9 0.3 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 31.9 36.1 31.7 54.5 55.1 53.5 186.5 196.6 159.1 45.1 47.2 38.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 74.8 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.8 20.3 34.5 5.4 28.7 24.1 19.8 16.7 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.8 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 56.6 11.8 25.5 24.2 103.8 116.6 114.7 55.7 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 584.9 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 162 122 429 593 280 156 180 
Average Queue (ft) 61 60 62 92 121 44 82 100 
95th Queue (ft) 98 117 101 208 362 209 146 164 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 8 2   0 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 18 3   1 6 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 441 444 200 590 673 174 1588 95 115 
Average Queue (ft) 47 244 255 137 386 421 173 943 38 54 
95th Queue (ft) 136 370 383 244 570 599 182 1625 79 98 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   18   1 40 5 63 0 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   6   6 57 22 116 0 0 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 218 236 235 264 160 173 231 202 203 302 
Average Queue (ft) 73 102 126 142 65 69 118 138 142 139 
95th Queue (ft) 181 202 229 236 116 132 196 197 199 244 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       3    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 224



Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
Page 3 

Queuing and Blocking Report 

Existing - PM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 274 194 245 286 357 341 31 140 836 737 777 
Average Queue (ft) 197 120 102 102 249 250 1 65 478 479 495 
95th Queue (ft) 288 181 179 229 327 341 10 151 733 719 726 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 8   0 0 2 4    
Queuing Penalty (veh) 24   0 0 14 25    
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 2 0 62  
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 6 0 113  

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 420 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 34.7 7.2 10.2 17.2 17.6 0.3 8.5 14.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.9 4.1 0.1 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 37.3 39.5 37.4 71.9 69.3 76.3 215.0 220.9 202.6 46.7 50.5 33.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 87.7 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 22.0 18.3 31.2 5.6 30.3 23.2 20.2 17.3 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 5.7 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 63.5 14.2 25.4 26.6 112.9 129.0 130.8 61.0 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 622.0 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 282 189 152 528 280 246 250 
Average Queue (ft) 72 91 73 80 121 28 98 113 
95th Queue (ft) 109 207 146 133 313 167 177 199 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 21 2   0 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 49 3   1 5 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 386 398 200 800 824 175 1816 92 97 
Average Queue (ft) 65 270 283 134 511 545 168 1071 41 50 
95th Queue (ft) 190 377 393 248 743 792 205 1975 81 88 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       3    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   27   2 45 5 71 0 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   9   13 64 21 132 0 1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 306 339 255 214 137 167 285 200 243 243 
Average Queue (ft) 115 111 120 130 82 72 123 135 138 116 
95th Queue (ft) 251 239 225 205 129 130 214 201 210 208 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 1        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2        
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 279 260 274 286 357 394 61 139 139 808 820 804 
Average Queue (ft) 235 143 137 106 248 262 3 6 55 534 533 547 
95th Queue (ft) 303 229 242 269 363 371 24 48 145 752 743 749 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 18 0 0 0 4 7    
Queuing Penalty (veh) 51 1 1 0 26 48    
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 4   66 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0 12   119 

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 557 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 28.1 7.8 8.6 19.0 18.2 1.0 8.0 14.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.9 4.0 0.2 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 36.6 37.5 32.7 109.8 112.5 103.7 223.9 227.2 239.0 30.4 45.8 17.1 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 107.8 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 18.3 18.3 33.1 5.7 26.7 24.1 31.3 17.7 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 5.5 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 51.3 11.5 23.5 22.2 234.8 260.2 255.9 106.7 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 5.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 822.7 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 220 129 362 505 280 187 208 
Average Queue (ft) 66 70 61 78 152 65 80 95 
95th Queue (ft) 106 153 108 179 418 261 143 157 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 15 2   0 5 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 33 2   1 16 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 400 417 200 1314 1320 174 1840 74 116 
Average Queue (ft) 50 252 252 115 706 742 164 1066 28 44 
95th Queue (ft) 163 361 365 233 1291 1322 217 1895 59 82 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   23   0 50 3 65   2 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   8   0 70 14 122   1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 178 240 278 256 135 138 270 242 364 371 
Average Queue (ft) 71 115 131 142 78 81 114 149 155 169 
95th Queue (ft) 138 217 227 247 124 122 211 234 255 312 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 NB NB NB NB B476 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T L LT T TR T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 280 227 222 286 356 357 30 140 1326 1324 1282 81 
Average Queue (ft) 185 116 108 92 241 253 2 75 1011 1001 1004 5 
95th Queue (ft) 267 200 199 228 351 361 12 170 1328 1314 1276 34 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 1256 1256 1256 691 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 4     0 3 5 2 1 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 11     0 21 32 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 3 0 66  
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0 10 0 119  

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B472 
Directions Served T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 32 35 
Average Queue (ft) 1 1 
95th Queue (ft) 11 12 
Link Distance (ft) 691 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%)  
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 461 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.1 4.1 
Total Delay (hr) 0.6 1.8 1.1 0.4 33.1 1.6 38.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.2 31.6 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.7 50.1 8.8 2.7 3.3 0.2 1.9 0.5 1.0 0.8 1.5 0.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 37.8 
Total Delay (hr) 71.8 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 5.3 1.2 1.1 1.0 2.1 3.9 0.9 15.5 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 2.0 1.7 2.2 0.1 0.2 3.7 1.2 11.3 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 42.0 
Total Delay (hr) 137.0 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 142 174 121 119 1047 1058 
Average Queue (ft) 47 60 104 59 58 597 638 
95th Queue (ft) 95 117 161 111 111 1126 1124 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 3 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       3 17 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75    
Storage Blk Time (%) 5 1  
Queuing Penalty (veh) 13 1  

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1196 1196 200 304 297 174 226 124 258 
Average Queue (ft) 31 936 958 112 139 144 69 138 54 95 
95th Queue (ft) 127 1335 1339 208 255 233 161 218 114 189 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   7 8    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   55 62    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   58   13 0 0 9 4 10 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   16   40 1 0 8 5 8 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 152 276 296 177 142 75 240 249 218 196 
Average Queue (ft) 59 156 171 63 57 25 138 139 143 74 
95th Queue (ft) 129 278 283 137 110 67 204 206 208 142 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 261 143 168 93 162 161 30 136 212 268 
Average Queue (ft) 135 79 82 32 91 73 4 74 106 150 
95th Queue (ft) 221 130 126 64 141 137 19 133 160 216 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 230 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Delay (hr) 0.6 1.8 1.0 0.5 19.6 0.9 24.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 41.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.9 59.9 8.0 1.7 3.9 0.2 2.2 0.2 0.9 0.9 1.5 0.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 46.8 
Total Delay (hr) 80.6 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 5.6 1.4 1.0 1.2 2.6 4.0 1.0 16.9 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.8 1.8 2.5 0.3 0.2 3.4 0.9 10.9 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 47.0 
Total Delay (hr) 132.9 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 138 152 90 134 576 597 
Average Queue (ft) 51 60 94 49 56 412 446 
95th Queue (ft) 90 111 148 84 101 566 592 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 4 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 12 3 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 1197 1213 199 243 251 174 270 125 203 
Average Queue (ft) 25 1046 1050 105 116 152 70 119 59 110 
95th Queue (ft) 105 1442 1449 172 193 231 154 201 126 193 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   17 20    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   129 151    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 59   1 1 0 4 3 15 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 16   2 2 0 4 4 12 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 162 267 297 137 178 176 341 189 216 140 
Average Queue (ft) 59 163 191 66 72 33 161 138 138 78 
95th Queue (ft) 121 267 304 125 132 102 259 190 200 132 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 236



Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
Page 3 

Queuing and Blocking Report 

Future Without-Project - AM Peak Hour 5/24/2016 

 

 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 264 154 138 122 180 158 31 151 173 190 
Average Queue (ft) 135 84 81 39 104 80 4 56 92 128 
95th Queue (ft) 228 143 126 92 153 138 21 108 139 187 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 336 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.5 
Total Delay (hr) 0.4 1.8 1.3 0.5 25.0 1.1 30.1 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.2 28.3 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.2 52.4 8.5 1.5 3.9 0.2 2.7 0.3 1.1 1.1 1.2 0.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 31.1 
Total Delay (hr) 74.4 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 5.4 1.0 1.3 1.2 2.2 3.9 1.4 16.5 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Delay (hr) 1.8 1.7 2.2 0.2 0.2 4.1 1.3 11.5 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 31.8 
Total Delay (hr) 132.5 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 90 144 159 149 135 827 826 
Average Queue (ft) 42 59 105 63 65 478 518 
95th Queue (ft) 87 108 155 117 112 779 790 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 2 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1196 1193 197 217 230 174 303 124 219 
Average Queue (ft) 52 960 976 90 128 157 92 147 65 82 
95th Queue (ft) 163 1301 1314 145 188 227 187 234 121 159 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   7 8    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   52 64    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   60   0 1 0 10 5 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   16   1 1 0 9 7 4 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 232 299 311 153 214 231 313 256 203 282 
Average Queue (ft) 64 141 164 72 76 44 155 146 145 101 
95th Queue (ft) 149 278 301 130 149 135 243 215 209 179 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   0      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   0      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 268 152 142 93 199 178 30 163 207 264 
Average Queue (ft) 134 73 77 37 98 90 5 76 116 154 
95th Queue (ft) 215 131 131 76 176 167 23 138 169 227 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 161 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.6 11.1 
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 2.0 1.3 0.5 47.1 3.0 54.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.8 38.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.0 56.9 7.8 1.6 4.0 0.2 2.4 0.4 1.1 1.0 1.6 0.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 42.8 
Total Delay (hr) 78.5 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 5.9 1.5 1.4 1.4 2.4 3.3 1.1 16.9 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.9 1.5 2.4 0.2 0.2 3.7 1.0 10.9 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 53.9 
Total Delay (hr) 160.7 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 124 166 142 122 1070 1061 
Average Queue (ft) 43 61 111 71 69 819 842 
95th Queue (ft) 84 111 160 120 114 1134 1133 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       9 14 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75    
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 2  
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7 2  

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1189 1205 199 254 248 174 313 124 313 
Average Queue (ft) 50 1020 1034 95 129 156 72 151 69 126 
95th Queue (ft) 175 1405 1422 166 219 238 172 257 130 221 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   13 16    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   101 121    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   57   1 2 0 10 2 17 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   15   3 3 0 9 4 13 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 153 282 325 151 159 159 311 203 209 211 
Average Queue (ft) 51 170 200 81 75 43 171 120 129 85 
95th Queue (ft) 113 278 305 129 140 110 280 176 182 157 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   0      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   0      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 256 119 143 107 181 157 30 147 173 240 
Average Queue (ft) 134 65 68 39 102 83 3 71 97 142 
95th Queue (ft) 236 111 132 85 158 146 17 126 149 222 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 303 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 5.2 
Total Delay (hr) 0.4 1.9 1.2 0.5 37.4 1.8 43.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.5 27.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.3 55.0 7.6 2.1 3.7 0.1 2.1 0.4 1.1 0.9 1.5 0.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 31.5 
Total Delay (hr) 76.3 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 5.8 1.4 1.2 1.1 2.4 3.6 1.1 16.6 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.7 1.9 2.5 0.3 0.2 3.9 1.4 12.0 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 36.7 
Total Delay (hr) 148.1 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 93 149 205 132 115 1003 1012 
Average Queue (ft) 45 69 109 68 66 668 716 
95th Queue (ft) 69 127 174 111 104 976 986 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 2 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1201 1203 200 253 252 174 266 125 205 
Average Queue (ft) 57 993 1009 113 122 147 69 135 57 110 
95th Queue (ft) 187 1420 1439 185 208 220 171 222 115 195 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   11 14    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   87 105    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 57   1 2 0 9 0 17 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 15   3 2 0 8 0 14 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 238 292 300 137 159 92 282 221 237 178 
Average Queue (ft) 63 163 183 79 54 27 160 127 141 86 
95th Queue (ft) 151 277 297 131 116 72 264 184 203 138 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   0      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   0      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 201 172 132 136 182 169 38 198 183 270 
Average Queue (ft) 122 84 84 43 96 85 4 68 110 156 
95th Queue (ft) 203 136 124 92 160 132 22 137 163 239 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 238 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 77.0 85.5 0.0 0.1 46.5 
Total Del/Veh (s) 32.8 10.0 10.9 82.2 18.0 7.5 40.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 22.2 68.1 17.6 22.3 15.6 4.0 0.3 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 52.8 40.0 37.9 192.8 169.3 187.9 262.8 261.8 274.4 48.2 37.5 29.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 13.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 142.6 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 21.7 19.5 31.4 6.5 29.7 25.9 32.1 18.5 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.1 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
Total Del/Veh (s) 57.1 11.6 44.1 50.2 285.3 253.6 243.4 117.6 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 120.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1176.4 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 323 266 1099 1097 280 208 201 
Average Queue (ft) 84 101 79 525 958 261 103 110 
95th Queue (ft) 114 230 162 1268 1404 376 184 183 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 6 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 57 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 31 2   0 24 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 71 4   5 76 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 438 458 200 1416 1428 175 1840 73 94 
Average Queue (ft) 51 279 287 133 1103 1120 173 1273 23 55 
95th Queue (ft) 152 398 408 238 1711 1693 177 2039 56 93 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       12 16 28    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       97 125 0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   27   4 51 3 73   0 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   11   28 74 15 157   0 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 286 289 286 263 193 211 205 217 238 338 
Average Queue (ft) 105 113 130 118 91 95 119 141 139 193 
95th Queue (ft) 224 216 235 210 152 174 190 203 211 316 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       3    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0      
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 273 244 253 286 405 357 324 306 140 1336 1325 1326 
Average Queue (ft) 212 117 107 209 340 343 174 164 71 1110 1081 1032 
95th Queue (ft) 293 197 207 390 420 401 382 354 166 1581 1580 1534 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 0 0 0 38 44 16 12   36 22 18 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 36 0 0 0 284 334 120 92   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 38   73 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 136   154 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 765 766 234 234 
Average Queue (ft) 217 227 34 29 
95th Queue (ft) 717 740 163 151 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 14 14 7 7 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1881 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 19.0 21.0 0.0 0.0 11.7 
Total Del/Veh (s) 28.8 8.8 13.1 54.6 20.2 10.8 30.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.1 93.7 80.2 90.2 3.9 0.3 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 61.7 40.7 35.5 120.0 91.6 114.9 329.4 336.3 332.9 31.8 41.6 23.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 18.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 120.1 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 23.3 22.1 30.1 5.4 30.0 25.0 36.8 19.5 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 7.2 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 61.0 13.1 42.3 45.0 223.8 224.9 233.2 102.3 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 68.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1032.8 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 178 136 952 1091 280 208 202 
Average Queue (ft) 70 65 65 193 457 140 117 133 
95th Queue (ft) 103 126 108 568 1130 371 184 205 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       5 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 14 2   0 11 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 34 3   4 34 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 396 433 200 930 984 175 1854 70 95 
Average Queue (ft) 54 297 310 152 686 719 169 1656 26 45 
95th Queue (ft) 152 392 398 241 966 1007 196 2274 61 85 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       73    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 32   7 48 4 70   0 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 12   51 70 18 151   0 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 320 321 286 262 141 118 222 242 237 369 
Average Queue (ft) 108 135 146 134 80 63 135 135 136 229 
95th Queue (ft) 248 262 252 223 125 113 213 203 196 371 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0      
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 297 251 266 286 376 394 305 344 140 1326 1325 1323 
Average Queue (ft) 221 134 128 193 317 317 163 153 58 931 898 895 
95th Queue (ft) 299 216 233 370 430 440 373 365 151 1513 1496 1463 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 14 0 0 0 35 39 16 13   16 7 5 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 43 0 0 0 262 294 122 101   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 35   65 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2 125   137 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 
Directions Served T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 178 137 
Average Queue (ft) 20 12 
95th Queue (ft) 92 70 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 
Upstream Blk Time (%)  
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1472 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 67.4 61.3 0.0 0.0 35.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 29.5 9.2 12.0 64.8 19.2 9.0 33.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 9.9 20.5 0.2 78.7 76.7 68.0 3.9 0.2 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 88.6 54.7 56.8 150.3 131.7 121.1 299.9 323.7 311.8 47.4 47.0 29.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 23.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 135.6 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 24.4 22.2 30.6 5.3 31.7 26.1 35.0 19.6 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.6 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 62.0 12.9 45.5 47.4 245.2 261.4 249.7 114.0 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 125.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1112.1 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 184 141 1072 1087 280 234 249 
Average Queue (ft) 79 77 74 345 775 242 109 135 
95th Queue (ft) 109 146 124 910 1347 399 186 215 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0 14 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 23 3   1 14 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 53 5   10 46 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 635 585 199 1400 1401 174 1836 124 223 
Average Queue (ft) 72 367 369 153 907 932 170 1427 32 69 
95th Queue (ft) 197 551 548 243 1607 1606 189 2392 76 154 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       6 7 62    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       43 58 0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   43   8 46 2 68   4 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   17   59 66 8 147   2 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 298 292 295 203 157 120 280 262 284 391 
Average Queue (ft) 117 125 138 111 76 62 131 135 149 209 
95th Queue (ft) 240 249 259 184 132 114 220 216 220 344 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0     0 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0     0 
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 282 266 258 286 395 376 324 305 140 1326 1336 1328 
Average Queue (ft) 226 141 135 214 352 350 161 145 51 1004 998 996 
95th Queue (ft) 299 239 241 387 394 388 347 339 148 1487 1482 1465 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 18 0 0 0 39 43 11 9   29 24 22 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 58 1 0 0 298 322 81 66   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 39 0 69 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 143 0 146 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 765 803 234 253 
Average Queue (ft) 224 224 45 38 
95th Queue (ft) 771 771 194 180 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 20 18 13 13 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1647 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 18.9 46.7 0.0 0.1 21.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 33.7 7.7 14.2 61.1 18.8 9.9 33.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 1.3 6.2 51.1 46.9 36.4 3.9 0.4 0.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 70.2 47.0 45.1 135.2 111.7 118.4 328.0 343.1 315.4 51.4 45.9 38.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 10.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 131.6 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 24.5 24.2 32.5 5.4 30.2 25.2 27.5 18.8 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 8.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 
Total Del/Veh (s) 67.5 14.8 51.6 56.1 271.1 309.9 307.3 130.8 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 64.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1200.7 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 303 150 1064 1112 280 218 263 
Average Queue (ft) 72 75 61 225 706 196 113 128 
95th Queue (ft) 109 193 102 748 1427 408 184 210 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0 34 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 22 3   0 13 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 51 4   2 41 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 546 515 200 1193 1200 174 1840 124 183 
Average Queue (ft) 65 320 340 126 835 857 168 1658 34 65 
95th Queue (ft) 191 484 494 238 1038 1071 208 2089 84 134 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       46    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   34   3 52 8 71 2 7 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   13   23 75 37 154 2 3 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 236 244 288 267 139 146 181 229 256 317 
Average Queue (ft) 118 124 141 129 79 76 124 138 142 155 
95th Queue (ft) 243 239 259 225 128 121 179 203 207 266 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 283 262 274 286 376 405 305 306 140 1345 1325 1345 
Average Queue (ft) 238 139 134 234 359 364 249 249 70 1127 1132 1124 
95th Queue (ft) 315 237 228 387 367 385 360 361 159 1605 1603 1568 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 22 0 0 0 52 60 25 24   49 39 31 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 70 1 1 0 391 450 186 185   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 52 0 72 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 187 0 152 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 789 803 271 253 
Average Queue (ft) 347 354 72 70 
95th Queue (ft) 935 941 253 248 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 29 30 25 26 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 2063 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 15.4 19.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 33.9 9.1 12.2 50.7 20.3 10.1 29.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 2.2 9.3 122.6 116.3 111.9 4.0 0.2 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 72.8 45.7 45.0 132.6 105.9 122.2 347.1 369.9 344.2 29.8 48.3 35.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 24.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 131.5 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 19.3 26.3 35.5 6.1 28.5 24.4 31.2 18.5 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 3.7 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 
Total Del/Veh (s) 51.1 11.4 35.0 37.5 282.2 306.1 317.9 124.8 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 72.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1166.7 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 206 171 1130 1096 280 185 244 
Average Queue (ft) 80 87 62 234 537 170 111 127 
95th Queue (ft) 112 183 107 788 1249 387 172 197 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1 3 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       5 25 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 29 3   0 8 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 67 5   5 25 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 448 477 200 1352 1357 175 1835 125 180 
Average Queue (ft) 53 326 329 137 775 805 171 1680 32 70 
95th Queue (ft) 149 443 452 228 1281 1322 193 2137 75 127 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       75    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 36   3 48 6 72 0 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 14   25 70 27 154 0 1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 178 273 294 267 170 203 313 219 265 344 
Average Queue (ft) 72 132 163 149 91 78 122 131 150 196 
95th Queue (ft) 144 236 270 250 152 148 215 208 236 349 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 285 211 197 286 381 364 324 236 140 1350 1344 1340 
Average Queue (ft) 205 121 105 180 316 313 63 53 81 1160 1149 1146 
95th Queue (ft) 285 192 177 362 424 411 193 161 176 1535 1533 1520 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 6     0 20 23 1 0   50 37 34 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 18     0 154 174 7 2   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 20 0 64 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 74 0 135 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 789 813 234 258 
Average Queue (ft) 339 351 75 80 
95th Queue (ft) 918 931 251 267 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 33 33 24 25 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 992 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.3 0.7 23.1 
Total Delay (hr) 0.6 1.8 1.3 0.6 38.7 1.7 44.6 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.9 59.3 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.0 55.9 8.4 1.9 4.1 0.1 2.3 0.3 1.1 1.3 1.8 0.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 70.6 
Total Delay (hr) 78.7 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 9.1 1.8 1.2 1.3 2.2 3.9 1.2 20.8 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.7 1.6 3.3 0.3 0.2 4.1 0.9 12.0 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 93.7 
Total Delay (hr) 156.1 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 124 181 136 138 907 922 
Average Queue (ft) 48 62 105 66 68 679 709 
95th Queue (ft) 79 109 161 117 121 937 934 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 1 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 1195 1208 199 226 252 174 268 125 333 
Average Queue (ft) 43 1020 1029 118 125 152 75 135 77 119 
95th Queue (ft) 160 1320 1322 191 202 230 168 206 130 231 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   11 13    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   87 97    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   60   2 1 0 8 4 17 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   19   5 2 0 7 6 13 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 324 423 468 189 136 168 309 257 269 138 
Average Queue (ft) 111 242 261 79 55 36 151 135 154 85 
95th Queue (ft) 273 364 389 152 106 98 262 213 222 139 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 2      
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 8      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 221 104 117 96 229 194 48 155 225 244 
Average Queue (ft) 132 59 58 42 135 120 5 79 113 147 
95th Queue (ft) 209 92 104 97 200 179 24 143 187 231 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 249 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.2 6.2 
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 1.8 1.2 0.6 33.4 1.4 39.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 1.1 67.8 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.3 52.7 8.7 1.8 4.1 0.1 2.8 0.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 0.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 73.8 
Total Delay (hr) 76.2 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 8.7 1.7 1.1 1.0 2.1 3.9 1.0 19.6 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.6 1.6 3.0 0.3 0.2 3.5 0.9 11.1 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 80.0 
Total Delay (hr) 146.0 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 99 155 158 94 96 799 872 
Average Queue (ft) 45 60 98 55 65 620 647 
95th Queue (ft) 84 121 144 90 93 855 890 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 6 1 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1200 1198 199 210 227 174 268 125 227 
Average Queue (ft) 47 981 1004 105 123 163 91 154 74 103 
95th Queue (ft) 147 1308 1318 171 191 228 196 235 133 202 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   7 7    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   52 55    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 59   0 1 1 15 6 11 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 19   1 2 1 13 8 9 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 324 462 405 148 147 139 263 256 279 205 
Average Queue (ft) 97 216 226 76 54 37 158 138 151 81 
95th Queue (ft) 233 370 365 130 101 103 230 216 235 150 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   2      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   10      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 231 117 100 121 190 227 31 136 164 221 
Average Queue (ft) 136 59 65 40 113 106 4 70 102 128 
95th Queue (ft) 217 99 109 91 170 174 20 121 153 202 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 177 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.6 0.4 15.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 1.9 0.9 0.5 36.8 1.5 42.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 1.4 61.1 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.0 50.2 7.4 2.1 4.0 0.2 2.1 0.5 1.1 1.1 1.3 0.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 69.6 
Total Delay (hr) 71.2 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 9.8 1.9 1.0 1.0 2.4 3.7 1.3 21.1 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.7 1.6 3.0 0.3 0.2 3.8 1.0 11.5 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 84.6 
Total Delay (hr) 146.0 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 142 230 130 116 868 833 
Average Queue (ft) 54 75 108 59 47 657 680 
95th Queue (ft) 93 137 173 108 89 909 913 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 4 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 10 3 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 1172 1200 199 226 244 174 360 125 202 
Average Queue (ft) 31 950 968 106 122 155 71 140 65 89 
95th Queue (ft) 127 1269 1290 178 205 234 157 234 119 163 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   0 1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   3 8    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 58   2 1 0 8 5 8 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 18   7 2 0 7 7 7 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 324 476 509 150 165 124 358 211 203 196 
Average Queue (ft) 100 243 261 70 46 28 164 131 134 87 
95th Queue (ft) 234 390 420 117 110 99 285 198 192 152 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 2      
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 8      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 267 124 115 134 172 182 30 163 210 322 
Average Queue (ft) 134 53 58 41 124 109 4 78 102 144 
95th Queue (ft) 210 103 111 100 176 174 21 141 161 237 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       3    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 84 

