CITY OF LOS. ANGELES
iNTER—DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

8040 Fooﬂull Boulevard & 10355 Woodward Avenue
- DOT Case No SFV 08-105

Date; September 16, 2008

To: Maya Zaitzevsky, City Planner
. Department of City Planning L
From: Sergio B. Valdez, Transportation Engmeer
~ Department of Transportation - S
Subject: " TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FORTI{E PROPOSED HONIE DEPOTLOCATED. - ..
' AT 8040 FOGTHILL BOULEVARD AND 10355 WOODWARD AVENUE, :
SUNLAND ENV2003-319 =

The Department of Tmnsportatlon (DOT) has éompleted the traffic assessment for the pmposed
99,857 square-foot home improvement store to be built in piaca of the existing 120,400 square-foot
discount department store located at 8040 Foothill Boulevard, Sunland, This traffic assessment is
based on a traffic study prepared by Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc. dated June 2008. ‘Aftera
careful review of the pertinent data, DOT has determined that the traffic study adeguately describes
the project related traffic 1mpacts ofthe proposed development.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS -

The traffic study looked at two scenarios: Scenario No.l assumed existing use trip credit for the
existing diseount store located on the site (The K-Mart Store), Scenario No 2 assumed no existing
use trip credit for the site. - .

In Scenario No.1 the proposed project consists of a 99,857 square-foot home. impravemeit store
located at 8040 Foothill Boulevard, Sunland. The projeet is going to be located on a lot, which
currently has a 120,400 squate-foat discount department store. The proposed project wﬂl generate
the following trips:

LAND USE . SQUARE |DAILY TRIPS [ AM  PEAK | PM PEAK
| FT. . : HOUR : HOUR
' Home  Jmprovement | 99,857 - 2,976 : 120 . 244
Store . »
Discount Department 120,400 3,074 . 61 o 208 )
Store . E .
| Net Adjacent Trips -98 K 59 -54
Truck PCE _ . | 54 18. 18
Net Adjacent PCE ' -44 77 | -36
Home Improvement | 99,857 2,381 96 195 .
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Store (pass by credit
20%) -

Discount Department | 120,400 2,152 - | 43 : 208
Store (pass by credit] o : -
30%) '

Trock PCE 54 8 13

Net New Tiips 383 71 5

The trip generation estimates are based on independent studies and formulas publxshed by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) th 7th Edition, 2003,

In Scenario No. 2 the proposed project was assumed o Generate the following trips:

Tand Use [ Square Ft. | Daily Trips | Am Peak FHour | PM Peak Hour

Home Jmprovement Store .| 99,857 2,976 120 244
Truck PCE Trips 54 18 ' 18
Pass by Trip Credit (non-truck) (599) {24) ‘ 4%
Total Net Adjacent Traffic 13,030 138 262
Total Non-adjacent Traffic 2,435 114 213 ]

The Department of Transportation hag reviewed Scenario No.1 and Scenario No.2 and determined
that neither will have a sigrificant traffic impact (see, Attachment A).

In addition to the traffic study submjtted by the applicant, Murthy Transportation Consultants,
Ine.(MTC) submitted a review of the applicants traffic study (see Attachment B) . MTC had several
questions and corments about the applicants traffic study and I Wwill attempt to address those
COMmments,

Part 1.1 Bxisting Land Use - MTC claims that the K-mart ceased operation prior to the application
for the I_-Iome Depot. . )

'Rcsponse: The existing land use issue credit should be addressed by the Department';of City
Planning, nevertheless the traffic study included Scenario No.2 which takes no credit for any existing
land use so whether existing use credit is given or not the study covers this soenario. :

Part 1. 2 Ttip Generation — The trip generauon credit ngcn for the ex1stmg praject traffic is different
than those ueed by ITE.

Response The traffic study used the lower range of ITE trip generation for the existing uge credit
given the K-Mart in order to be more conservative in the Scenario No.1. If the median range was
usad as advocated by MTC, the result would be less net hew trips being generated by the Home
Depot project. The point however doesnot apply 1o Scenario No. 2 which 1akes no existing use trip

e0d 6l:pl 800z 8L dag 959v8£6EL2KeY



" Maya Zaitzevsky 3 _ 9/16/2008:

credit,

Part 1.3 — Pass-by-Trip Credit - MTC clmms that the apphcants 30% pass by trip credit for the K-
Mart is too high.

Response: Since we are talking about the pass by trip rate for an existing using the City of Los.
Angeles pass-by-trip credit of 30% instead of the ITE 17% pass-by-irip credit actually results in
fewer trip credits and & more conservative study.- Ih addition the City of Los Angeles has established.
pass-by-trip credits which are used consistently in all traffic studies sometimes the rate is a little
higher than ITE sometimes it is a little lower, but we believe these rates more accurately reflect the
iraffic patterns in Los Angeles, The point however does not apply to Scenario No. 2, which takesno
existing use trip credit.