Exhibit A-5, Traffic Impact Analysis Z1500084COMP Page 270



SimTraffic Performance Report 

Future With-Project - AM Peak Hour 5/23/2016 

Windhaven Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis SimTraffic Report 
Page 1 

 

 

 

4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.0 1.3 22.4 
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 1.6 1.0 0.5 38.3 2.1 44.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 1.5 35.2 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.9 41.1 6.6 1.8 4.2 0.2 2.7 0.4 1.0 1.2 1.7 0.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 43.9 
Total Delay (hr) 61.9 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Delay (hr) 7.9 2.0 1.2 1.2 2.0 3.9 1.2 19.4 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.5 1.4 3.2 0.3 0.2 4.0 1.0 11.7 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 66.4 
Total Delay (hr) 136.9 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 98 132 172 119 116 849 870 
Average Queue (ft) 46 59 95 50 60 675 715 
95th Queue (ft) 84 104 155 91 97 900 941 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 3 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8 2 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 1169 1178 198 249 244 174 245 125 288 
Average Queue (ft) 44 821 845 102 128 148 93 142 71 111 
95th Queue (ft) 159 1242 1255 155 209 221 180 216 131 196 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   0 0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   0 1    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 56   0 0 0 6 4 15 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 18   0 1 0 5 6 12 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 324 366 428 157 169 127 267 229 247 203 
Average Queue (ft) 99 206 242 77 55 29 139 135 144 96 
95th Queue (ft) 233 326 381 134 109 81 234 198 216 165 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   1      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   6      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 227 93 116 97 184 166 30 133 170 313 
Average Queue (ft) 120 58 59 43 119 105 4 78 107 152 
95th Queue (ft) 200 91 117 86 165 161 19 135 158 240 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       2    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 60 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 16.3 0.6 17.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 1.8 1.2 0.6 36.9 1.9 42.8 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.6 39.9 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 0.9 47.9 5.9 1.8 3.9 0.2 2.3 0.3 1.0 0.7 1.4 0.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 50.0 
Total Delay (hr) 66.7 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 8.3 1.9 1.3 1.0 2.2 3.7 1.0 19.4 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.6 1.4 3.0 0.3 0.2 3.8 1.0 11.4 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 67.1 
Total Delay (hr) 140.3 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 93 148 208 131 141 881 902 
Average Queue (ft) 45 67 96 60 66 660 696 
95th Queue (ft) 79 129 154 107 122 909 921 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7 2 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1174 1173 192 223 248 174 250 125 183 
Average Queue (ft) 47 893 919 99 119 146 89 153 56 108 
95th Queue (ft) 161 1155 1169 151 201 227 187 234 109 175 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   0 1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   2 4    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 59   0 1 0 9 1 14 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 19   1 2 0 8 1 11 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 318 345 364 135 143 119 287 237 221 176 
Average Queue (ft) 97 221 243 80 44 23 161 133 143 85 
95th Queue (ft) 226 343 367 143 94 72 239 194 209 147 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   1      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   4      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 247 137 116 146 184 177 52 117 179 197 
Average Queue (ft) 125 52 50 50 115 107 5 59 102 132 
95th Queue (ft) 211 95 89 103 161 166 26 100 161 190 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 62 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 44.2 41.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 23.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 27.5 9.7 11.7 72.4 15.8 0.9 7.5 36.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 4.2 0.0 61.0 80.3 81.0 3.7 0.4 0.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 67.9 45.6 50.1 135.5 115.9 125.4 322.5 298.7 299.9 49.3 40.4 28.1 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 15.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 128.6 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 21.5 26.2 32.9 5.4 30.4 23.4 26.6 17.8 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 4.7 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
Total Del/Veh (s) 50.0 11.7 31.1 34.0 290.3 277.4 284.0 115.8 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 83.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 971.4 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 284 136 1114 1091 280 208 210 
Average Queue (ft) 71 89 72 231 895 252 91 105 
95th Queue (ft) 111 200 112 813 1425 390 161 166 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1 4 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       5 41 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 16 3   0 16 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 37 6   3 50 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 483 491 200 1410 1415 175 1816 111 115 
Average Queue (ft) 94 324 341 142 787 811 169 1536 34 58 
95th Queue (ft) 229 458 474 248 1452 1461 211 2271 72 99 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       5 7 52    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       41 54 0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   36   0 48 2 71 0 1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   15   0 70 11 157 0 1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 198 254 290 260 160 154 266 257 233 362 
Average Queue (ft) 86 140 161 142 74 64 133 145 141 163 
95th Queue (ft) 165 252 278 241 137 122 226 219 209 282 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 268 228 247 286 376 378 250 216 140 1363 1325 1326 
Average Queue (ft) 193 121 106 172 314 313 42 41 52 1121 1086 1079 
95th Queue (ft) 265 200 197 362 419 420 151 136 147 1532 1537 1510 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3   0 0 14 19 0 0   47 34 25 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 10   0 0 105 148 3 0   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 14 0 75 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       1 50 0 162 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 784 803 271 253 
Average Queue (ft) 311 319 58 62 
95th Queue (ft) 898 911 226 229 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 26 26 19 20 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 974 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 46.8 37.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 35.4 9.6 13.1 81.9 19.3 0.8 9.2 40.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.0 0.0 106.9 122.4 131.0 4.0 0.3 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 60.1 45.7 42.5 196.0 188.1 231.6 343.5 348.3 322.0 43.2 43.4 31.0 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 23.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 162.9 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 1.2 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 35.7 22.9 35.4 13.2 29.7 23.1 57.5 27.2 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 17.4 11.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 75.2 14.4 53.3 54.2 221.2 183.3 182.4 97.0 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 112.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1014.3 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 339 276 1095 1109 280 183 195 
Average Queue (ft) 83 97 77 251 1015 280 113 130 
95th Queue (ft) 115 219 158 872 1278 280 179 187 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 7 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       3 68 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 32 2   0 20 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 74 3   5 63 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 515 516 200 1432 1431 175 1840 110 136 
Average Queue (ft) 63 320 323 149 1174 1193 166 1557 31 58 
95th Queue (ft) 170 460 461 242 1774 1737 205 2185 69 107 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       14 19 54    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       113 153 0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   36   3 52 4 74 1 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   15   23 75 18 163 1 1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 324 436 421 275 290 284 255 199 499 425 
Average Queue (ft) 199 133 153 141 131 129 129 135 204 265 
95th Queue (ft) 309 291 297 244 260 268 205 192 419 439 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1 2 4 0  
Queuing Penalty (veh)       5 9 18 2  
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 7 0   0 6 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 17 0   2 17 
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 281 195 256 286 406 380 324 306 140 1326 1293 1256 
Average Queue (ft) 262 125 129 247 359 359 280 273 67 827 790 788 
95th Queue (ft) 301 198 231 389 396 370 388 389 167 1261 1209 1164 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 37   0 1 52 60 45 44   1 0 0 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 120   0 0 409 465 352 343   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       1 52   76 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2 194   163 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B472 
Directions Served T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 25 33 
Average Queue (ft) 1 1 
95th Queue (ft) 8 11 
Link Distance (ft) 691 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%)  
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 
Storage Blk Time (%) 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 2897 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 20.4 28.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.5 
Total Del/Veh (s) 40.6 9.6 12.6 67.3 20.7 1.3 10.7 35.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 4.1 0.0 69.4 65.0 67.0 4.0 0.1 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 71.2 44.8 42.3 203.8 193.5 249.6 280.9 294.0 284.6 48.4 48.9 30.2 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 15.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 155.6 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 2.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Total Del/Veh (s) 22.7 25.1 32.8 12.8 31.5 25.0 39.1 22.3 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 6.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
Total Del/Veh (s) 61.6 11.5 48.5 50.3 322.0 308.8 321.2 135.5 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 70.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 1155.3 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 197 137 1070 1096 280 222 272 
Average Queue (ft) 79 91 63 224 867 252 122 139 
95th Queue (ft) 114 179 107 711 1312 391 194 218 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0 18 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 32 2   1 16 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 74 4   11 52 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 486 458 200 1421 1430 175 1836 124 132 
Average Queue (ft) 47 329 333 143 1273 1283 162 1328 42 50 
95th Queue (ft) 141 431 422 244 1615 1613 212 2272 86 103 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       15 17 37    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       124 141 0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   36   3 54 4 69 0 3 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   15   23 79 17 152 0 1 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 193 274 295 265 298 301 247 229 217 422 
Average Queue (ft) 89 131 150 137 138 133 135 139 146 205 
95th Queue (ft) 174 244 272 229 260 262 217 207 201 355 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       1 1 1    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       3 5 5    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)         1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)         3 
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 295 176 193 286 405 376 310 275 140 1363 1325 1341 
Average Queue (ft) 226 114 103 234 356 348 181 159 66 1236 1224 1210 
95th Queue (ft) 305 174 172 383 401 387 356 311 163 1512 1498 1496 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 16     0 42 46 13 10   59 38 34 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 51     0 329 362 104 78   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       0 42   72 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2 156   154 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 765 789 234 234 
Average Queue (ft) 343 334 24 24 
95th Queue (ft) 836 827 140 140 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 11 7 7 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1962 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SER All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 18.8 0.2 19.1 
Total Delay (hr) 0.6 1.8 1.1 0.5 35.9 1.9 41.9 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Delay (hr) 2.1 66.2 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.0 55.1 8.7 2.2 4.1 0.1 3.0 0.4 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.4 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Delay (hr) 73.5 
Total Delay (hr) 78.2 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 8.2 1.7 0.9 1.1 2.5 3.7 1.0 19.1 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay (hr) 1.6 1.5 3.0 0.3 0.2 4.3 1.1 11.9 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Delay (hr) 92.6 
Total Delay (hr) 151.0 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 122 173 140 116 882 966 
Average Queue (ft) 49 66 110 55 60 652 688 
95th Queue (ft) 84 114 161 94 98 908 939 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75  
Storage Blk Time (%) 5 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 13 2 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 200 1185 1198 199 272 304 174 395 125 223 
Average Queue (ft) 37 1007 1019 109 131 148 86 169 64 104 
95th Queue (ft) 144 1383 1391 196 238 237 160 289 112 191 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)   14 18    
Queuing Penalty (veh)   111 136    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   60   5 2 0 10 3 11 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   19   15 3 0 9 4 9 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 269 325 355 133 131 194 267 309 282 129 
Average Queue (ft) 108 207 220 63 53 31 170 132 138 66 
95th Queue (ft) 238 333 333 110 102 104 247 217 206 109 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)          
Queuing Penalty (veh)          
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%)   1      
Queuing Penalty (veh)   4      
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 249 126 134 73 203 200 30 143 163 204 
Average Queue (ft) 122 58 58 32 120 101 3 78 114 149 
95th Queue (ft) 218 119 118 60 177 161 17 142 168 206 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0        
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115    
Storage Blk Time (%)       3    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 325 
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4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SEL SET SER All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.0 28.4 27.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.8 
Total Del/Veh (s) 34.4 8.1 14.1 66.0 17.8 0.9 6.9 34.3 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 0.4 38.5 40.6 36.8 4.0 0.2 0.3 
Total Del/Veh (s) 67.5 37.3 33.2 152.8 125.9 127.4 291.0 298.5 281.2 47.4 45.4 24.5 

 

5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 8.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 129.7 

 
6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 

 
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT SBL SBT SBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total Del/Veh (s) 23.8 22.8 32.4 6.1 33.0 24.5 26.9 18.8 

 

7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 Performance by movement 
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR All 
Denied Del/Veh (s) 15.6 10.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 
Total Del/Veh (s) 61.4 12.7 41.0 43.6 271.5 275.4 270.4 119.9 

 

Total Zone Performance 
 
 

Denied Del/Veh (s) 60.9 
Total Del/Veh (s) 954.4 
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Intersection: 4: Francis Ave #14 & Indian Trail Road 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SE SE 
Directions Served L T T T T R L LR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 100 173 158 1088 1106 280 174 222 
Average Queue (ft) 81 73 59 363 769 243 98 112 
95th Queue (ft) 114 150 110 995 1320 400 151 176 
Link Distance (ft)   1080 1080 1066 1066 1036 1036 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0 2 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       2 25 
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 75     255 
Storage Blk Time (%) 25 1   1 16 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 57 3   8 50 

 

Intersection: 5: Alberta St & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB SB 
Directions Served L T TR L T TR L LTR L TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 380 405 200 1394 1398 175 1835 71 106 
Average Queue (ft) 48 254 272 147 907 936 170 1476 32 52 
95th Queue (ft) 151 345 371 231 1597 1600 200 2130 66 90 
Link Distance (ft)   1169 1169 1382 1382 1801   497 
Upstream Blk Time (%)       3 4 40    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       27 30 0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175     175 150 100  
Storage Blk Time (%)   24   6 44 6 71   1 
Queuing Penalty (veh)   10   45 65 28 157   0 

 

Intersection: 6: Ash St #4S & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB SB SB SB SB 
Directions Served T T TR L T T L T T R 
Maximum Queue (ft) 305 233 278 256 176 142 274 247 242 325 
Average Queue (ft) 114 129 139 143 96 88 126 155 158 173 
95th Queue (ft) 245 235 255 237 146 144 218 222 229 281 
Link Distance (ft)   1577 1577 256 256 256 499 499 499  
Upstream Blk Time (%)       0    
Queuing Penalty (veh)       0    
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300       400 
Storage Blk Time (%) 2        
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4        
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Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B471 B471 NB NB NB NB 
Directions Served L T T T T TR T T L LT T TR 
Maximum Queue (ft) 287 197 262 286 405 394 305 305 140 1350 1325 1344 
Average Queue (ft) 222 118 121 212 346 338 131 116 64 1112 1095 1089 
95th Queue (ft) 315 181 211 386 411 413 302 287 155 1469 1454 1438 
Link Distance (ft) 256 256 256 287 287 232 232   1256 1256 1256 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 15   0 1 32 35 8 7   29 17 18 
Queuing Penalty (veh) 48   0 0 250 274 60 52   0 0 0 
Storage Bay Dist (ft)       300 115  
Storage Blk Time (%)       1 32 0 67 
Queuing Penalty (veh)       3 118 0 145 

 

Intersection: 7: Maple St #3N & Francis Ave #14 
 

Movement B476 B476 B472 B472 
Directions Served T T T T 
Maximum Queue (ft) 765 793 59 134 
Average Queue (ft) 143 143 3 9 
95th Queue (ft) 577 572 24 64 
Link Distance (ft) 691 691 219 219 
Upstream Blk Time (%) 5 5  
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0  
Storage Bay Dist (ft)      
Storage Blk Time (%)      
Queuing Penalty (veh)      

 

Zone Summary 

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1461 
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TO: 
 
 

Inga Note, P.E. - City of Spokane Street Department 

Lisa Key - City of Spokane Planning and Development 

Tirrell Black - City of Spokane Planning Department 

FROM: 
 

Bill White  

Kennet Bertelsen, P.E. 

DATE: June 8, 2016 

JOB NO.: 5594.002 

RE: Windhaven Apartments, Indian Trail Safety/Collision Analysis 

CC: 
 

Jay Bonnet, P.E. - Bonnett Engineering 

Del Stratton - Douglass Properties 

Urgent For Review Please Comment Please Reply For Your Use 
 

This memorandum summarizes the safety/collision analysis prepared for Indian Trail Road in 
north Spokane, WA.  This has been provided the second supplement to the Windhaven 
Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis (MMI, May 2016), as prepared in response to citizen 
commentary/questions recorded at the Windhaven neighborhood public meeting performed on 
May 25, 2016 at Indian Trail Church.  Source material such as project data, traffic forecasts, and 
comparative analyses can be reviewed with the project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). 

METHODOLOGY 
The purposes of collision analyses is to determine whether safety issues occur as a result of 
operational or design issues, such as signal phase issues, sight distance limitations, 
channelization alignment issues, etc.  A location where numerous incidents occur could indicate 
a high accident location (HAL).  A high number of collisions occurring along a street or street 
section may indicate a high accident corridor (HAC). 
 
Any collision is important to consider and is relevant in safety analyses.  However, collisions are 
reviewed on the basis of severity rates to help determine whether some form of remediation 
may be needed to address persistent, reoccurring collision issues within the context of traffic 
densities.  An intersection or corridor section may have a high number of collisions/incidents, 
but this is not as statistically significant if the high traffic volumes are also experienced.  
Collision rates are calculated to provide a statistical means for quantifying collision density. 
 
An intersection (or driveway) collision rate (ICR) quantifies severity based on the number of 
average accidents occurring per year, as compared with average daily traffic (ADT) entering the 
intersection per the following equation: 
 

Intersection Collision Rate (ICR)         =        Average Accidents per Year * 1,000,000 
           (Collisions per million entering vehicles)                365 * Total Entering Intersection ADT 
  
Similarly, the corridor collision rate (CCR) for a street or street section is based on the number 
of average accidents occurring per year compared with average daily traffic AND the length of 
the corridor, per the following equation: 
 

Corridor Collision Rate (CCR)           =        Average Accidents per Year * 1,000,000 
       (Collisions per million miles of vehicle travel)            365 * Section ADT * Section Length 
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Typically jurisdictions such as Spokane have no set thresholds for identifying an HAL or HAC.  
However, a typical industry recommendation is that further evaluation/analysis should be 
considered if accident rates exceed 1.0 collisions per million entering vehicles for an intersection 
(or driveway). 
 
The Washington State Department of Transportation provides collision statistics within annual 
summary reports.  The “2014 Annual Collision Summary”, the most current report available, 
indicates Spokane County experiences a system/network-wide rate of 168.7 collisions per 100 
million miles of travel, or 1.687 collisions per million miles of travel.  Thus, by comparison, the 
use of a 1.0 threshold is conservative at least on the basis of corridor analyses.  This at least 
provides some local context to safety/collision analyses.  

ANALYSIS 
Collision histories were reviewed for 2.67 miles of Indian Trail Road between Navaho Avenue 
and Francis Avenue.  Intersections, driveways, and mid-block locations were considered, as 
well as for the corridor section overall.  Histories were reviewed for nearly a three and a half-
year period extending between January 1, 2013 and May 31, 2016, the most current three-plus 
year timeframe available, as per standard industry practices.  Collision data was provided by 
City of Spokane officials. 
 
Note the histories/data reviewed reflects recorded collisions, as identified through evidentiary 
reports provided by City of Spokane, Spokane County, and/or State law enforcement officials.  
Unreported collisions do occur throughout a community on roadways such as Indian Trail Road.  
However, Safety studies can be performed only based on recorded data.  Most typically, 
unreported collisions would involve minor property damage only (typically non-injury). 
 
Total collisions, average collisions, collisions rates, and severity were determined for each 
intersection or driveway with summary data provided in Table 1 (next page).  Also summarized 
in bold, final row, is the overall corridor collision data for the 2.67 mile street section.  Other 
factors to note from this table include: 

 3.4-Year refers to total collisions collected for the 3 year and 5 months analysis 
timeframe. 

 Average annual would then be the average year collisions, taken by dividing total 
collisions by 3 years and 5 months. 

 ADT refers to traffic entering the intersection from Indian Trail Road.  The resulting ICR 
rates should be considered conservative as no side-street ADT is reflected. 

 The average corridor ADT (in bold) was taken from three count locations of 13,555, 
16,821, and 17,299, as these were performed to support the TIA and are prevalent for 
the study corridor section. 

 PDO is a property damage only collision without injuries.  These were reviewed on the 
basis of each incident, as to compare with other severity incidents.  Each incident may 
actually have two or more vehicles with property damage. 

 Inj. is an injury-related incident.  Property damage is likely, but the worse-severity is 
recorded for comparison.  Note injuries were also reviewed on the basis of each 
incident, as to compare with other severity incidents.  Each incident may actually have 
two or more persons with injuries. 

 Fat. refers to a fatality.  It is acknowledge a fatality, predating this study timeframe, may 
have occurred and is well-remembered by citizens of the neighborhood.  However, the 
occurrence is not recorded as it again predates available collected from City officials 
between January 1, 2013 and May 31, 2016. 
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Table 1.  Summary Intersection Collision  

Intersection 

Traffic Control Severity 

3.4-Year 
Totals 

Average 
Annual ADT1 

ICR2 or 
CCR3 PDO4 Inj.5 Fat6 

Navaho Avenue 3 0.9 4100 0.59 67% 33% 0% 

Shawnee Avenue 2 0.6 13555 0.12 50% 50% 0% 

Mid-Block S/of Shawnee 1 0.3 13555 0.06 0% 100% 0% 

Selkirk Apts Drive 0 0.0 13555 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Chase Bank Drive 0 0.0 13555 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Barnes Road 8 2.3 13555 0.47 25% 75% 0% 

Sundance Plaza North Drive 3 0.9 13555 0.18 33% 67% 0% 

Sundance Plaza South Drive 0 0.0 13555 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

STCU Drive 0 0.0 13555 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Lowell Avenue 2 0.6 16821 0.10 50% 50% 0% 

Pacific Park Dr./Strong Rd 4 1.2 16821 0.19 25% 75% 0% 

Christian School Drive 1 0.3 16821 0.05 0% 100% 0% 

Kathleen Avenue 1 0.3 17299 0.05 100% 0% 0% 

Excel Avenue 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Fleming Street 1 0.3 17299 0.05 0% 100% 0% 

Weile Avenue 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Assumption Parish School 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Woodside Avenue 6 1.8 17299 0.28 50% 50% 0% 

Beacon Avenue 1 0.3 17299 0.05 100% 0% 0% 

Holyoke Avenue 1 0.3 17299 0.05 100% 0% 0% 

Yokes North Drive 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Yokes Central Drive 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Indian Trail Dental North Drive 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Indian Trail Dental South Drive 0 0.0 17299 0.00 0% 0% 0% 

Elmhurst Street 2 0.6 17299 0.09 0% 100% 0% 

Francis Avenue 16 4.7 17299 0.74 50% 50% 0% 

Total Collisions 52 15.2 15892 0.98 42% 58% 0% 

1. ADT = Entering from Indian Trail for intersections, or as a count 
average for the corridor. 

2. ICR = Intersection Collision Rate  
3. CCR = Collision Corridor Rate 

4. PDO = Property Damage Only 
5. Inj. = Injury Incident 
6. Fat. = Fatality 

 
As shown, 52 recorded collisions occurred along Indian Trail Road between Indian Trail Road 
between January 1, 2013 and May 31, 2016.  Overall, 42 percent of collisions involved vehicle 
property damage only with 58 percent involving injuries.  There were no fatalities within the 
study timeframe.  An average of 15.2 collisions occur along Indian Trail Road each year that, 
when compared with an average of 15,892 ADT, results in a CCR of 0.98 collisions per million 
miles of vehicle travel.   
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Three prevailing collision types along the corridor include:  

1. 35% Rear-End Collisions - A following vehicle collides with a preceding stopped or 
slowing vehicle);  

2. 25% Left Angle - A left turn “tee” collisions where a permissive left-turning vehicle 
crosses in front of a through vehicle at an intersection or driveway. 

3. 19% Right Angle - A right-turning vehicle at an intersection or driveway enters the 
roadway in front of a through vehicle. 

 
The remaining 21 percent of collision types varied between same direction side-swipe, opposite 
direction side-swipe, opposite direction head-on, a collision with a fixed object (tree, pole, sign, 
or parked car), and a collision with a pedestrian or bicyclist.   
 
A summary of intersection collision data for the highest three intersection locations, as 
determined on the basis of ICR comparisons, is summarized as follow: 

1. Francis Avenue/Indian Trail Road.  Sixteen collisions occurred over three years and 
five months with an average of 4.7 collisions occurring per year; calculating to an ICR of 
0.74 collisions per million entering vehicles.  Severities were equal between injury and 
property damage only collisions.  The prevailing intersection types include left-angle (56-
percent) and rear end (31 percent).   

2. Navaho Avenue/Indian Trail Road.  Three collisions occurred over three years and five 
months with an average of 0.9 collisions occurring per year; calculating to an ICR of 0.59 
collisions per million entering vehicles.  Two collisions involved property damage only 
with one injury accident.  All collisions were right angle.   

3. Barnes Road/Indian Trail Road.  Eight collisions occurred over three years and five 
months with an average of 2.3 collisions occurring per year; calculating to an ICR of 0.47 
collisions per million entering vehicles.  75 percent of collisions involved injuries with 25 
percent property damage only.  The prevailing intersection types include left and right-
angle collisions (63 percent).  A pedestrian was hit crossing at the intersection. 

 
As shown on Table 1, respective intersection and driveway ICR do not exceed 1.0 collisions per 
million entering vehicles.  Thus, it does not appear an HAL is prevalent on the basis of collision 
densities.  Similarly, the CCR is just below 1.0 collisions per million entering vehicles, 
suggesting a HAC does not exist along Indian Trail Road.  The rate is well below the average 
for roadways throughout Spokane County.  
 
Other highlights and pertinent information from the safety analysis includes: 

 No fatalities were noted within the three year and five month study timeframe. 

 A pedestrian incident was noted at the Barnes Road intersections. 

 A pedestrian incident was noted mid-block between Shawnee Avenue and Barnes Road. 

 Nine collisions were attributed to “wet” roadway conditions, with four during rain, outside 
of snow/ice. 

 Two additional collisions were attributed to snow/ice. 

 Twelve collisions occurred at night (dark) 

SUMMARY  
The collision analysis does not highlight a potential HAL or HAC for Indian Trail Road; thus, no 
improvement considerations are recommended.  With that said, the CCR is nearly at 1.0.  Thus, 
it is recommended the City, via any staff study or through request of future private development 
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studies, continue to review collision rates to confirm that an HAL or HAC does not evolve for 
Indian Trail Road.   
 
Note additional summary data on the intersection basis is provided on the next page for more 
detailed review, if/as needed. 
 

Further Collision Summary Data 
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WAC 197-11-960:  Environmental checklist.   
 
 
 

 
SEPA 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 
Purpose of checklist: 
 
 The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to consider the 
environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions.  An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared for 
all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of the environment.  The purpose of this checklist is to 
provide information to help you and the agency identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the 
proposal, if it can be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required. 
 
Instructions for applicants: 
 
 This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.  Governmental agencies 
use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are significant, requiring preparation of an 
EIS.  Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or give the best description you can. 
 You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  In most cases, you should be 
able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts.  If you really do not 
know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply."  Complete answers 
to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 
 Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations.  Answer 
these questions if you can.  If you have problems, the governmental agencies can assist you. 
 The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on 
different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its environmental effects.  
The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional information 
reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact. 
 
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals: 
 
 Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply."  IN 

ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D). 
 For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site" should 
be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively. 
 
A.  BACKGROUND 
 
1.  Name of proposed project, if applicable:   Windhaven First Addition, P.U.D. Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 
2.  Name of applicant: Morningside Investments, LLC – J.R. Bonnett Engineering, PLLC (agent) 
    
3.  Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 

     815 E. Rosewood Avenue 

      Spokane, WA 99208 

     (509) 489-4260 

Contact:  Jay Bonnett 

(509) 534-3929 
 
4.  Date checklist prepared: October 14, 2015. (Amended May 4, 2016) 
 
5.  Agency requesting checklist: City of Spokane 
 
6.  Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

     To be determined 
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7.  Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with this proposal?  If yes, 
explain.  
 
No planning or construction documents have been prepared relating to this proposal as of this date.  The property will 
likely be developed into a multi-family living community upon securing all applicable permits. 

 

8.  List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this 

proposal.   

 

Infrastucture, including roadways, water, sewer, storm drainage, electrical, gas, and phone has already been installed 

throughout the site.  Geotechnical reports relating to stormwater disposal and street pavement design may have been 

prepared in support of the construction work.  No buildings were constructed on the site. No critical areas exist on the 

site.  No wetlands or other environmentally sensitive areas exist on the site.  Stormwater drainage reports (WCE No. 

2009-678) dated November 2009 and July 2011, were prepared by Whipple Consulting Engineers.  These reports were 

prepared in support of a supplemental parking lot addition along the northeast boundary of the property for the existing 

Lusitano Apartments directly east of the subject property.  The parking lot was never constructed.  The WCE drainage 

reports referenced a geotechnical study dated April 19, 2005, prepared by Allwest in 2005 that supported the use of 

drywells for stormwater disposal purposes in the Windhaven PUD.    

 
9.  Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property 
covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain.   
 
We anticipate submitting applications to the City of Spokane for the purpose of acquiring development permits. We are 
not aware of any applications that are or may be pending government approvals for this property.   

 
10.  List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 

 

This proposal requests approval of changing the land use designation in the City’s Comprehensive Plan from R4-10 and 

R10-20 to R10-20 and R15-30.  It also requests approval of changing the City’s zone designation from RSF and to RTF 

to and RMD.  Standard development and construction permits will be secured for building multi-family dwellings.       

 
11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the project and site.  There are 
several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those 
answers on this page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.) 

 

This project is intended to place multiple multi-family dwellings on approximately 49.5 acres of land.  The site 

infrastructure, including paved private streets, water piping networks, sewer systems, stormwater control facilities and 

all dry utilities have been constructed throughout the site to accommodate 286 single family dwellings.  The intent is to 

construct wood-framed, multi-family buildings in lieu of the single family dwellings within the confinements of the 

existing private street system with as little disruption to the existing facilities as possible. The requested land use 

designation would provide for a housing density of approximately 15 15-30 units per acre, yielding up to 750 742 – 1485 

units.  It is likely the actual unit count will be closer to the lower end of this range.         

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

The subject property is located on the north side of Barnes Avenue, approximately 320 yard west of Indian Trail Road 

within the city limits of Spokane, WA.  It is directly west of the existing Lusitano Apartment community.   
 
 
13.  Does the proposed action lie within the aquifer sensitive area (ASA)?  The General Sewer Service area?  The Priority Sewer 
Service Area?  The City of Spokane?  
 
Yes 
 
14.  The following questions supplement Part A. 
 
a. Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) / Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA)  
 
(1)  Describe any systems, other than those designed for the disposal of sanitary waste, installed for the purpose of discharging 
fluids below the ground surface (includes systems such as those for the disposal of stormwater or drainage from floor drains).  
Describe the type of system, the amount of material to be disposed of through the system and the types of material likely to be 
disposed of (including materials which may enter the system inadvertently through spills or as a result of firefighting activities). 
 
Development of this property related to this proposal would consist of multi-family dwellings that will be served by 
public water and sewer.  No fluids are anticipated to be discharged below the ground surface. 
 
(2)  Will any chemicals (especially organic solvents or petroleum fuels) be stored in aboveground or underground storage tanks? 
   
No. 
 
(3)  What protective measures will be taken to insure that leaks or spills of any chemicals stored or used on site will not be 
allowed to percolate to groundwater?  This includes measures to keep chemicals out of disposal systems. 
    
It is not expected that significant quantities of chemicals will be used on the site.  Household detergents, cleaning 
solutions, soaps, etc. consistent with normal residential products are anticipated.  No leaks or spills of any chemicals are 
anticipated. 
 
(4)  Will any chemicals be stored, handled or used on the site in a location where a spill or leak will drain to surface or 
groundwater or to a stormwater disposal system discharging to surface or groundwater? 
    
Chemicals beyond those contained in normal household products purchased by the occupants will not be stored, handled 
or used on the site.  
 
b.  Stormwater  
 
(1)  What are the depths on the site to groundwater and bedrock (if known)? 
 
Unknown.   
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 
 
1.  Earth 
 
a.  General description of the site (circle one):  Gently Sloped, Relatively Flat , rolling, hilly, steep slopes, 

mountainous, 
other . . . . . . 
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b.  What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
 

The site generally slopes uniformly down from the east end to the west end.  The average grade across the site is 

approximately 3%.  The steepest grades are approximately 6%. 
 
 
c.  What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)?  If you know the 

classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland. 

According to the Windhaven PUD geotechnical report the site soils consist of Marble loamy coarse sand (MbC).  No 

farmlands exists on this site.  

   
d.  Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, describe.   
 
We did not encounter any surface conditions or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity.  

     
e.  Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. 

 

Minimal filling and grading is anticipated.  Minor excavation work is anticipated for placement of new building 

foundations.  Minor grading is anticipated at the new driveways and approaches to the buildings from the street.  

Approximate quantities of soil for filling and grading will be determined during the site design phase.  The site 

excavations will likely be balanced, so no import or export of soil is anticipated. 

 
f.  Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 

 

Erosion could possibly occur as a result of construction activity or use.  Temporary erosion and sediment control best 

management practices will be used to mitigate potential erosion impacts to the offsite areas.  Permanent landscaping that 

includes ground covering vegetation will be placed at the completion of the project and therefore no erosion is 

anticipated upon project completion.   

 
g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction (for example, 

asphalt or buildings)? 

 

We estimate that approximately 60% of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces upon project completion. 

 
h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: 

 

Since the site is relatively flat, it is unlikely that erosion will occur as a result of any clearing.  Mass excavation activities 

are not anticipated, since the streets and underground utilities have already been constructed.  Temporary erosion and 

sediment control best management practices during construction will be used to mitigate potential erosion impacts to the 

offsite areas.  Permanent landscaping that includes ground covering vegetation will be placed at the completion of the 

project and therefore no erosion is anticipated upon project completion.   

 
a. Air 
 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors, industrial 
wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed?  If any, generally describe and give 
approximate quantities if known. 
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Emissions generated on-site would occur during the following: Short term dust and emissions construction equipment; 

automobile emissions and dust (on and off site).  Upon project completion, dust from construction activities will not exist 

and automobile emissions will likely return to expected levels contributory to multi-family housing.     
 
c.           Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 
 
Methods to reduce or control dust and vehicle emissions include the following: Keep construction access routes adequately 
moistened with water.  Cover loads; etc.  The subject property is in close proximity to an existing Neighborhood Center 
where pedestrian and bicycle travel would likely reduce automobile trips.  The subject site is in close proximity to a public 
transit system and would likely be used by residents of this community, which would reduce automobile trips.    
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
3.  Water 
 
a.  Surface: 
 

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

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

describe and attach available plans. 

 

The project will not require any work over, in, or adjacent to such waters.    

 
3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from surface water or 

wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.  Indicate the source of fill material. 
 

             None 

 
4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general description, purpose, and 

approximate quantities if known. 

 

The proposal does not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 

 
5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 

 

 The proposal does not lie within a 100-year floodplain. 

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

and anticipated volume of discharge. 

 

 No, the proposal does not involve any discharge of waste materials to surface waters. 

 
b.  Ground: 
 

1)  Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water?  Give general description, 
purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 
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No ground water will be withdrawn.  The existing stormwater system utilizes underground injection wells (drywells) 

to dispose of runoff.  The system was approved by the City of Spokane and is presumed to be in compliance with all 

local and state regulations.  While not anticipated, additional drywells may be installed in accordance with Spokane 

Regional Stormwater Manual and Washington State Department of Ecology regulations if determined to be 

necessary to adequately dispose of surface runoff.  

 
2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources, if any (for 

example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following chemicals . . ; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the 
general size of the system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 

 

            No waste material will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources.  

            The subject property is located in the City of Spokane, which provides solid waste disposal service.  

 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 
 

1)  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any (include 
quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?  Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. 

 
Runoff (including stormwater) from new asphalt-paved areas will be conveyed to adequately designed 
biofiltration swales for treatment and disposed of through infiltration facilities such as drywells or 
underground gravel galleries.  

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

            

No waste materials are anticipated on this site.  Contaminants from vehicles will be conveyed to biofiltration swales 

for treatment prior to disposal through the infiltration facilities.   

            
d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any: 

            
As noted previously, runoff (including stormwater) from new concrete or asphalt-paved areas will be 
conveyed to adequately designed biofiltration swales for treatment and disposed of through infiltration 
facilities such as drywells or underground gravel galleries.  

             
4.  Plants 
 

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site: 
 

�  deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 

�  evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 

�  shrubs 

�  grass 
  pasture 
  crop or grain 
  wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
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  water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
  other types of vegetation 
 
 
b.  What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

 

The vegetation that exists on the site consists of natural dryland sparse pine young pine trees, grass, weeds, etc., will 

likely be removed from all areas.  The entire site was previously stripped of vegetation during construction of the streets 

and in preparation of single family dwelling construction.  The vegetation that currently exists has naturally emerged 

since that time.  
 
c.  List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

       

We have reviewed the Threatened and Endangered Species list as determined by the Washington Department of Fish 

and Wildlife.  None of the species are located within the area proposed for development. 

     
d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if any: 

Proposed landscaping will be consistent with the adjacent existing landscaping at the Lusitano Apartments in 

accordance with City of Spokane regulations.       

 
5.  Animals 
 
   a.  Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be on or near the site: 
 
 birds:  hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:         
 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:         
 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other:        
 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 
 
Based on our review of the Department of Fish & Wildlife’s determination, we were not able to identify 
any threatened or endangered species within this area.   

 
               
  c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 

   

      The subject site is surrounded by developed land and was recently developed with streets and sidewalks.  No evidence 

of migration routes have been detected. 

 
d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

      

    Not Applicable   

 
6.  Energy and natural resources 
 
a.  What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the completed project's 

energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. 

 

    Electricity and natural gas will likely be used for energy needs of the community. 
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 b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  If so, generally describe. 
 
     Unknown 

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

 List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: 

 

None at this time.  All construction and development will be in accordance with local, state and federal regulations, 

including energy codes.           

 
7.  Environmental health 
 
a.  Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill, 

or hazardous waste that could occur as a result of this proposal?  If so, describe. 

      

We do not expect to encounter any environmental health hazards.  
 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 

    AGENCY USE ONLY 
1) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

 

        None   

    
2) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: 

 

        No environmental health hazards are anticipated. 

 
b.  Noise 
 

3)  What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, equipment, operation, 
other)? 

  

Existing traffic noise will continue from area residents and those visiting the Neighborhood Center.  Temporary 

construction-related noise will occur during working hours. 

 
4) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-term or a long-

term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)?  
 Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. 
 
Noise will be created by operation of construction equipment, etc. during normal working hours and on 
a short-term basis through project completion.  Noises associated with a residential community is 
anticipated in the long-term.      
 

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

        

Construction-related noise impacts will generally occur during normal working hours, which will minimize 

impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods.                        
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8.  Land and shoreline use 
 
a)  What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 
    
     The site is currently vacant - no structures exist.  Streets, sidewalks and street lighting along with all standard 

residential utility services, including water, sewer, gas, phone and cable have been constructed.  The adjacent 
properties have been developed into single family residential dwellings to the north, west and portions of the 
south.  Multi-family housing exists along the east boundary and portions of the south boundary.  A 
Neighborhood Center exists at the southeast corner of the site.   

 
b.  Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe. 

  

    Unknown 

 
c.  Describe any structures on the site. 

     No structures exist on the site.  

 
d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

 

      No.  
 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

      

     RSF and RTF   

 
f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

  

     R4-10 and R10-20 

 
g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 

 

     Not applicable.   

 
h.  Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area?  If so, specify. 

 

     No  

 

  i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 

 

Unknown.  The completed project could support between 740 and 1200 up to 750 housing units. 
 
 
j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

 

None.  
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k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 
 
      No displacement impacts are expected. 

 

l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans, if any: 

 
Since most of the land within and surrounding the Neighborhood Center has already been developed in to relatively 
low-density housing, this proposal would contribute to the quality of life in this area by supplementing the existing 
underutilized multi-family housing developments in the area and providing increased population within walking 
distance of the existing Neighborhood Center.  The increased population would help support the Neighborhood 
Center and would have a positive influence on increasing investment and tax revenues as deemed necessary by the 
Comprehensive Plan to attract higher incomes to the neighborhood.  The goal is to amend the land use code as it 
relates to the subject site to the R15-30 designation to make up for deficient multi-family housing stock in this area.  
 
 Multiple properties with multi-family residential land use designations within and around the Neighborhood Center 
fail to meet density goals of the Comprehensive Plan.        

 
9.  Housing 
 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 
housing. 

      The completed project could consist of 740 – 1485 up to 750 units.  Middle to high income housing is anticipated.   

 
b.  Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 

housing. 

 

No housing units will be eliminated.   

 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 

 

     None 

    
10.  Aesthetics 
 
a.  What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the principal exterior building 

material(s) proposed? 

 

      To be determined. Building heights will be limited to applicable building and development codes. 

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

 

Unknown 

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

 

     None 

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

       

    Lighting will be used to provide indoor and outdoor lighting needs, which will include parking areas. 

    Minimal glare will likely occur during evening hours, when people are entering or leaving the site.         

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

      

The site will be designed to utilize its location.  Light and glare will be minimal and should not be a safety hazard 

or significantly interfere with views. 

    
c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

 

Existing off-site sources of light and glare generally continue to occur in the surrounding areas.  Most of the off-site 

sources are generated by the surrounding houses and street lights.        

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

 

     No measures are proposed.   
       
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 

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

 

The subject property is in close proximity to a Neighborhood Center where shopping, restaurants and other 

social activities are available.  The property is also close to the City’s Pacific Park.  The property is located along 

and accessible to a designated pedestrian and bicycle route.  The property is also in close proximity to the City’s 

public library and elementary school with a playground. 

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

 

      The proposed project will not displace any existing recreational uses. 

 
c    Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreational opportunities to be provided 
by the project or applicant, if any: 

      

     Not Applicable 

 
13.  Historic and cultural preservation 
 
a.  Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers known to be 
on or next to the site?  If so, generally describe. 

 

We are not aware of any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers 

known to be on or next to the site. 
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b.  Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to 

be on or next to the site. 
 
     We are not aware of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next 

to the site. 
 
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 
 
     Not applicable 
 
 
14.  Transportation 
 
a.  Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the existing street system.  

Show on site plans, if any. 

    

The existing main entrances to the site access Barnes Road.  Additionally, access may be provided at the northeast 

corner of the site at the existing Moore Street.  

 
b.  Is site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 

       

The nearest public transit stop is approximately ¼-mile from the site on Indian Trail Road. 

 
c.  How many parking spaces would the completed project have?  How many would the project eliminate? 

    

The number of completed parking spaces will be determined during the design phase of the development.  It is 

anticipated that 2 parking spaces per living unit will be provided.  No parking spaces will be eliminated.  

 
d.  Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets, not including 

driveways?  If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private). 

 

No new roads or streets are anticipated. 
  
e.  Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation?  If so, generally 

describe. 

 

    No, the project will not use water, rail, or air transportation. 
 
f.  How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project?  If known, indicate when peak 

volumes would occur. 
 

A traffic impact analysis trip generation analysis estimating the Average Daily Trips and peak volumes will be 

prepared for the project based on the final living unit count.  The number of vehicular average daily trips could be as 

many as 4,950 range between 4,900 and 7,980 according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual.  

    
g.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 
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     Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts include: ride sharing, alternating days & time, utilize  

      the Spokane Transit Authority, etc. 

      
15.  Public services 
 
a.  Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, police protection, 
health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally describe. 

 

    It is difficult to determine how the project may, or may not, result in an increased need for public services.  

    The following services should be considered when determining the need of the community: 

     

    Fire Protection: Fire Protection is provided through Government funding.  

    Police Protection: Police Protection is also provided through Government funding. 

    Health Care: This is based on need and is paid for through the recipient. 

    Schools: This provides an opportunity for Children to go to School.  

  

 Due to the increase in population there may be an increased need for public services.  Concurrency must be met.  

According to the GMA and Comprehensive Plan, the City’s capital improvement program must provide adequate public 

facilities and ensure that the facilities will be in place when development occurs.      

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

 

Impact fees and GFC’s will be assessed to the developer of this project to pay proportionate impacts to public services. 
 
 
16.  Utilities 
 
a.  Circle utilities currently available at the site:   
 
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, cable, septic system, other. 

 
b.  Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the general construction 

activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed. 
 

Utilities proposed for the development would consist of standard residential-type utilities described below.  

     

     Electricity:  Avista 

     Natural Gas:  Avista 

     Refuse Service:  City of Spokane 

     Water:  City of Spokane 

     Telephone:  Centurylink  

     Sanitary Sewer:  City of Spokane   

 

 
C.  SIGNATURE 
 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the lead  
agency is relying on them to make its decision. 
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Signature:          ...............................................................................................................................  
 
Date Submitted:              5/4/2016 ...........................................................................................................................................  
 
 
 
 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
D.  SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (do not use this sheet for project actions) 
 
 Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction  

with the list of the elements of the environment. 
 
 When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal or the types of  

activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or  
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general 
 terms. 

 
1.  How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production, storage, or release of 

toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 

 

The intention of this proposal is to provide the means for increasing the residential density on the property by 

changing the land use designation.  The site is adjacent to an existing CC-Core land use designation and CC2-NC 

zoning designation that is occupied by various types of businesses.  If approved, there would be increased air 

emissions from vehicles upon completed development compared to the emissions coming from vacant land.  There 

will be no production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances nor will there be any production of noise 

after construction activities have stopped other than normal residential-type noises.   

 
 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 
 
Best management practices relating to erosion and sediment control, dust abatement, etc. will be exercised 
during construction activities.  Construction activity will be limited to normal working hours.  All driving 
surfaces will be paved and undeveloped areas surrounding the buildings and paved areas will be landscaped in a 
manner to reduce dust.   

 
2.  How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 

 

Not Applicable.  The site does not contain any endangered plants, animals, fish or marine life. 

 

 
Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 

 

Not Applicable. 

 
3.   How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

 

No energy or natural resources will be depleted by development of this property. 
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Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 
 
All buildings will be constructed in accordance with all local, state and federal regulations including energy 
codes. 

 
4.  How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated (or eligible or 

under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,  wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or 
endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 
 
No adverse effects to environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated for governmental protection is 
anticipated.  

 
Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 

 
No environmentally sensitive areas exist on or around the site.  Therefore, no protection measures are 
warranted.  

 

 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT EVALUATION FOR 
 AGENCY USE ONLY 
5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it  

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

 
The subject property is not within or near a shoreline area and therefore not subject to shoreline regulations. 

  
 

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

 
No shoreline areas exist on or around the site.  Therefore, no protection measures are warranted.  
 

 
6.  How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services and utilities? 

 

Due to the increase in population there may be an increased need for public services.  Concurrency must be met.  

According to the GMA and Comprehensive Plan, the City’s capital improvement program must provide adequate 

public facilities and ensure that the facilities will be in place when development occurs.  Traffic on Barnes Road and 

Indian Trail Road would likely increase.  Public water and sewer demands will be evaluated and compared to existing 

capacities during the design phase.  If determined to be warranted, system upgrades will be made as necessary.      

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

 

The intersection of Barnes Road and Indian Trail Road is signalized with designated left and right turn lanes.     

Public water and sewer demands will be evaluated and compared to existing capacities during the design phase.  If 

determined to be warranted, system upgrades will be made as necessary.  Pedestrian and bicycle paths will be 

provided to the public right-of-way to promote those modes of transportation to the Neighborhood Center, nearby 

school, library and park.  The use of nearby public transportation will be encouraged to all residents.     
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7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the 

protection of the environment. 
 
 

No conflicts with local, state or federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment are known to exist. 
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                    STREET DEPARTMENT 

                            TRAFFIC PLANNING 

      

DATE:  August 11th, 2016 

 

TO:            Tirrell Black, Lisa Key, Planning Department 

  

FROM: Inga Note, P.E., Street Department  

CC: Developer Services, WSDOT  

SUBJECT: Morningside (Windhaven) Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a traffic engineering and transportation planning 
review of the proposed 2016 Morningside Comprehensive Plan amendment.  This review 
specifically focuses on compliance with Spokane Municipal Code section 17G.020.030(H) 
SEPA and 17G.020.030(I) Adequate Public Facilities.  Since a comprehensive plan amendment 
is a non-project action, concurrency is not assessed at this time. 
 
Traffic Study Review 
City staff and WSDOT provided guidance to the developer’s traffic engineering consultant to 
ensure we were in agreement on the background trips, trip distribution and traffic count 
methodologies used in the study.  The applicant submitted two drafts of the traffic study and 
one final version dated 7/11/16.  Areas of concern identified in the report are discussed below. 
 
Indian Trail Capacity 
City staff heard repeatedly from neighborhood residents during the early part of the public 
comment period about concerns regarding the number of lanes on Indian Trail and the 
congestion during peak travel hours.  The City has plans to widen Indian Trail to a five lane 
road long term, but currently there is no funding for this project.  The applicant’s traffic 
consultant prepared a lane capacity analysis of the Indian Trail corridor that confirmed the need 
to provide additional lanes between Kathleen and Barnes in the near future.   
 

Mitigation:  The developer’s traffic consultant, in working with the city, has proposed a partial 
widening of Indian Trail Road that could be completed at the same time as the city’s asphalt 
overlay scheduled for 2018.  This widening project would provide two continuous southbound 
lanes from Barnes to Francis, and two continuous northbound lanes from Francis to Pacific 
Park.  A two-way left turn lane would be provided in the vicinity of Kathleen.  The cost for the 
partial widening is estimated to be at least $820,000.  The developer has proposed to pre-pay 
the impact fees that are estimated to be owed on the apartments which the City could apply 
towards the cost of the partial widening project.  The city may be able to utilize recently 
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collected Northwest District impact fees towards the project as well.  Page 44 of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis states that the project proponent has offered to pre-pay the capital cost of the 
project not covered by the City to assure the timely completion of the proposed mitigation.  The 
report goes on to indicate that the City has assured reimbursement for these capital funds 
through a latecomer’s contribution and/or impact fee credits provided on future development 
proposals located within the Northwest service area.  But while these ideas can be explored as 
the application moves forward through the Plan Commission and City Council, at this time the 
City has not made any commitments regarding a latecomer agreement or any other 
reimbursement plan.    
 
It should be noted that the proposed partial widening project will not include the northbound 
lanes between Pacific Park and Barnes.  This section of roadway fronts the McCarrol’s plat and 
right-of-way will be needed to add the lane.  It is anticipated that widening the northbound lanes 
in this segment would be done as a later project either using impact fees or in connection with 
development of the adjacent property.   
          
Intersection Operations 
The city’s level of service standards are outlined in administrative policy and procedure ADMIN 
0370-08-01.  The required signalized level of service is LOS E at intersections along principal or 
minor arterials.  This represents an average LOS for all movements at the intersection.  
Individual movements can be at LOS F as long as the intersection average is LOS E or better.  
The LOS E standard applies to all signals along the Indian Trail and Francis corridors that are 
included in the study. The most current version of HCS (Highway Capacity Software) is required 
to be used for the analysis.  However, the city may request the use of a different modeling 
software depending on the project proposal.  
       
The traffic analysis shows that several intersections will be nearing the threshold between LOS 
E and F with the addition of the background trips and the Windhaven development traffic.  
Intersections of particular concern are Francis/Alberta during the AM and PM peaks and 
Francis/Maple during the PM peak.  During the review of the draft traffic study both city staff 
and WSDOT staff expressed concern that HCS may not be adequately modeling the level of 
service due to uneven lane utilization and queue spillback between signalized intersections.  
The applicant’s engineer provided additional analysis using the Simtraffic software which 
showed that some intersections have issues with blocking and long queues.  The intersection 
analysis shows that Indian Trail/Pacific Park-Strong will be operating at LOS E but capacity for 
this intersection can be expanded with developer frontage improvements.  The intersections of 
Francis/Maple and Francis/Alberta are operating at LOS E and have some movements 
operating at LOS F and/or with long queues.  Drivers on Francis often require multiple cycles to 
get through the signals.  The intersections on Francis are essentially built-out, to the point 
where further expansions would be very costly and offer little in the way of additional capacity.  
The little remaining capacity will be needed to support other development already included in 
the comprehensive plan.   
 

Mitigation:  The impact of the rezone and subsequent development can be offset by 
implementing Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies, which will shift existing or 
proposed trips from single occupant vehicles to transit or other HOV options.  This method 
would preserve the remaining intersection capacity for other development.  TDM strategies are 
recognized in the city LOS policy (ADMIN 0370-01-01 Section 4.12), state law (WAC 365-196-
840 (6)(a)(i)), and the SRTC Congestion Management Plan (Appendix D) as ways to mitigate 
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for poor level of service.  Commonly used TDM strategies include a bus pass program, 
vanpooling, providing bus stop amenities, establishing a park and ride, walking improvements 
and biking improvements.  Any TDM strategies proposed for the development would need to be 
agreed to by the Spokane Transit Authority, WSDOT and the City.  The strategies would need 
to specifically mitigate the 89 new PM peak trips that are added to Francis Avenue (from 
Alberta eastward) as a result of the additional density from the rezone.   
 
Conclusions regarding SEPA 
SMC 17G.020.030(H) states that a “SEPA review must be completed on all comprehensive 
plan amendment proposals”.  As this is a non-project review the analysis focuses more on a big 
picture look at the proposed zoning change.   

 The impacts of an amendment to the city’s comprehensive plan and a subsequent  
development on Indian Trail Road will be mitigated if the developer completes the partial 
widening as described in this memorandum.  This project will address the most 
significant neighborhood concern regarding roadway capacity and will provide additional 
capacity for further growth in the area.     

 As an overall percentage of PM peak traffic, the amount of new trips added to Francis 
Avenue as a result of proposed comprehensive plan amendment would be relatively 
small (2-3%).  However, the fact that two of the Francis Avenue intersections are at or 
near capacity means that the new trips would have a more significant impact than they 
would at an intersection with substantial excess capacity.  The TDM strategies identified 
above are appropriate to mitigate the impact of these 89 new PM peak trips on Francis.   

 The mitigation projects will need to be defined in greater detail and incorporated into a 
development agreement that would place limitations and conditions on development of 
the site.           

 
Conclusions regarding Adequate Public Facilities 
SMC 17G.020.030(I) states that “The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to 
provide the full range of urban public facilities and services citywide at the planned level of 
service, or consume public resources otherwise needed to support comprehensive plan 
implementation strategies.” 

 The proposed widening of Indian Trail Road by the developer will expand the available 
roadway capacity allowing the city to better implement the comprehensive plan. 

 The Travel Demand Management strategies identified above will mitigate the impact on 
the Francis Avenue intersections thereby preserving the remaining capacity for other 
projects already in the comprehensive plan.     

 The mitigation projects will need to be defined in greater detail and incorporated into a 
development agreement that would place limitations and conditions on development of 
the site.           
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      ATTACHMENT B - Preliminary and Final Plats - Indian Trail Vicinity DATE:
           Prepared for the North Indian Trail 2015/2016 Comp Plan Amendment Applications - Includes development that would be expected to contribute to traffic and transportation capacity on Indian Trail and Francis.

SF Units 
In Plat

SF Units 
Unbuilt

TF Units 
in Plat

TF Units 
Unbuilt

MF Units 
in Plat

MF Units 
Unbuilt

N Hunt's Pointe Prelim Plat Z0800063-PP 10/14/2009 n/a - No Final Plat 52.56 RSF, RTF 183 183 48 48
Y Windhaven First Addition Final Plat Z9700051-PP/PUD 12/8/2003 Z0500112-FP/PUD 9/27/2006 Not started 49.48 RSF, RTF 286 286
Y Diamond Rock (Homestead) 

Apartments (AKA Indian Trail BSP)
BSP approved Z0800004-BSP 

(Binding Site Plan, Not 
Plat)

4/23/2009 Building Permits: 
B1501541 B1501543 
B1501544

- Under Construction (No 
Further Permits)

4.32 O-35 0 0 96 96

Y Estates at Rocky Ridge - off Lincoln 
Rd

Final Plat Z0500089-PP/PUD 5/2/2006 Z0700037-FP/PUD 12/3/2007 Under Construction 13.17 RSF 42 15

Y Westwinds PUD - off Strong Rd - to 
Lowell

Final Plat Z0500010-PP/PUD 6/8/2005 Z0600046-FP/PUD 2/22/2008 Under construction 19.96 RSF 36 19

Y Replat McCarroll's Addition Phase 
2 

Final Plat Z1300061-PPLT 1/21/2014 Z1500038-FPLT 7/15/2015 Not Started 2.69 RSF 13 13

Y McCarroll's East 3rd Add Final Plat Z9400073-PP/ZC 11/19/1994 Z0500081-FP 8/24/2006 Under Construction 19.18 RSF 44 10
Y McCarroll's East 4th Add Final Plat 

(Proposed)
Z9400073-PP/ZC 11/19/1994 Z1500028-FPLT In Process FPLT Application in Process 8.58 RSF 15 15

N McCarroll East3 Prelim Plat Z9400073-PP/ZC 11/19/1994 Various (See Items 
Above)

- Various Final Plats Listed 
Separately

118.2 RSF, RTF 133 7 28 28

Y Ponderosa Ridge 3rd Addition Final Plat Z0000045-PP/PUD 
Z1000065-PPLT

7/20/2000   
4/20/2011

Z1200004-FPLT 7/11/2012 Under Construction 9.94 RSF 43 12

Y Ponderosa Ridge 4th Addition Final Plat 
(Proposed)

Z0000045-PP/PUD 
Z1000065-PPLT

7/20/2000    
4/20/2011

Z1600082-FPLT In Process FPLT Application in Process 18.95 RSF 25 25

Y Woodridge View 1st Addition Long Plat Z0100033-PP 7/20/2001 Z0600060-FP 11/16/2006 Under Construction 24.72 RSF 40 7
Notes:

Total Units in Final Plats 544 402 0 0 96 96
Total Units in Preliminary Plats, Not Yet Finalized 316 190 76 76 0 0

Total Units in Final Plats not including the current applications for Comprehensive Plan Amendments 258 116 0 0 96 96
Total Units in Preliminary Pats not including the current applications for Comprehensive Plan Amendments 183 183 48 48 0 0

3 The original McCarroll East preliminary plat approval included 257 single-family lots, 30 duplex lots, and 11 larger undivided parcels.  Only those lots allowed 
prior to additional traffic analysis, AKA "Phase I" (per HE decision Z9400073PP/ZC/R) are listed herein.  The "Unbuilt" category in this row only includes lots that 
were not already included in final plats in other rows on this table.

2 A Binding Site Plan was approved for this parcel.  However, the BSP expired and the current project under construction is not being constructed as part of the BSP, rather as a new project outside 
the BSP.  As no change in use or division of land was necessary, only building permits were required prior to construction.

Please note that this table represents a summary of available information and is neither exhaustive nor representative of all approvals, applications, or requirements concerning the listed projects.  Refer to project documentation for more information.

1 For every two-family lot approved there are assumed to be two units; each duplex = two dwelling units.

SF Units 
In Plat

MF Units 
Unbuilt

MF Units 
in Plat

TF Units 
Unbuilt

TF Units 
in Plat

SF Units 
Unbuilt

Buildout Status Size (GIS) Zoning
Prelim Plat 

Date Final Plat
Final Plat 

Date

2/15/2016

Two-Family1 Multi-Family

Single-Family Two-Family Multi-Family

Single-Family

FI
N

AL
 

PL
AT

?

Project Name Plat Status Prelim Plat

Exhibit S-2, Agency City Dept Comment Z1500084COMP Page 44



Exhibit S-3 
 
City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan - selected Goals/Policies 
For Discussion Purposes, these have been excerpted from the Comp Plan.   
For full copy of City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan go to: my.spokanecity.org/services/ 
 

From Chapter 3, Land Use: 

LU 1 CITYWIDE LAND USE 
Goal: Offer a harmonious blend of opportunities for living, working, recreation, education, shopping, and 
cultural activities by protecting natural amenities, providing coordinated, efficient, and cost effective public 
facilities and utility services, carefully managing both residential and nonresidential development and design, 
and proactively reinforcing downtown Spokane’s role as the urban center. 
 

Policy:  
LU 1.3 Single-Family Residential Areas 
Protect the character of single-family residential neighborhoods by focusing higher intensity land uses in 
designated centers and corridors. 
 
Discussion: The city’s residential neighborhoods are one of its most valuable assets. They are worthy of protection 
from the intrusion of incompatible land uses. Centers and corridors provide opportunities for complementary types 
of development and a greater diversity of residential densities. 
Complementary types of development may include places for neighborhood residents to work, shop, eat, and 
recreate. Development of these uses in a manner that avoids negative impacts to surroundings is essential. Creative 
mechanisms, including design standards, must be implemented to address these impacts so that potential conflicts 
are avoided. 
 

Policy:  LU 1.4 Higher Density Residential Uses 
Direct new higher density residential uses to centers and corridors designated on the land use plan map. 
 
Discussion: Higher density housing of various types is the critical component of a center. 
Without substantially increasing population in a center’s immediate vicinity, there is insufficient market demand for 
goods and services at a level to sustain neighborhood-scale businesses. 
Higher density residential uses in centers range from multi-story condominiums and apartments in the middle to 
small-lot homes at the edge. Other possible housing types include townhouses, garden apartments, and housing 
over retail space. 
 
To ensure that the market for higher density residential use is directed to centers, future higher density housing 
generally is limited in other areas. The infill of Residential 15+ and Residential 
15-30 residential designations located outside centers are confined to the boundaries of existing multi-family 
residential designations where the existing use of land is predominantly higher density residential. 
 

From Chapter 3, Land Use: 

 
LU 3 EFFICIENT LAND USE 
Goal: Promote the efficient use of land by the use of incentives, density and mixed-use development in 
proximity to retail businesses, public services, places of work, and transportation systems. 
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Policy:  
LU 3.1 Coordinated and Efficient Land Use 
Encourage coordinated and efficient growth and development through infrastructure financing and 
construction programs, tax and regulatory incentives, and focused growth in areas where adequate services 
and facilities exist or can be economically extended. 
 
Discussion: Future growth should be directed to locations where adequate services and facilities are 

available. Otherwise, services and facilities should be extended or upgraded only when it is economically 

feasible to do so. 

The centers and corridors designated on the land use plan map are the areas of the city where incentives and 

other tools should be used to encourage infill development, redevelopment and new development. Examples 

of incentives the city could use include assuring public participation, using public facilities and lower 

development fees to attract investment, assisting with project financing, zoning for mixed-use and higher 

density development, encouraging rehabilitation, providing in-kind assistance, streamlining the permit process, 

providing public services, and addressing toxic contamination, among other things. 

 

LU 3.2 Centers and Corridors 
Designate centers and corridors (neighborhood scale, community or district scale, and regional scale) on the 
land use plan map that encourage a mix of uses and activities around which growth is focused. 
 
Discussion: Suggested centers are designated where the potential for center development exists. Final 

determination is subject to the neighborhood planning process. 

Neighborhood Center 

Neighborhood centers designated on the Land Use Plan map have a greater intensity of development than 

the surrounding residential areas. Businesses primarily cater to neighborhood residents, such as convenience 

businesses and services. Drive-through facilities, including gas stations and similar auto-oriented uses tend to 

provide services to people living outside the surrounding neighborhood and should be allowed only along 

principal arterials and be subject to size limitations and design guidelines. Uses such as a day care center, a 

church, or a school may also be found in the neighborhood center.  

 

Businesses in the neighborhood center are provided support by including housing over ground floor retail and 

office uses. The most dense housing should be focused in and around the neighborhood center. Density is high 

enough to enable frequent transit service to a neighborhood center and to sustain neighborhood businesses. 

Housing density should decrease as the distance from the neighborhood center increases. Urban design 

guidelines of the Comprehensive Plan or a neighborhood plan are used to guide architectural and site design 

to promote compatible, mixed land uses, and to promote land use compatibility with adjoining neighborhoods. 

Buildings in the neighborhood center are oriented to the street. This encourages walking by providing easy 
pedestrian connections, by bringing activities and visually interesting features closer to the street, and by providing 
safety through watchful eyes and activity day and night. Parking lots should not dominate the frontage of these 
pedestrian-oriented streets, interrupt pedestrian routes, or negatively impact surrounding neighborhoods. Parking 
lots should be located behind or on the side of buildings as a rule. 
 
To promote social interaction and provide a focal point for the center, a central gathering place, such as a civic 
green, square, or park, should be provided. To identify the center as the major activity area of the neighborhood, 
it is important to encourage buildings in the core area of the neighborhood center to be taller. Buildings up to three 
stories are encouraged in this area. Attention is given to the design of the circulation system so pedestrian access 
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between residential areas and the neighborhood center is provided. To be successful, centers need to be 
integrated with transit. Transit stops should be conveniently located near commercial and higher density residential 
uses, where transit service is most viable. 
 
The size and composition of neighborhood centers, including recreation areas, vary by neighborhood, depending 
upon location, access, neighborhood character, local desires, and market opportunities. Neighborhood centers 
should be separated by at least one mile (street distance) or as necessary to provide economic viability. As a 
general rule, the amount of commercial space and percent devoted to office and retail should be proportional to 
the number of housing units in the neighborhood. The size of individual commercial business buildings should be 
limited to assure that the business is truly neighborhood serving. The size of the neighborhood center, including the 
higher density housing surrounding the center, should be approximately 15 to 25 square blocks. The density of 
housing should be about 32 units per acre in the core of the neighborhood center and may be up to 22 units per 
acre at the perimeter. 
 
District Center 

District centers are designated on the land use plan map. They are similar to neighborhood centers, but the density 
of housing is greater (up to 44 dwelling units per acre in the core area of the center) and the size and scale of 
schools, parks, and shopping facilities are larger because they serve a larger portion of the city. As a general rule, 
the size of the district center, including the higher density housing surrounding the center, should be approximately 
30 to 50 square blocks. 
 
As with a neighborhood center, buildings are oriented to the street and parking lots are located behind or on the 
side of buildings whenever possible. A central gathering place, such as a civic green, square, or park is provided. 
To identify the district center as a major activity area, it is important to encourage buildings in the core area of the 
district center to be taller. Buildings up to five stories are encouraged in this area 
 
The circulation system is designed so pedestrian access between residential areas and the district center is 
provided. Frequent transit service, walkways, and bicycle paths link district centers and the downtown area. 
 
Employment Center 

Employment centers have the same mix of uses and general character features as neighborhood and district 
centers but also have a strong employment component. The employment component is expected to be largely non-
service related jobs incorporated into the center or on land immediately adjacent to the center. 
 
Employment centers vary in size from 30 to 50 square blocks plus associated employment areas. 
The residential density in the core area of the employment center may be up to 44 dwelling units per acre. 
Surrounding the center are medium density transition areas at up to 22 dwelling units per acre. 
 
Corridors 

Corridors are areas of mixed land use that extend no more than two blocks in either direction from the center of a 
transportation corridor. 
 
Within a corridor, there is a greater intensity of development in comparison to the surrounding residential areas. 
Housing at a density up to 44 units per acre and employment densities are adequate to support frequent transit 
service. The density of housing transitions to a lower level (up to 22 units per acre) at the outer edge of the 
corridor. A variety of housing styles, apartments, condominiums, rowhouses, and houses on smaller lots are allowed. 
A full range of retail services, including grocery stores serving several neighborhoods, theaters, restaurants, dry-
cleaners, hardware stores, and specialty shops are also allowed. 
Low intensity, auto-dependent uses (e.g., lumber yards, automobile dealers, and nurseries) are prohibited. 
 
Corridors provide enhanced connections to other centers, corridors, and downtown Spokane. To accomplish this, it is 
important to make available safe, attractive transit stops and pedestrian and bicycle ways. The street environment 
for pedestrians is much improved by placing buildings with multiple stories close to the street with wide sidewalks 
and street trees, attractive landscaping, benches, and frequent transit stops. Parking lots should not dominate the 
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frontage of these pedestrian-oriented streets, interrupt pedestrian routes, or negatively impact surrounding 
neighborhoods. Parking lots should be located behind or on the side of buildings whenever possible. 
 
Regional Center 

Downtown Spokane is the regional center, containing the highest density and intensity of land use. It is the primary 
economic and cultural center of the region. Emphasis is on providing more housing opportunities and neighborhood 
services for downtown residents, in addition to enhancing economic, cultural, and social opportunities for the city 
and region. 
 
 

LU 3.3 Planned Neighborhood Centers 
Designate new centers or corridors in appropriate locations on the land use plan map through a neighborhood 
planning process. 
 
Discussion: The comprehensive plan recognizes that centers and corridors are the most appropriate venue for the 
location of commercial and higher density residential uses. In some areas of the city, there may be a need to 
establish a center or corridor. The exact location, boundaries, size, and mix of land uses in a potential 
neighborhood center should be determined through the neighborhood planning process. This process may be 
initiated by the city at the request of a neighborhood or private interest. Objective criteria should include: 

♦ existing and planned density; 

♦ amount of commercial land needed to serve the neighborhood; 

♦ transportation investments and access including public transit; and 

♦ other characteristics of a neighborhood center as provided in this plan, or as further refined. 

 
LU 3.4 Planning for Centers and Corridors 
Utilize basic criteria for growth planning estimates and, subsequently, growth targets for centers, and corridors. 
 
Discussion: Growth planning estimates and growth targets for centers and corridors should be based on: 

♦ availability of infrastructure; 

♦ public amenities and related facilities and services capacity for residential and commercial  development; 

♦ existing and proposed residential densities and development conditions; 

♦ accessibility of transit; and, 

♦ density goals for centers and corridors. 

 
 
 
LU 3.5 Mix of Uses in Centers 
Achieve a proportion of uses in centers that will stimulate pedestrian activity and create mutually reinforcing 
land uses. 
 
Discussion: Neighborhood, District, and Employment Centers are designated on the land use plan maps in areas 
that are substantially developed.  New uses in centers should complement existing on-site and surrounding uses, yet 
seek to achieve a proportion of uses that will stimulate pedestrian activity and create mutually reinforcing land use 
patterns.  Uses that will accomplish this include public, core commercial/office and residential uses. 
 
All centers are mixed-use areas. Some existing uses in designated centers may fit with the center concept; others 
may not.  Planning for centers should first identify the uses that do not fit and identify sites for new uses that are 
missing from the existing land use pattern.  Ultimately, the mix of uses in a center should seek to achieve the 
following minimum requirements: 
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TABLE LU 1 MIX OF USES IN CENTERS 

Use Neighborhood Center District and Employment Center 
Public 10 percent 10 percent 

Commercial/Office 20 percent 30 percent 

Higher Density Housing 40 percent 20 percent 

Note: All percentage ranges are based on site area, rather than square footage of building area. 
 

 
This recommended proportion of uses is based on site area and does not preclude additional upper floors with 
different uses. 
 
The ultimate mix of land uses and appropriate densities should be clarified in a site-specific planning process in 
order to address site-related issues such as community context, topography, infrastructure capacities, transit service 
frequency, and arterial street accessibility.  Special care should be taken to respect the context of the site and the 
character of surrounding existing neighborhoods. The 10 percent public use component is considered a goal and 
should include land devoted to parks, plazas, open space, and public facilities. 

 
LU 3.6 Neighborhood Centers 
Designate the following seven locations as neighborhood centers on the land use plan map. 

 Indian Trail and Barnes; 

 South Perry; 

 Grand Boulevard/12th to 14th; 

 Garland; 

 West Broadway; 

 Lincoln and Nevada; 

 Fort George Wright Drive and Government Way. 

 

 

From Chapter 3, Land Use: 

 
LU 4 TRANSPORTATION 
Goal: Promote a network of safe and cost effective transportation alternatives, including transit, carpooling, 
bicycling, pedestrian-oriented environments, and more efficient use of the automobile, to recognize the 
relationship between land use and transportation. 
 
Policy: 

LU 4.1 Land Use and Transportation 
Coordinate land use and transportation planning to result in an efficient pattern of development that supports 
alternative transportation modes consistent with the transportation chapter and makes significant progress toward 
reducing sprawl, traffic congestion, and air pollution. 
 
Discussion: The GMA recognizes the relationship between land use and transportation. It requires a transportation 
element that implements, and is consistent with, the land use element. 
 
The transportation element must forecast future traffic and provide information on the location, timing, and 
capacity needs of future growth. It must also identify funding to meet the identified needs. If probable funding 
falls short of needs, the GMA requires the land use element to be reassessed to ensure that needs are met. 
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From Chapter 3, Land Use: 

 
LU 5 DEVELOPMENT CHARACTER 
Goal: Promote development in a manner that is attractive, complementary, and compatible with other land 
uses. 
 

Policy: 
LU 5.1 Built and Natural Environment 
Ensure that developments are sensitive to and provide adequate impact mitigation so that they maintain and enhance 
the quality of the built and natural environment (e.g., air and water quality, noise, traffic congestion, and public 
utilities and services). 

 
LU 5.5 Compatible Development 
Ensure that infill and redevelopment projects are well-designed and compatible with surrounding uses and building 
types. 
 
 
 

From Chapter 4, Transportation: 

 

TR 2 TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS 
Goal: Provide a variety of transportation options, including walking, bicycling, taking the bus, carpooling, 

and driving private automobiles, to ensure that all citizens have viable travel options and reduce 

dependency on automobiles. 

 
Policy: 

TR 2.2 TDM Strategies 
Use Transportation Demand Management strategies to reduce the demand for automobile travel. 

Discussion: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is an approach to solving transportation problems that 

focuses on reducing the demand for automobile travel rather than increasing the system capacity (supply) for 

automobile travel. TDM strategies should be particularly aimed at reducing the volume of single occupancy 

vehicles. TDM is a valuable tool with which to address transportation problems because it generally avoids the 

high environmental, financial, and human costs associated with capacity-oriented solutions, such as road 

construction. The Commute Trip Reduction Program provides TDM techniques locally. 

TDM involves two types of strategies. One strategy reduces the demand for single-occupant automobiles. This is 

accomplished through programs, such as: 

♦ Employer-subsidized bus passes and other financial incentives for transit use. 

♦ Infrastructure changes, such as providing safe and convenient bicycle parking and safe and convenient 

bikeways from residential to work, school, and shopping locations, to increase the use of non-motorized modes of 

transportation. 

♦ Parking management that reduces the amount of easy and cheap parking for employees provided this does not 

lead to an unacceptable reduction in available parking for residents in adjacent areas. 

♦ Preferential parking for car pools and vanpools. 

♦ The building of lockers, change rooms, and shower facilities for bicyclists. 

♦ Ride match services. 

 

The other TDM strategy reduces the overall need for travel by any means. This is accomplished through 

programs, such as: 

♦ Flexible work schedules, including four-day work week. 
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♦ Teleworking (using telecommunications and computer technology to work from home to another 

location). 

 

TDM techniques should be used to reduce the demand for both work-related travel and non-work related travel, 

such as shopping and errands. 

 

TR 2.3 Pedestrian/Bicycle Coordination 
Provide adequate City of Spokane staff dedicated to pedestrian/bicycle planning and coordination to ensure that 

projects are developed that meets the safety, access, and transportation needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and other 

non-motorized transportation users. 

 

Discussion: One of the main themes of this plan is that citizens should have viable transportation options. 

Accomplishing this requires the attention of City of Spokane staff from a variety of departments and disciplines. 

Some staff time, however, should be entirely devoted to the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and other non-

motorized transportation users. This staff will work to accomplish the goals and carry out the policies of the City 

of Spokane’s plans as they relate to non-motorized transportation users. Projects for the coordinator could 

include: 

♦ Coordinating with City of Spokane departments and other agencies to efficiently provide for transportation 

alternatives and facilitate the accomplishment of the city’s transportation priorities. 

♦ Incorporating bicycle/pedestrian facilities as early as possible into plans to reduce costs and take advantage of 

cooperative opportunities. 

♦ Serving as a resource for city departments for facility standards (such as Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements) so issues can be efficiently addressed. 

♦ Seeking funding sources for transportation alternatives. 

♦ Developing and implementing design guidelines to ensure that public and private developments meet a variety 

of transportation needs. 

♦ Developing transportation-related educational programs for both non-motorized and motorized transportation 

users. 

♦ Encouraging promotional events for transportation alternatives. 

♦ Supporting efforts to increase the number of combined bicycle/transit trips. 

♦ Developing and implementing specific plans for non-motorized transportation users. 

♦ Incorporating bicycle facilities into design standards for4 new development. 

♦ Assisting Spokane to achieve higher bicycle friendly city ratings. 

♦ Promoting Spokane as a bicycle friendly city. 

 

Providing adequate City of Spokane staff dedicated to pedestrian and bicycle planning and coordination is the 

best way to ensure that the interests of the pedestrian and bicycling community will be incorporated in the 

formation of public transportation policy, the development of transportation facilities, and in the fair disbursement 

of public funds for this important and currently under-served community. 

 

TR 2.14 Bikeways 
Provide safe, convenient, continuous bikeways between activity centers and through the city. 

 

Discussion: Some city streets are more bicycle friendly than others due to hills, traffic flow, speed, and the access 

they provide for bicyclists. Providing bicycle facilities that link city centers and the downtown core through 

identified corridors will encourage utilitarian cycling. This will serve to decrease traffic and its intrinsic problems 

(e.g. air and noise pollution). Bikeways should be designed and maintained that are clearly marked, safe, and that 

serve the needs of bicyclists for both thru-routes and destinations. 
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TR 2.15 Bicycles on Streets 
Provide safe accommodations for bicyclists on the street system, which will continue to be the primary route 

system for bicyclists. 

 

Discussion: The street system serves to connect citizens throughout the city. City of Spokane staff should 

coordinate with designers, engineers, law enforcement, “citizen advisory boards” such as the Bicycle Advisory 

Board, Department of Licensing, and educators to ensure that the street environment is safe and practical for 

bicyclists. All street users should be taught to understand and respect the rights of other street users to ensure safe 

and pleasant travel. Bicycles are legal on all public roadways unless specifically prohibited. Drivers Education 

classes could include detailed information about bicycling and the need for cooperation among road users while 

laws pertaining to bicyclists should be strictly enforced. 

 
 
TR 3 TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE 
Goal: Recognize the key relationship between the places where people live, work, and shop and their need to 
have access to these places; use this relationship to promote land use patterns, transportation facilities, and 
other urban features that advance Spokane’ s quality of life. 
 
Policy: 

TR 3.1 Transportation and Development Patterns 
Use the city’s transportation system and infrastructure to support desired land uses and development patterns, 
especially to reduce sprawl and encourage development in urban areas. 
 
Discussion: Transportation and land use planning must be coordinated for the city to function smoothly, efficiently, 
and healthily. Investments in new transportation infrastructure can have both positive and negative impacts on the 
city. For example, while it may be relatively easy to build new streets or expand existing streets at the edge of 
the city to add transportation capacity, that can lead to sprawling development that, in the long run, is costly to the 
city. 
This policy is particularly important given two goals of the GMA, which state: 

♦ “Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and services exist 

 or can be provided in an efficient manner.” 

♦  “Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low density 

  development.” 
 

TR 3.2 Reduced Distances to Neighborhood Services 
Provide a variety of services within neighborhoods that are convenient to and meet the needs of neighborhood 

residents, decreasing the need for driving. 

 

Discussion: Providing a variety of services within neighborhoods decreases the distances needed to travel to meet 

daily needs, making opportunities for walking and bicycling more feasible. The services are intended to serve the 

daily needs of neighborhood residents, not to draw people from outside the neighborhood. Furthermore, the 

design of the buildings housing these services must be compatible with the neighborhood. 
 

TR 3.3 Walking and Bicycling-Oriented Neighborhood Centers 
Incorporate physical features in neighborhood centers to promote walking, bicycling, and other non-motorized 

modes of transportation to and within the centers, reducing the need for driving. 

 

Discussion: This policy, though similar to TR 2.1, “Physical Features,” is included to ensure that the 

neighborhood services desired in TR 3.2, “Reduced Distances to Neighborhood Services,” are walking and 
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bicycling oriented. Development that requires driving to the development and from place to place within the 

development should be avoided. 

 
TR 3.4 Increased Residential Densities 
Increase residential densities, as indicated in the land use element of the City of Spokane’s Comprehensive Plan, 

to support the efficient functioning of transit and mass transit. 

 

Discussion: Residential densities relate strongly to transportation options. Lower densities decrease the ability to 

provide efficient alternative transportation modes while higher densities increase the ability. Furthermore, 

sprawling growth increases the stress on the transportation system in that the more spread out the city becomes, 

the farther people have to travel and the less likely they will be to walk, bicycle, or take the bus. This policy does 

not mean that there will be no single-family residential areas in the city. This policy has an essential link to policy 

TR 3.6, “Use of Design.” 

 
 
 
 
From Chapter 5, Capital Facilities & Utilities: 
 

CFU 2 CONCURRENCY 
Goal: Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support development are adequate to serve 
the development and available when the service demands of development occur without decreasing current 
service levels below locally established minimum standards. 

 
Policy CFU 2.1 Available Public Facilities 
Consider that the requirement for concurrent availability of public facilities and utility services is met when adequate 
services and facilities are in existence at the time the development is ready for occupancy and use, in the case of water, 
wastewater and solid waste, and at least a financial commitment is in place at the time of development approval to 
provide all other public services within six years. 
 
Discussion: Public facilities are those public lands, improvements, and equipment necessary to provide public 
services and allow for the delivery of services. They include, but are not limited to, streets, roads, highways, 
sidewalks, street and road lighting systems, traffic signals, domestic water systems, storm and sanitary sewer 
systems, solid waste disposal and recycling, fire and police facilities, parks and recreational facilities, schools and 
libraries. 
 
It must be shown that adequate facilities and services are available before new development can be approved. 
While occupancy and use imply an immediate need for water, wastewater and solid waste services, other public 
services may make more sense to provide as the demand arises. For example, a certain threshold of critical mass is 
often needed before construction of a new fire station, school, library, or park is justified. If these facilities and 
services do not currently exist, commitments for services may be made either from the public or the private sector. 
Public commitments are documented through the Capital Facilities Program and the relevant Six-Year Capital 
Improvement Plans. 
 
If there is no public commitment to provide needed resources, the development could still proceed if the developer 
assumes responsibility for provision of all needed facilities and services, either through actual provision of the 
facility or service, or appropriate financial assurances that facilities and services will be provided in a timely 
manner. In this case, the City of Spokane may enter into an agreement with the developer for repayment through 
latecomer fees, special connection fees, or other payments earmarked for or pro-ratable to the particular system 
improvement. 
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Policy 
CFU 2.2 Concurrency Management System 
Maintain a concurrency management system for all capital facilities. 
 
Discussion: A concurrency management system is defined as an adopted procedure or method designed to ensure 
that adequate public facilities and services needed to support development and protect the environment are 
available when the service demands of development occur. 
 
The following facilities must meet adopted level of service standards and be consistent with the concurrency 
management system: fire protection, police protection, parks and recreation, libraries, public wastewater (sewer 
and stormwater), public water, solid waste disposal and recycling, transportation, and schools. 
The procedure for concurrency management includes annual evaluation of service levels and land use trends in 
order to anticipate demand for service and determine needed improvements. 
 
Findings from this review will then be addressed in the Six-Year Capital Improvement Plans, 
Annual Capital Budget, and all associated capital facilities documents to ensure that financial planning remains 
sufficiently ahead of the present for concurrency to be evaluated. 
 
The City of Spokane must either ensure that adequate facilities are available to support development or else 
prohibit development approval when such development would cause service levels to decline below standards 
currently established in the Capital Facilities Program. 
 
In the event that reduced funding threatens to halt development, it is much more appropriate to scale back land 
use objectives than to merely reduce level of service standards as a way of allowing development to continue. This 
approach is necessary in order to perpetuate a high quality of life. All adjustments to land use objectives and 
service level standards will fall within the public review process for annual amendment of the Comprehensive Plan 
and Capital Facilities Program. 
 

CFU 2.6 Funding Shortfalls 
Reassess the land use element whenever probable funding falls short of meeting existing needs in order to ensure that 
development patterns and level of service standards remain consistent with financing capabilities related to capital 
facilities plans. 
 
Discussion: The GMA requires consistency and conformity between plans and budgets so that development does 
not occur before there are adequate services to support it. In this regard, the land use element, capital facilities 
plan element, and financing plan within the capital facilities plan element should be coordinated and consistent. 
 
In the event that reduced funding threatens to halt development, it is much more appropriate to scale back land 
use objectives than to reduce level of service standards as a way of allowing development to continue. This 
approach is necessary in order to perpetuate a high quality of life. 
 
All adjustments to land use objectives and service level standards will fall within the public review process for 
annual amendment of the comprehensive plan and Capital Facilities Program. 
 
 

From Chapter 5, Capital Facilities & Utilities: 

 
CFU 4 SERVICE PROVISION 
Goal: Provide public services in a manner that facilitates efficient and effective delivery of services and meets 
current and future demand. 

 

Exhibit S-3, Comp Plan Policy Appendix Z1500084COMP Page 10



Policy 
CFU 4.1 Compact Development 
Promote compact areas of concentrated development in designated centers to facilitate economical and efficient 
provision of utilities, public facilities, and services. 
 
Discussion: Infill and dense development should be encouraged where excess capacity is available since compact 
systems are generally less expensive to build and maintain. However, it may also be necessary to periodically 
include upgrades in the Six-Year Capital Improvement Plans if sufficient capacity is not currently available to 
support intensification of development in target areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From Chapter 5, Capital Facilities & Utilities: 

 
 

CFU 6 MULTIPLE OBJECTIVES 
Goal: Use capital facilities and utilities to support multiple interests and purposes. 

 
Policy 
CFU 6.1 Community Revitalization 
Provide capital facilities and utility services strategically in order to encourage and support the development of Centers 
and Corridors, especially in older parts of the city. 
 
Discussion: Public investment often needs to be the first step toward revitalization of a community. 
Once the public sector takes steps to rehabilitate and improve dilapidated and deteriorated areas of the city, this 
inspires the confidence that encourages private investment to follow. 
 
While Six-Year Capital Improvement Plans must cover maintenance and repair of existing facilities, projects that 
expand facilities and services must be done with land use objectives in mind in recognition of the key link between 
service levels and development. In the past, of capital infrastructure facilities (roads, sewers, water lines, and 
parks) at the edge of the city limits and beyond has facilitated sprawl and accommodated its impacts. This 
practice in turn drained away resources needed to meet the service requirements of the inner city neighborhoods. 
A good rule of thumb for the future is to spend a higher than proportionate share of all capital dollars in central 
city neighborhoods in order to bring infrastructure back into the older parts of the city where the need for 
revitalization is greatest. In this way, the economic viability and desirability of the city center can be restored, 
creating a cycle of enhancement that sustainable. 
 

From Chapter 6, Housing: 

 
H 1 AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Goal: Provide sufficient housing for the current and future population that is appropriate, safe, and affordable 
for all income levels. 
 

H 1.4 Use of Existing Infrastructure 
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Direct new residential development into areas where community and human public services and facilities are available 
and in a manner that is compatible with other Comprehensive Plan elements. 
 
Discussion: Using existing services and infrastructure often reduces the cost of creating new housing. New 
construction that takes advantage of existing services and infrastructure conserves public resources that can then be 
redirected to other needs such as adding amenities to these projects. 
 

H 2 HOUSING CHOICE AND DIVERSITY 
Goal: Increase the number of housing alternatives within all areas of the city to help meet the changing needs 
and preferences of a diver se population. 

 
Policy 
H 2.1 Distribution of Housing Options 
Promote a wide range of housing types and housing diversity to meet the needs of the diverse population and ensure 
that this housing is available throughout the community for people of all income levels and special needs. 
 
Discussion: A variety of housing types should be available in each neighborhood. The variety of housing types 
should not concentrate or isolate lower-income and special needs households. 
Diversity includes styles, types, and cost of housing. 
 
Many different housing forms can exist in an area and still exhibit an aesthetic continuity. In many cases, 
 -based design guidelines will be available to guide the design of the housing forms. Allowing a wide range of 
housing types throughout the city provides the opportunity for increased socioeconomic integration. 
 
Housing standards that will be allowed throughout the city include small single-family lot sizes, manufactured 
housing on single-family lots, townhouses, condominiums, clustering, and other options that increase the supply of 
affordable home ownership opportunities. 
 

From Chapter 8, Urban Design & Historic Preservation: 
 

DP 1 PRIDE AND IDENTITY 
Goal: Enhance and improve Spokane’s visual identity and community pride while striving to maintain its 
visual diversity. 
 

Policy 
DP 1.4 New Development in Established Neighborhoods 
Ensure that new development is of a type, scale, orientation, and design that maintains or improves the character, 
aesthetic quality, and livability of the neighborhood. 
 
Discussion: While compatibility is more of an issue in established neighborhoods, new development needs to take 
into account the context of the area and should result in an improvement to the surrounding neighborhood. 
 

DP 3 FUNCTION AND APPEARANCE 
Goal: Use design to improve how development relates to and functions within its surrounding environment. 
 

Policy 
DP 3.8 Infill Development 
Ensure that infill construction and area redevelopment are done in a manner that reinforces the established 
neighborhood character and is architecturally compatible with the surrounding existing commercial and residential 
areas. 
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Discussion: Infill construction can represent a benefit to the community that does not necessitate an expansion of 
the infrastructure when done in a manner that does not detract from the area. 
Flexible design standards enable infill development that is architecturally compatible with the context of the 
proposed area by permitting higher intensity activities without detracting from the existing character of the area. 
 

DP 6 NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITIES 
Goal: Preserve, improve, and support the qualities of individual neighborhood areas. 
 
Policy 

DP 6.2 Access to Housing Choices 
Encourage building and site design that that allows a variety of housing forms while being compatible with the 
character of the immediate surrounding area, thereby generating community support for development at planned 
densities. 
 
Discussion: Increasing housing densities and innovative development protects special sites, and enables the 
efficient use of remaining buildable land, the efficient and cost effective provision of city facilities and services, the 
provision of affordable housing, and the promotion of increased ridership on mass transit. A variety of housing 
types, such as townhouses, courtyard buildings, and housing clusters, contributes to housing diversity and interest, 
and provides more opportunities for prospective residents. Design that is compatible with the surroundings helps 
make increased densities acceptable to the current residents. Higher residential density in commercial areas can 
provide additional economic stability for businesses while lessening automobile dependence. 
 

N 8 NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING PROCESS 
Goal: Ensure a sense of identity and belonging for neighborhoods throughout the city and the city’ s Urban 
Growth Area by developing a neighborhood planning process that is all-inclusive, maintains the integrity of 
neighborhoods, implements the comprehensive plan, and empowers neighborhoods in their decision-making. 
 
Policy  

N 8.4 Consistency of Plans 

Maintain consistency between neighborhood planning documents and the comprehensive plan. 
 
Discussion: The “framework” comprehensive plan guides all aspects of the city’s growth and development for the 
next twenty years. The plan provides the overall scheme of city development: the major land uses, transportation 
systems, parks, recreation, and open spaces, and centers of shopping and employment. The comprehensive plan 
establishes the framework for all other planning activities and documents. 
 
It is recognized that in some cases neighborhood planning may result in recommended changes to the 
comprehensive plan. Comprehensive Plan changes will be reviewed and decided upon once each year. 
 
 
 
(end) 
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Comprehensive Plan Land Use Amendment 
Morningside Investments LLC  File Z150084COMP 

PUBLIC COMMENTS SUMMARY 
City of Spokane 

Planning Department 
August 1, 2016 

 
Subject 
Morningside Investments LLC has requested a change of land use and zoning as part of 
the city’s annual comprehensive plan amendment review; the area is located in the 
vicinity North of Indian Trail Shopping Center and Barnes Road aka Windhaven 1st 
Addition PUD & Plat.  If approved, the request would change the Land Use Plan Map 
from Residential 4-10 units per acre to Residential 10-20 units per acre and Residential 
15-30 units per acre.  The request would change the zoning from RSF (Residential 
Single Family) to RTF (Residential Two Family) and RMF (Residential Multifamily). 
 
Pursuant to Chapter 365-196 WAC, the City of Spokane provided the public with 
opportunities to comment on the proposed 2015/2016 Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Amendments. The public comment period was open for 75 days from May 10, 2016 
through July 25, 2016. Written comments were submitted by email, letter, and through 
handwritten paper surveys completed during neighborhood meetings. Comment is being 
made available to the Plan Commission and City Council. This summary is a review of 
public comment through July 25, 2016.  Additional public comment is anticipated. 
 
Respondents 
A total of 506 respondents sent approximately 628 written comments via write-in survey, 
letter, and/or email; approximately 427 households were represented. Of the 506 
respondents, 110 respondents made multiple comments during the comment period, 
ranging from 2 communications up to 28 communications per individual. 
 
425 respondents (84%) indicated opposition to the Morningside proposal.  15 
respondents (1%) indicated opposition to the Crapo development, another application for 
an area located near the Morningside proposal that has since been withdrawn.  
Remaining respondents either did not indicate a position, or simply requested that they 
receive updates via email throughout the process. No respondents indicated support of 
the Morningside Land Use Amendment proposal. 
 
Concerns 
Emails, letters and surveys expressed a broad array of concerns, categorized as follows: 
 

• 89% expressed concern about traffic 

• 31% expressed concern about emergency services 

• 31% expressed concern about school capacity 

• 25% expressed concern about density 

• 23% expressed concern about crime 

• 18% expressed concern about water pressure 

• 7% expressed concern about transit improvements 

• 6% expressed concern about bicycle infrastructure 
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Other concerns noted but not categorized due to smaller volumes included decrease in 
property values, noise and pollution.   
 
The biggest concern noted by a majority of respondents was traffic; a sample of 
comments: 

 
“Traffic study needs to be completed in winter months. Also does not address 
what they would face in case of an emergency. Traffic study also needs to be 
done north of Albertsons where a lot of bottleneck occurs. The City is opening 
itself up for a lawsuit should an emergency happen and people can't get out due 
to bottlenecked traffic.” 
 
“There are only two main egresses in the neighborhood. This will not 
accommodate the massive traffic. The traffic study was performed by an 
interested party. Serious traffic congestion concerns.” 
 
“The traffic situation is already bad, not only during the rush hour, but throughout 
the day.” 
 

Emergency services and school capacity were the next largest categories of concern; a 
sample of comments: 
  
 “Whether due to weather, fire or accidents, neighborhood safety may be affected 
 during slowed traffic times and the ability for first responders to get down our 
 road will be significantly impacted.” 
 

“Fire Department is ill-equipped to handle a three story fire.” 
 
“The schools are already close to or at maximum capacity.  Will we have to add 

 portables to the schools taking away playing areas on the school property?” 
 

“Grandson moving into existing house already has to be bused out of area to go 
to school.” 
 

Areas of concern such as density, crime and water pressure received significant 
commentary as well; a sample of comments: 
  
 “We do not want this to set a precedent for high density development in other  
 neighborhoods that have also been working and planning in good faith under the 
 rules of the current comprehensive land use plan.” 
 

“Police Department is already understaffed and many crimes are already not 
being investigated.” 
 
“Water pressure is already compromised so I can only imagine what will happen 
with the addition of the apartments.” 

 
Concerns over transit improvements and bicycle infrastructure were also captured: 
  
 “My greatest concern with additional growth in the Indian Trail area besides the 
 obvious increased amount of traffic on the road is pedestrian access and  safety 
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 […] There is no safe place for pedestrians to cross after passing the 
 intersection at Francis and Alberta until you reach the light at Strong Road and 
 Indian Trail.” 
 
 “I bicycle commute 8.5 miles each way to work and back.  Over the last few 
 years I have noticed an increase in the number of vehicles passing me on Indian 
 Trail Road, even at 5:30 am and 7 pm.  More traffic would make this commute 
 more dangerous for me and other cyclists I see every day.” 
 
Visual Data 
Of the 506 total respondents, 110 commented multiple times.  425 respondents stated their opposition to the 
Morningside proposal; some responses were neutral but no responses indicated full support for the 
proposal. 

 
 
Of the eight top concerns tracked throughout the public comment process, 89% of respondents voiced 
concern over traffic. 
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Additional Data: 
Names and addresses of respondents follow.  Full comments are a matter of public 
record and are being forwarded to the Plan Commission and City Council. 
 
Respondents by Last Name, First Name, Street Address: 
Last name First name Number Dir Street name Road 

class 
Abel Dennis         

Ablutz Jon 10711 n Klamath  Ct 

Abrahamson Tommy 9622 N Arrowhead Rd 

Abrahamson Doris 9622 N Arrowhead Rd 

Adams Terri         

Aden Gordan         

Anderson Marian 8411 N Susan Ct 

Appleton Keith         

Arnold Bill 6305 W Geronimo Dr 

Badger Mary         

Bailey Karolyn 6223 W Shawnee Ave 

Bakke James         

Balboa South Indian Trail 
Neighborhood Council 

          

Bandh Noreen/Laurinda 5614 W Charlene Ct 

Bangle Erin         

Barton   9719 N Navaho Ct 

Bay Arussa 9616 N Monroe St 

Beal Teri         

Beck Alan         

Beck Peggy         

Beck Norm 8913 N Rosebury Ln 

Bell Forest 10705 n Klamath  Ct 

Bell Mark 5208 W Ridgecrest dr 

Benton Tim & Aurora 7406 N Sullivan Rd 

Binkley Christine 10115 N Comanche Dr 

Binkley Craig 10115 N Comanche Dr 

Blaschke Stephen         

Bloom Courtney 5207 W Russett Dr 

Bloom Renee 5207 W Russett Dr 

Bobbell Gail         

Bolin-Jones Theresa         

Bontrager Shannon         

Booth Margie 8906 N Rosebury Ln 

Bowman Bret         

Bowman Stephanie 6109 W Kittitas Ct 

Bowman Jamie 6018 W Melrose Ln 
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Bowman Janet 9721 N Navaho Ct 

Boyer Donna 10601 N Skyline dr 

Brickweg Tom 9222   Sundance Dr 

Brown Janet         

Brown Frederick/Linda 5224 W Pinedale Ct 

Brunette Linda 9219 N Rosebury Ln 

Bryan J.L.         

Bryan Lyle 4402 W Shawnee Ave 

Buff Brad 9911 N Arrowhead Rd 

Bullard Larry 6102 W Kittitas Ct 

Buller Paul         

Burnette Kamilah         

Campbell Patrick         

Cannon Patty         

Carney Brian         

Carney Nikki 5112 W Ridgecrist dr 

Carruthers Steve/Laurian 8802 N James Dr 

Carter Kristen         

Carter tara         

Caruso Kari 5709 W Dorothy Ct 

Caruso Pete 5709 W Dorothy Ct 

Cathcart Michael         

Choma Roberta 6006 W Chippewa Ct 

Choma William 6006 W Chippewa Ct 

Christopher Barbara         

Christopher Steven 7001 N Weile Ave 

Christy Kristeen         

Clement Shelbie         

Clinesmith Brenda 8913 n barnes Rd 

Collins Lucinda         

Colt Rian 9117   Seminole dr 

Comfort Amber 9106 n Rosebury Ln 

Comfort Josh 9106 n Rosebury Ln 

Cook Janet         

Cook John/Janet 8201 N Marjorie St 

Cook John 8201 N Marjorie   

Corkins Troy & Miriam 10716 N Arrowhead Ave 

Corppetts Diane         

Craig Walter 10115 N Comanche dr 

Cree Larry/Jane 9223 N Rosebury Ln 

Crisp Kathy         

Crisp Larry & Kathy 8901 N Madeline Ln 

Crum Tim         
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Cruz-Santos Debbie 6003 W Melrose Ln 

Czoski Kathleen 4802 W Shawnee Ave 

Czoski Floyd 4802 W Shawnee Ave 

Davies Mark   9414 N Farmdale St 

Davis Robyn 5209 w Bentwood Ct 

Davis Mike 5209 w Bentwood Ct 

Davis Linda 8814 N James Dr 

Davis George 9331 N Rosebury Ln 

Davis Sam 5707 W Shawnee Ave 

Dejanovich Dan 10119 n Comanche dr 

Dejanovich Janice 10119 n Comanche dr 

Dejanovich Mike 10427 N Iroquois Dr 

Dejanovich Winnie 10427 n Iroquois Dr 

Dejanovich Janie 9015 n sundance Dr 

Denman Jason         

Dennis Stephen 8614 N Kelly Ct 

Deno Terry         

Deno Trina 8123 N Valence St 

Dershem Mona         

Deschaine Vicki/Larry 6506 W Sundance Dr 

Deschaine Vicki 6506 W Sundance dr 

Dieringer Gail 9135 N Coursier Ln 

Doyle Denise 5901 W Shawnee Ave 

Doyle Terry 5901 W Shawnee Ave 

Durfee Pauline 9112 N Farmdale St 

Durfee Jason 9112 N Farmdale St 

Edwards Nichole         

Eggerman Craig 9628 N Arrowhead Rd 

Eggerman Jean 9628 N Arrowhead Rd 

Ehrgood Baba         

Elias Marilyn 9609 N Seminole Dr 

Elias Earl 9609 N Seminole Dr 

Eliason Jeremy 10706 N Klamath  Ct 

Ellis Pamela         

Erdahl Lisa         

Eymer Scott 5219 W Orangewood Ct 

Falkner Don 10931 n acoma dr 

Fanazick Denise 9615 N Ridgecrest Dr 

Fanazick Richard 9615 N Ridgecrest Dr 

Faught Mike 5238 W Navaho Ave 

Faught Hanna 5238 W Navaho Ave 

Ferguson E.J. 10713 N Cowlitz Ct 

Ferguson Earlene 10717 N Cowlitz Ct 
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Ferguson Audrey 6107 W Shawnee Ave 

Fetch Gena 10908 N Iroquois Dr 

Fetch Tracy 10908 N Iroquois Dr 

Fetch Gena 10908 N Iroquois Dr 

Field Lori/Dean 10503 N Fleetwood Ct 

Flisakowski Peter         

Flisakowski Judi         

Floyd Diane         

Formella Leslie 10915 N Iroquois Dr 

Forni Victor 5110 W Lamor Dr 

Fortin Peter 9705 N Ridgecrest Dr 

Fowler Aaron 9105 N James Dr 

Fox Stuart         

Francis Greg         

Frazier Victor 2423 W Liberty Ave 

Frostad Larry         

Gamble Cheryl 9527 N Wieber Dr 

Gamble Kenneth 9527 N Wieber Dr 

Gay Charles/Martha 6007 W Chippewa Ct 

Gehrig Luanne 9808 N Fotheringham st 

Gehrig Roger 9808 n Fotheringham st 

Gildeman Lula 9627 N Arrowhead Rd 

Gilman Mary 8607 N Sally Ct 

Gimeno Rick 105207 N Prairie Dr 

Goertzen Denece         

Goertzen Galen 9311 N James Dr 

Golden Dave         

Goodman Tisha         

Graham Richard 10935 N Acoma Dr 

Graham John 9017 N Rosebury Ln 

Grant Robert 5125 W Ridgecrest dr 

Grant Josh 5125 W Ridgecrest   

Grassi Mary         

Greer Reuben         

Griffin Gary         

Griffin Maria 8615 N Terry Ct 

Griffith Adam         

Griffith Scott         

Griffith Calli         

Grimes Kerry 4103 W Hiawatha   

Grimmer Russ 9008 N Greenwood St 

Grimmer Jackie 9008 N Greenwood St 

Grimmer Annette         
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Grimmer Sharon 10816 N Klamath  Ct 

Grubb Fred  5207 W Alderwood   

Gyarfas Jim         

Hagan Michelle 9803 N Hillsdale Ct 

Hagel Sheena         

Hamblin Mike         

Hanley Jim 5607 W Newbury Dr 

Hanley Bonnie 5607 W Newbury Dr 

Hansen Georgiann 10309 N Sundance Dr 

Hanson Levi         

Hanson Nancy 8907   Madeline Ln 

Harrington Shellaree         

Hartanov Tyler         

Hartsoch Pamela 10211 N Prairie Dr 

Harvey Debbie 6103 W Shawnee Ave 

Hauder           

Hauder Pat         

Heath Julie 5121 W Ridgecrest dr 

Hedge David 6267 W Shawnee Ave 

Hedge Anne 6267 W Shawnee Ave 

Heimbigner Jeremy 10905 N Acoma Dr 

Hendershot Richard and 
Carol 

6007 W Hopi  Ct 

Henke Chuck 8602   Creston Ln 

Herrd Dixie 10710 N Clallam Ct 

Heuett Caralee         

Hibbard Margaret 9004 N Sundance Dr 

Higdon Julie 9509 N Loganberry Ct 

Holden Judith 9717 N Navaho Ct 

Hollenbeck Mark 5903 W Tepee Ct 

Hollenbeck Jena 5903 W Tepee Ct 

Holmes Alana 5910 W Tepee Ct 

Hooper Kara 4104 W Osage   

Hoover Rick 3806 W Jay Ave 

Hornyale Stephen 8726 N Pamela St 

Howard Michael 8502 W Forest Ct 

Howe David 6504 w Kitsap dr 

Howe Laura 6504 w Kitsap dr 

Howe Michael 5416 W Newbury Ct 

Hughes Shannon 8226 N Pamela St 

Hunter Gary   5417 w Brookfield Ave 

Hunter John         

Hunter Chris         
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Hunter GDPJ         

Husk Christina         

Husted Michael 5911 W Tepee Ct 

Husted Kathy 5911 W Tepee Ct 

Imholt Kathy 9327 N Rosebury Ln 

Indian Trail Concerned Citizen           

Indian Trail Resident           

Inman Mark 9002 N Sundance Dr 

Iverson Tim         

Janke Brenda 6418 W Skagit Ave 

Jaquish Michael 4414 W Excell Ave 

Jenkins Alan 5715 W Dorothy Ct 

Jenkins Joey         

Jenkins Barbara         

Jernigan Oletha 9330 N Rosebury Ln 

Jerry Bock         

Johnson Carrie         

Johnson Mary         

Johnson Aaron         

Jones Mike 6106 W Juniper Ln 

Jordan Dan/Sheri 8915 N Farmdale St 

Jordan Todd 6118 W Shawnee Ave 

Kauffman Debra         

Kautzman Yvonne 5412 W Shawnee Ave 

Keaton Greta 9323 N Rosebury Ln 

Kelly Jack  8408 N Upper Mayes Ln 

Kelly Peggy 8408 N Upper Mayes Ln 

Kembel Steven 9626 N Seneca Dr 

Kerr Charles 8508 N Pamela St 

Kimball Joe         

King Karin 9616 N Arrowhead   

Kirner Dale   9103 n Sundance Dr 

Kirner Rebecca 9103 n Sundance Dr 

Klain Heather         

Klain Ken         

Klingback Millayna         

Knapp Keith 5920 W Lonewolf st 

Knepley Pat 5603 w Bedford   

Knodel John 6006 W Crowchief Ct 

Krueger Amanda 8805 N James Dr 

Krueger Eric 8805 n James Dr 

Kruger Jan         

Kuhn Jeremy 9628 N Kiowa Ct 
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Kyle Randi 5706 W Dorothy Ct 

Lane Stephen 8226 N Pamela St 

Lang Graham 6119 W Shawnee Ave 

Lang Debra 6119 W Shawnee Ave 

Largent Don         

Larkin Angela         

Larner Richard         

Larter Leigh 9331 N Rosebury Ln 

Lecas Merl 5915 W Tepee Ct 

Lemire Richard 10912 N Iroquois Dr 

Lewandowski Karen 4335 W Arrowhead Rd 

Lilla Jon/Jane 5907 W Shawnee Ave 

Lines Mary 8305 N Valerie St 

Lobdell Jerry 9020 N Sundance Dr 

Lobdell Paula 9020 N Sundance Dr 

Lochridge Dayna 9205 n Sundance Dr 

Lochridge Dustin 9205 n Sundance Dr 

Lodato Sally 4903 w Howesdale dr 

Lounsbury Dayv 9325 N Sundance Dr 

Lowther Randy 9335 N Rosebury Ln 

Lucke Mike         

Ludescher Gary         

Lyons Cory 8207 N Pamela   

Mack Trish         

Madden Patrick 5318 W Shawnee Ave 

Maddux Darrel 10416 N Iroquois Dr 

Malones Karen & Johnny 10721 N Iroquois Dr 

Marsh Mary         

Marsh Jeff 8913 N Torrey Ln 

Martin Jeff 10514 N Iroguois dr 

Martin Kori         

Martin Chad         

Marvin Larry         

Marvin Lynn         

Mattison William 9805 N Ridgecrest Dr 

Mattison Sandi 9805 N Ridgecrest Dr 

Matz Brian 10701 n skyline dr 

Maupin William         

McGarr Liz 9823 N Seminole dr 

McGarr Michael 9823 N Seminole dr 

Mcgovern Dave 10702 N Klamath  Ct 

Mcgovern Connie 10702 n Klamath  Ct 

McHugh Kathleent         
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McKinney Jeanine         

McManamon Thomas 8706 N Rosebury Ln 

McManamon Elizabeth 8706 N Rosebury Ln 

McMurtery Dorothy         

McNary Samuel 10124 N Larchwood st 

McNary Beverly 10124 N Larchwood st 

Mcphee           

Mehr Geraldine 5923 W Tepee Ct 

Mehr Kenneth 5923 W Tepee Ct 

Melges David         

Melges Shirley 9817 N Ute Ct 

Mencke Dan         

Meyers Larry 10727 N Portsmouth Ct 

Migliore Crystal         

Miotke Kathy         

Monger Ben         

Moore Amanda 9003 n Sundance Dr 

Moore Mike/Diane 9210 N Sundance Dr 

Moore Chris  9003 n Sundance Dr 

Moore David 6108 W Sundance Dr 

Morasch Dale & Judy 9220 N Rosebury Ln 

Morasch Dale  9220 N Rosebury Ln 

Morel Patricia 9322 N Rosebury Ln 

Morellie John 6014 W Melrose Ln 

Morellie JoDee         

Morford Dennis         

Morford Kathleen         

Moser Clarence 8404 N Susan Ct 

Mulder Robert 10910 N Huron Ct 

Mulder Marilyn 10910 N Huron Ct 

Myers R.D. 10706 N Klamath  Ct 

Myers Doug 6009 W Pima Ct 

Myers Beverly         

Naccarato Kyle         

Nance Paul 9721 n Fotheringham st 

Neff Ebonie         

Neidhold Gail         

Neil Mel         

Nelson Doug 10120 n fleetwood Ct 

Nelson Edie 10120 n fleetwood Ct 

Neuberger Jeffrey 9106 N Bradbury Ct 

Nicolai Gary 8206 N Lucia Ct 

Nicolai Barbara         
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Noble Sharon 9403 N Seminole dr 

North Indian Trail 
Neighborhood Council 

          

North Indian Trail 
Neighborhood Council 

          

Nussbaum Bonnie 9828 N Moore   

Olesen Marie 5236 W Navaho Ave 

Olesen Bryan 5236 W Navaho Ave 

Olson Bryan 10710 n Klamath  Ct 

Oltmann Gene 9010 N Sundance Dr 

Oltmann Nancy 9010 N Sundance Dr 

Pace Sue         

Papenleur Fran         

Parker Lynnette         

Pauletto Brayden         

Pauletto Janine         

Pauley Thomas         

Paulin Peggy         

Paullin Peggy         

Pellicciotti Beth         

Perkins Nancy 5915 W Tepee Ct 

Peterson Heidi         

Phellabarn Ben 9023 n Sundance Dr 

Phellabarn Jenn  9023 n Sundance Dr 

Phillabaum Ben         

Plese Rod         

Poffenroth Don         

Poirier Carolyn 8523 N Pamela St 

Postlewait Herb 9019 N James Dr 

Postlewait Diana 9019 N James Dr 

Powell Sharon         

Powell Brenda 5811 W Shawnee Ave 

Powell Dennis 5811 w Shawnee Ave 

Primm Monica         

Putzke Wendi         

Radoslovich Benjamin 4912 W Lamar   

Rainey Linda 9911 N Comanche Dr 

Rainey Neal 9911 N Comanche Dr 

Rankin Wendy 5212 W Russett Dr 

Rebel Jolene         

Reser Russ 5104 S Pittsburg St 

Reuter William 6248 W Shawnee Ave 

Reuter Mrs. 6248 W Shawnee Ave 
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Riddle Julie         

Riddle Garrett         

Roberts Bill 8490 N Forest Ct 

Roberts Jeff         

Roberts Kathy         

Rogas Roy 7907 W Rutter Ct 

Rogas Judy 7907 W Rutter Ct 

Rogers Lea         

Rogers Jim         

Rogers Annalisa 8614 N Terry Ct 

Rogers Jason 8614 N Terry Ct 

Rose Jared         

Roske Dan/Brenda 8609 N Pamela St 

Rountree Jack 8909 N Pamela St 

Ruffcorn Sid 9807 N Comanche Dr 

Ruffcorn Jennifer 9807 N Comanche Dr 

Ruffcorn Sid         

Rush John/Deborah 9107 N Sundance Dr 

Ruster Jim 6110 W Juniper Ln 

Santos Arnold 6003 W Melrose Ln 

Sarver Helen         

Savitz Kay & Ken         

Saxe Siri         

Schillios Colleen 6827 w Iroquois Dr 

Schillios Marc 6827 w Iroquois Dr 

Schwartz Dave 9022 N Rosebury Ln 

Schwartz Joann 9022 N Rosebury Ln 

Scott Andrew/Jenny 10909 N Acoma Dr 

Scott Thomas 9301 N Belmont Dr 

Sealock Neal         

Sealock Donna         

Sellers Kelly         

Semple Fr. Richard         

Sergott Chris 8804 N Pamela St 

Shadden Patty         

Shauvin Leanna 3427 W Excell Ln 

Shaw Thelma 6002 W Crowchief Ct 

Shaw Don 6002 W Crowchief Ct 

Sherwood Bekki 8909 N Madeline Ln 

Sigel Jerry 2916 W Woodside Ct 

Sigel Susan 2916 W Woodside Ct 

Smeltzer Lonna 8207 N Lucia Ct 

Smith Kathy 5207 W Baywood Ct 
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Smith Jeff 9911 N Fotheringham st 

Spaid Robert 9616 N kiowa Ct 

Spaid Jan 9616 N Kiowa Ct 

Stalley Larry 8701 N Forest   

Stamp Marsha 5212 W Russett Dr 

Staples Greg         

Steinle Basil 5605 w Charlene Ct 

Steinle Christy 5605 w Charlene Ct 

Steinle Basil 5605 W Charlene Ct 

Stejskal Manuella 10305 N Sundance Dr 

Stewart John 9122 N Rosebury Ln 

Stewart Susan 9122 N Rosebury Ln 

Stewart Theresa 9115 n Sundance Dr 

Stewart Jay 9115 n Sundance Dr 

Stoicheff Robert 8905 N Barnes Rd 

Strawn Donna 5115 W Russett Ct 

Strom Ted    9110 n Sundance Dr 

Strom Tammy 9110 N Sundance Dr 

Swartz Jake         

Taylor James 4323 W Hiawatha dr 

Taylor Sheri 4323 W Hiawatha dr 

Teel Dan/Donna 10119 N Ridgecrest Dr 

Thames Susan         

Thomas Wendy         

Thomas Brian         

Thorpe Eileen         

Tillotson Joyce 5319 W Newell Ct 

Tillotson Ben         

Torrisi Kay & Ken 9915 N Arrowhead   

Towner Ken          

Treffry Larry 4905 w Navaho Ave 

Treffry Kathleen 4905 w Navaho Ave 

Turner Malynda 8720 N Terry Ct 

Turner Michael 8720 N Terry Ct 

unknown 1 unknown         

unknown 2 unknown         

unknown 3 unknown         

unknown 4 unknown         

unknown 5 unknown   W Shawnee Ave 

unknown 6 unknown         

unknown 7 Mary         

unknown 8 Janet         

Urlacher Madisyn         
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Vanos Jon         

Vanos Diane         

Vickers Steve/Ellita 11004 N Acoma St 

Virden Mark 9224 N Rosebury Ln 

Virden Margo 9224 N Rosebury  Ln 

Voogd Bill 10015 N Moore st 

Voogd Carol 10015 N Moore St 

Wade Tom 5416 W Russett Dr 

Waller Megan         

Walling Rolf 5112 W Russett Ct 

Walling Vivienne 5112 W Russett Ct 

Weaver Stan         

Weberling Lynnette         

Webster Jerry 5607 W Bedford Ave 

Webster Bernie 5607 W Bedford Ave 

Weddle Jacquie 9005 N Pamela   

Weigel Ellen 9102 N Rosebury Ln 

West Ken  9906 N Comanche dr 

West Vicki 9906 N Comanche dr 

West Ron 5403 W Woodview Ct 

West Diana 5403 W Woodview Ct 

Widhurst Joy 5302 W Woodview Ct 

Wiebers Jim 6216 W Skagit Ct 

Wilbert Nancy 5911 W Tom Tom Ct 

Wilbert Chuck 5911 w Tom Tom Ct 

Wilde Pamela 9301 n Belmont Dr 

Willemsen Donna         

Williams Fred  8405 N Pamela st 

Williams Linda 3333 w Woodside Ct 

Wilson David/Evelyn 9016 N Sundance Dr 

Wilson Bill         

Wilson Randall 10525 N Woodridge Ct 

Woodard Michael 8905 N Rosebury Ln 

Woodard Sheree         

Woods Joyce         

Wynecoop Tim 9011 n Sundance Dr 

Young Sheri         

Zahmer John 5323 W Woodview Ct 

Zbaracki-Marsh Jean 8913 N Torrey Ln 

Zehm Judy 9711 N Sundance Dr 

Zehm Sandy 9711 N Sundance Dr 

Zehm Dale 9711 N Sundance   

Zisumbo Manuel 8009 N Farmdale St 
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JULY 18, 2016 

Plan Commission, City Council, Planning Dept. 

 

Dear Plan Commission, City Council, Planning Dept., 

On July 7, 2016, the Community Assembly took under consideration a vote from out Land Use 

Committee. As the result of that vote the CA directed that a letter of support be sent to you. Below 

is the discussion and vote, as recorded from the CA meeting. 

Here is the discussion and motion made by the CA on July 7, 2016: 

  
Discussion: 
The CA Land Use Committee voted unanimously at a special meeting on 6/23/16 to recommend that 
Community Assembly consider a resolution supporting the North Indian Trail, Balboa/South Indian 
Trail, and Five Mile neighborhoods in their opposition of the Morningside comprehensive plan 
amendment. 
  
Motion: 
Approve support for the North Indian Trail, Balboa/South Indian Trail, and Five Mile neighborhoods in 
their opposition of the Morningside comprehensive plan amendment and send that to the Plan 
Commission and City Council for the public record. 
Approve-13 
Opposed-0 
Abstain-2 
 
Sincerely,  

 

Jay Cousins, Chair, Community Assembly 

Community Assembly 

West 808 Spokane Falls Blvd,  

Spokane, WA,99201, Fifth Floor 

Tel 509.755.2489  
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Community Assembly Minutes  

July 7, 2016 

1. Proposed Agenda  

a. Approved 

2. Approve Amended Minutes  

a. Proposed amendment (Kathryn Alexander, Bemiss - budget committee numbers need to 

change from $20,000 to $25,000.  

i. Approved as amended  

3. Open Forum  

a. Garry Pollard, Riverside  

i. Community assembly handbook – congratulations to the CA, very impressed. 

Trying for years to get something like this on the books.  

b. Kathryn Alexander, Bemiss 

i. 20 year anniversary of CA, congratulations on all the hard work over the 

years.  

ii. Bemiss is having concerts this summer, every other week starting July 15th at 

Hayes Park.   

4. Comp Plan update - Opportunities for engagement 

a. Lisa Keys, Director of City Planning 

i. https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/neighborhoods/getinvolved/agend

as/2016/07/community-assembly-agenda-packet-2016-07-18.pdf  

ii. Comprehensive plan background  

1. Comp Plan was first adopted in 2001 

2. Last major update was in 2006 

3. Review process for this update began in 2013 

4. Update must be adopted by June, 2017 

iii. Early Outreach Efforts – 2013 

1. Public Participation Plan – adopted by City Council (Revised in 2014 

& 2016).  

2. Website  

3. Plan Commission and City Council updates.  

4. Community Assembly updates and requests for focus group 

volunteers.  

5. Council District Neighborhood Outreach Committee.  

6. 3 Council District Meetings.  

7. Plan Commission Open House.  

iv. Early Outreach – Policy Focus Groups  

1. Streamlined chapters and eliminated redundancies.  

2. Added new policies if group found ‘gaps’.  

3. Re-arranged sections – to enable better flow.  
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v. Early Outreach Efforts – 2014-2015  

1. Neighborhood Profiles. Purpose, to highlight each neighborhoods 

assets for use by visitors, developers, business.  

2. Staff Developed instruction booklet and CD’s for neighborhoods to 

use when writing profiles and worked with CA.  

3. Interactive website let people pin icons to places of interest in their 

neighborhoods.  

vi. What is different in this update?  

1. Address regulatory changes – GMA. 

2. Streamlined for improved readability. 

3. Integrated capital facilities – LINK Spokane.  

4. Neighborhood Profiles. 

5. Implementation.  

vii. Implementation Chapter  

1. Future strategic actions for implantation will be included in the 

update.  

2. Staff will gather ideas over the remainder of this year on what items 

should be included in the list of future work.  

viii. PC First Review Workshop  

3. April 27th – Overview  

4. May 25th – Profiles and Neighborhoods 

5. June 8th – Introduction and Land Use 

6. June 22nd – Natural Environment; Leadership, Governance, and 

Citizenship; Urban Design/Historic Preservation.  

7. July 13th – Economic Development; Social Health; Parks, Recreation, 

Open Spaces.  

8. August 10th – Housing; Capital Facilities and Utilities.  

9. September 14th – Transportation (LINK Spokane). 

https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/link-spokane/  

ix. How to Read the Revisions 

1. The ‘track changes’ version has new additions that have been moved 

– underlined in red.  

2. Items that have been removed or moved to another location are 

crossed out in Red.  

3. Red tent boxes contain comments for discussion – will not be part of 

the final document.  

4. Green text boxes contain items to be included in new chapter 2.  

5. If no comment box exists – the changes are minor.  

6. The second version is a ‘clean’ reformatted copy.  

x. September Public Open Houses  

1. Four Public Open Houses – held in each Council District, plus 

downtown.  
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2. Virtual Open House through the month of September.  

xi. Next Steps  

1. Questions and comments – send to: 

Shapingspokane@spokanecity.org  

2. Come back to next meeting to discuss public participation plan.  

5. City council –– City Update  

a. Councilman Breean Beggs & Councilwomen Karen Stratton 

i. Legislative priorities – first meeting a couple weeks ago, defined list of 5 

items - top priorities. Houses on maple and Boone – moving – restored and 

being moved back.   

ii. Next week advisory committee on Monroe – sit down w council women 

Mumm to discuss this further.  

iii. New Police Chief Candidates  

1. Down to 3 selected candidates  

2. July 20th – public panel at city hall going almost all day, candidates 

will rotate around.  

3. Contact HR if you want to be a part of this process.  

iv. Traffic calming – met last week, and reviewed all Neighborhood Council 

applications. Final decisions should be getting back to the Neighborhood 

Councils soon.  

v. Heather Trautman and Breean Beggs – discussing neighborhoods and parking 

to come up with a standard way to have community engagement in this 

process.  

6. Admin committee – Updates, August Picnic and December Meeting  

a. Tina Larson, Grandview/Thorpe  

i. No CACC in July, next meeting – August 31st  

ii. August Picnic – social gathering to have fun together. Need a date and 
location.  

Vote on date and location for August Picnic:  

 Does the group want to have picnic at mission or Manito Park?  

Mission park: 9 vote yes  

Manito Park: 9 vote yes  

 Sunday - Aug 14th or Aug 21st                                                               

14th: 12 vote yes  

21st: 3 vote yes  

 Time frame: 4pm-6:30pm or 6pm-8:30pm?  

4pm: 14 vote yes 
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6pm: 1 vote yes 

Final Vote: Manito Park on the 14th at 4pm  

1. Wanting to do recognition awards – if you have suggestions please 

contact Tina.  

2. Do we want to make this event a plus one or bring family? Restrict 

young family members and allow spouses? If you have thoughts on 

this please contact Tina.  

iii. December meeting: awards banquet and potluck – do we want to continue 

to do this?  

Vote:  

Traditional: hour meeting and potluck – vote yes: 11 

Nontraditional: complete business meeting - vote yes: 3 

7. ONS & Code Enforcement – Update  

a. Heather Trautman, Director of Office of Neighborhood Services and Code Enforcement   

i. https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/neighborhoods/getinvolved/agen

das/2016/07/community-assembly-agenda-packet-2016-07-18.pdf  

ii. Dawn Kinder, Director of CHHS – CDBG allocations  

1. Estimated allocation figures have changed slightly– going to effect 

the NC allocations.  

2. CACD Committee has been informed of this change.  

3. If you have questions, please send them to Heather Trautman.  

4. Bring this back in August for further discussion.  

8. Land Use – 2016 Proposed Comp Plan Amendments 

a. Greg Francis, Rockwood  

i. https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/neighborhoods/getinvolved/agend

as/2016/07/community-assembly-agenda-packet-2016-07-18.pdf  

ii. Three proposed amendments  

1. All three are proposed rezoning  

2. Two generally non-contentious (QueenB & Avista)  

3. One contentious and much larger (Morningside) 

4. Land Use Committee is recommending action on Morningside in 

support of impacted neighborhoods.  

iii. Key guiding principles to consider 

1. Honor the community’s long term investment in the comp plan 

2. Encourage development that will enable whole community to 

prosper 

3. Proposed changes must result in a net benefit to the general public  

iv. Morningside – Traffic Factors  
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1. Substantial traffic issues in this area already 

2. Near failure levels by 2021 if rezone and project are approved 

3. Indian Trail road is only effective road into area 

4. No opportunity to create a second primary arterial to mitigate traffic 

concerns due to geography 

5. Widening of Indian Trail Road to four lanes $3-$5.8mil and is not in 

six year capital improvement plan.  

6. Traffic study does not factor in the potential impact of developments 

that could occur on undeveloped land already zoned as RMF, CC2, 

and O-35 in the Indian Trail area.  

v. Morningside – Other Factors 

1. Violates the sub-area plan for the North Indian Trail Neighborhood 

Center (2007) 

2. STA only provides weekday service to this area – does not anticipate 

adding weekend or evening service.  

3. No substantial employment opportunities exist in the area 

4. Concerns about emergency service and school  

5. North Indian Trail, Balboa/South Indian Trail, and Five Mile 

neighborhoods have expressed opposition to rezone.  

6. More than 500 public comments have been submitted to the 

Planning Department opposing the proposed amendment – not one 

comment of support.  

vi. The CA Land Use Committee voted unanimously at a special meeting on 

6/23/16 to recommend that Community Assembly consider a resolution 

supporting the North Indian Trial, Balboa South Indian Trail, and Five Mile 

neighborhoods in their opposition of the Morningside comprehensive plan 

amendment.  

Motion: Approve support for the North Indian Trail, Balboa/South Indian Trail, and Five Mile 

neighborhoods in their opposition of the Morningside comprehensive plan amendment and send that to 

the Plan Commission and City Council for the public record. 

Approve-13 

Opposed-0 

Abstain-2 

 

9. Liaison – Design Review Board Member (DRB) 

a. Paul Kropp, PeTT Committee Chair  

i. CA has had the benefit of long serving - Design Review membership.  
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Invite members of the CA and neighborhood councils that might be 

interested in filling this position.  

1. At least 4 DRB meetings between June/Sept of this year, these would 

be folks that are members in good standing on their NC or for CA 

reps from NC that are members of the CA in good standing. 

2. 3 year long appointment  

3. One can always resign 

4. Substantial assignment/appointment 

5. Does all public projects – have a ton of huge things happening like 

Riverfront Park – all these go through the DRB. 

6. Bring this information back to your NC and see if people are 

interested or have a background in planning or an interest in this in 

general. 

7. The DRB meets twice a month on the 2nd &4th Wed of the month 

from 5:30-8pm.  

ii. Paul will draft an email to send to CA reps to get out to their Neighborhood 

Councils – also post this on Nextdoor.  

10. Policy and procedures – Update  

a. Valena Arguello, East Central  

i. Grievance policy and possibility of having this in a committee. Having a 

committee in place – tossing this idea around – what does the CA want to 

do?  

1. Possibly eliminate the Grievance Committee idea? 20 years of the CA 

and there has not been one grievance, arbitration or resolution.  

2. Standing committee, need to have specific language on how to 

create the committee.   

3. Would it be appropriate to have language around a grievance, keep 

the language and form an at Hawke committee?  

4. Simple statement on how to file a grievance and refer back to 

creating an at hawk committee.  

11. Roundtable  

a. Velena Arguello, East Central  

i. Report on ‘Every Place Counts Design Challenge - East Central and I-90 

Visioning and Design Workshop’.   

1. Design workshops held at the Riverpoint Campus.  

2. Great opportunity to have community input.  

3. Next workshop: 3:30pm – 5pm, July 8th at the pharma building at 

Riverpoint Campus.  

In attendance:  

15 Representatives Present  
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Bemiss, Chief Garry Park, Cliff Cannon, East Central, Emerson/Garfield, Grandview Thorpe, Lincoln 

Heights, Logan, North Indian Trail, Peaceful Valley, Riverside, Rockwood, Southgate, West Hills, Whitman  

Not in Attendance:   

Audubon/Downriver, Balboa/SIT, Browne’s Addition, Comstock, Five Mile Prairie, Hillyard, 

Latah/Hangman, Manito/Cannon Hill, Minnehaha, Nevada/Lidgerwood, North Hill, Northwest, West 

Central  
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June 2, 2016 

 

To: City of Spokane Plan Commission 

Cc: Tirrell Black, City of Spokane Planning Department 

RE: z1500084 COMP, Morningside Investments LLC (Windhaven) 

The North Indian Trail Neighborhood Council wants to on record as being adamantly opposed to the 

proposed amendment. 

1. The proposed rezone violates the Sub-area plan that was adopted for the Indian Trail 

Neighborhood Center on 12/03/07 when the City Council passed Ordinance C34154. The 

Stakeholder group which worked with City Planning in developing the Sub-area plan included 

Cliff Cameron, who represented Harlan Douglass et al. 

2. The NIT Neighborhood has historically attracted residents whose demographics are that they 

are more educated, are more employed in managerial and professional occupations, have 

higher incomes and have higher home ownership rates than the average for Spokane. The 

predominantly single-family owner-occupied character of the neighborhood has been a major 

reason for the attraction. 

3. A healthy City will have a diversity of neighborhood characteristics, including those of North 

Indian Trail, in order to meet the needs and preferences of a diversity of residents and potential 

employers, not “one-kind fits all”. 

4. Our residents have responded to the proposed amendment with hundreds of comments 

expressing overwhelming objections to the re-zone. Allowing the re-zone will substantially alter 

the character of the neighborhood to the detriment of existing residents and significantly reduce 

its attractiveness to future potential home buyers. 

5. The TIA being limited to signalized intersections, ignores the already congested and dangerous 

intersection of IT and Woodside. The proposed development would increase the congestion and 

danger. 

6. The TIA also did not study Woodside, which already has some 4000 trips per day, and would 

likely see more from further development in the NIT Neighborhood. The traffic calming Traffic 

Circles to be built, (June 2016) my or may not reduce trips on Woodside. Any reduction would 

increase traffic on Francis. 
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7. If the proposed barrier to left turns onto or to crossing Francis is built,(sometime this Summer), 

at North A, traffic will be diverted to Alberta in order to do so. A possibly worse outcome would 

be drivers trying to use North C to do so. 

8. No “Collision Analysis” was done with this Traffic Study. The 2012 Traffic Study conducted by the 

City concluded that IT is a dangerous street if a major emergency or crash occurred due to the 

bottleneck at Kathleen and IT. The 2 fires that we had are perfect examples of the in-gress  and  

e-gress safety issues on IT. 

9. The Indian Trail and Five Mile Neighborhoods are housing growth neighborhoods and there was 

inadequate consideration of future development. Vacant land which will eventually be 

developed, but is not currently platted, is not considered in the TIA for future impacts. One 

example being the land on the East side of IT and Strong Rd that is owned by Douglass that is 

zoned for multi-family apartments. As Mr. Douglass stated at our Board meeting, “ When we get 

done with Morningside we would be heading South. 

10. The currently vested trips for the 286 units do not actually exist, but they are credited against 

the trips to be generated by the proposed development.(Am 65 in 145 out, PM 179 in 92 out). If 

the amendment is approved, those trips will become “real” and will add to the traffic impact 

forecast by the TIA. 

11. The possibility of residential units being built within the Sundance Center in lieu of businesses is 

not addressed. The 96 unit Apartments being constructed in an 0-35 zone is an example of what 

could be done in the Sundance Center. 

12. Future development on Five Mile Prairie, in both the City and the County will add traffic to that 

already existing, but is not included in the TIA projections. With Barnes Rd connecting to IT 

traffic would probably increase. 

13. The Traffic Study states that 21% of project traffic will use Barnes Rd, based on traffic modeling 

software, which likely doesn’t take topography or weather into consideration. Completing 

Barnes RD will not significantly reduce peak hour traffic on IT or Francis-as acknowledged by Mr. 

White due to limited roads off Five Mile, (3 single lanes roads), and because only people working  

in the far North side are likely to use it. 

14. Future development to the North, ( 9 mile and Suncrest, for example), will add traffic to Francis 

and  likely IT, but is not considered in the TIA. 

15. If IT is eventually widened to a full 4 lanes and center turn lane, and the signal timing “ tweeks” 

are done and a turn lane constructed at Alberta, all possible capacity improvements will be 

done. Any future increases in traffic will not be remediable. There is not possible route parallel 

to IT, no feasible even if possible, route to the West, such as extending Barnes Rd; and no 

possible additional lanes or road to/from 5 mile Prairie. 

16. The GMA puts an emphasis on encouraging development in “urban areas where adequate 

public facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner”. “Smart Growth” 

also locates high density housing near major employment, shopping and recreational centers. 

This proposal does not meet those criteria. 

17. Many current jobs, and the projected major job growth areas, are in the Riverpoint campus, 

downtown and the West plains. The proposed development would mean longer commutes than 

the average Spokane commute, (in fact our neighborhood already has longer commutes than 
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average), which means they would impose a greater impact on the regional transportation 

system than more appropriately located high density housing. 

18. The application cites job creation in the Sundance Center due to the proposed high density. The 

current reality of the retail economy is that retailers are cutting back on physical locations, so 

the prospects for well-paying jobs within” walking distance “of the project are doubtful. 

19. There are no significant employment centers within the Indian Trail Neighborhood. Therefore, 

the great majority of current or future employed residents must commute out of the 

neighborhood. 

20. The Agency Comment submitted by the STA cites the problems in providing service to the Indian 

Trail Neighborhood caused by our location and topography and suggest that service may not be 

improved with respect to evenings and weekends. 

21. The Agency Comment submitted by Katherine Miller, Director of Integrated Capital 

Management, states in part, “Typically challenging topography results in higher costs to address 

both transportation and utility issues”. The $3,000,000 cost estimate for widening IT is one 

example. 

 

Finally, we as the Board of the North Indian Trail Neighborhood Council are not against 

development, we have not opposed any development that stays within the Comp Plan 

Amendment. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

Terry Deno 

Chair 

Mel Neil  

Vice-Chair/Treasurer 

Curt Fackler 

Past-Chair 

Leslie Formella 

Secretary 

Mark Davies 

CA Rep 

Jim Bakke 

Past CA Rep 

Mike Husted 

IT/E-mail Facilitator 
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Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood Associaion 

 Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood Council 

 
 

June 6, 2016 
 
Spokane City Plan Commission 
City of Spokane Planning Department, Lisa Key 
City of Spokane Planner, Tirrell Black 
 
RE:  Morningside Investment LLC 
 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Z1500084 
  
Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood Association has joined with North Indian Trail 
Neighborhood Council and South Indian Trail Balboa Neighborhood Council in 
opposing the referenced proposed comprehensive plan amendment for 2016. 
 
The proposed amendment takes a final plat for single family residential zoning 
to medium density residential zoning. This plat (Windhaven) was included in the 
subarea plan that was adopted by the City in 2007 after months of planning efforts 
with all stakeholders involved. Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood also commented during 
the planning process with emphasis on the Barnes Road connection between our two 
neighborhoods.  The question we have is “what’s changed” from the 2007 adoption 
of the subarea plan to amend the zoning? And why would the 
NIT neighborhood agree to such a proposal without, first, going through the 
subarea planning process again before rezoning.The neighborhhood should be able to 
count on the process and the ordinance unless substantial changes have occurred. 
 
To our knowledge, NIT road conditions have not changed.There is more congestion, 
not less.  There are traffic intersections that were not looked at, such as NIT and 
Woodside. There are three traffic calming circles that will be placed on Woodside 
this year.  That may increase traffic on NIT Road from Woodside to Francis. 
There is no funding to widen the road in the Capital Facilities Plan.   
 
The developer has agreed to traffic impact fees, in this case,the City has deemed 
concurrency is met by the payment of the fees. I believe the City has an obligation 
to revisit the concurrency management ordinance and Impact Fee Ordinance. 
Concurrency demands that services be in place at the time development occurs or a 
financial mechanism to achieve concurrency within the 6 year plan.  I don’t believe  
the City has that in place. 
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So for these reasons as well as some SEPA concerns that will be addressed later, 
our neighborhood joins its partner NIT and SIT/Balboa in opposing this amendment, 
at this time. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Kathy Miotke 
Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood Council Chair 
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July 26, 2016 

 

City of Spokane 

Planning & Development Services 

808 W Spokane Falls Blvd 

Spokane, WA 99201 

 

RE: Morningside Investments, LLC 

 

Dear Plan Commission/City Officials, 

 

As chair of the Audubon-Downriver Neighborhood Council, I am submitting this official 

opposition [on behalf of my neighborhood council] to this development.  Large apartment 

complexes are totally inappropriate for the Indian Trail neighborhoods, particularly with regards 

to public safety, as there one arterial is profoundly inadequate in case of fire or other evacuation 

situations. 

 

The ADNC is particularly concerned about the significant increase in traffic through our 

neighborhood, particularly Northwest Boulevard.  Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Regards, 

 

Fran Papenleur 

Chair, Audubon-Downriver Neighborhood Council 
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