Part 2. 1 - Existing Conditions - MTC claims that project traffic will be coming down Apperson
Street; and; that McVine Avenue and Foothill Boulevard should have been studied; and, that the No
Right-Tutn sign at the Woodward driveway is niot enforceable and therefore the trip dxsmbunon
should be modified; and, the Sunland and -210 ramps should have been studied.

Response: Apperson was not studied because it is a residential straet and wedon’t want to encourage
traffic to use that street and Apperson has speed bumps installed to discovrage cut through traffic and
we therefore do not believe that Apperson is a viable el‘oemanve to Foothill Boulevard except for
residents who hve off of Apperson Street.

The level of service at McV,mf; Street apd Foothill Bonlevard is probably at an A or B level and -
~ therefore project traffic that is going through on Foothill Boulevard would not have any significant
impact since the project related turning movements af this intersection would be minimal. .

o-nght-Tum signs are routinely u.sed to prohibit turn movements ‘throughout the City of Los
Angeles and they are found to be effective. In any casg if the rate violation rate is perceived to be
high by residents in the area police enforcemeni_: can be requested.

Although typically 1ot requived ani additional traffic analysis has been submitted by the applicant’s
traffic engineer for these ramps, assuraing that the trucks going te from the project site use these
offramps, and the analysis shows that no significant traf_ﬁc impact will exist at these offramps. '

Part 2.2A — Trip Generation — The project should of studied the Saturday trip generation rates.
Response: The Department does not requite projects to conduct weekend trip generation traffic
analysis for retail projects. To require this in this case would result in disparate requirements for this -
project and would not be fair. Not withstanding , the existing K-mart would have generated 8,571
daily trips on San'day, which is more than the expected 4 560 dmly trips for a the proposed home
improvement store. _ .

Part 2.2B — Driveway Volumes — Driveway vol_uﬁms: not provided in the traffic study.
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Response The applicant traﬂic engineer has submitted a driveway analySIs of the projects driveways '
and it shows that all the driveways for thls pro;ect wﬂl be operaﬁng at a level of service of “C”ar
‘better, which is acceptable. . ,

Part 2.3 —Trip Dzsmbutmn The assumptlon that 100% of the project traffic using Foothill
Boulevard is mcorrect , .

" Response; As mentioned before the No-Right-Tutn signage at the Woodward driveway will prohibit
project traffic from using residential streets to the south and Apperson Street has speed bumps
glready installed on it to discourage its trafﬁc use. This makes Footlnll Boulevard the preferred
alternative and the project tnp distribution is therefore correct.

Part 2.4 — Trip Distribution of Project Relaied Traffic- MTC claims that the telated project trip
distribution d1agrams are incomplete and missing,, '

Response: The applicant’s traffic engineer has submxtted the requested information data on the
rclated project trip chstnbunon

Part 2.5 ~ Pass-by-trips — M‘I‘C clajims that 20% pass by trip credit is too high,

Response: The city of Los Angeles gives 4 pass by trip credit of 20% for this type of project and
most project sites are not located at the intersection of two.majar highways, so It is consistent with
LADOT policy to give 20% pass by trip credit in this occasion. In addition if the ITE pass-by-trip
credit was used for this project it would result in a pass-by-irip credit of between 44% and 54%,

which is substantially lugher than the 20% trip credit that LADOT wuses.

Part 2.6 - Level of Service Ana1y51s The intersection of Foothlll Boulevard and Tujunga Canyon
Road exceed the LADOT criteria for impact,

Response; The am peak hour impact at this intersection is 0,005, which is below the 0,01 criteria for
the intersection level of service of E. The pm peak hour impact at this interseetion is 0.001, which is
below the 0.02 criteria for the intersection level of service D that oocurs during stady period.

Part 2.7 — Project Site Access for ’I‘ruck Traffic— MTC claims that current site plan wﬂl not be able -
to accommodate truck traffic; and, that the effeet of truck traffic on Appeisen Street hasinot been
studied.

Response Apperson Street has speed bumps on it and large trucks wﬂl not be able to use this street
due to the speed bumps., In addition the No-Right-Turn Sign at Woodward Street will prohibit the
trucks from accessing Apperson Street. Therefore truck traffic will be not be using the rﬁsxdentlal
sireets south of the proposed project.

 Part 2.8 — Truck Traffic Generation ~ MTC claims that the nupber of tricks assumed in this traffic.
* study is too low and that empirical data exists, which show it to be higher.
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Response: The existing K-mart also had numerous truck deliveries to stock it merchandise and no
credit was taken for these deliveries, so the traffic study in both Scenario No. 1 and Scenario No. 2 is
extremely conservative when it comes to truck traffic. In addition the Newbury Park study assumes
between.12 to 14 sepni-trailer deliveries, which is not very different fromthe 1218 assumed'in this
traffic study. In addition these truck will be using Foothill Boulevard for access to and from the site,

not residential streets as clanfned by MTC.

Part 2.9 — Driveway Locanons and Pedestnan Movements - MTC cianns that the smdy d1d not
address pedestrian movement and access to the sife.

Response: Pedestrian Traffic Counts ta,ken-at the intp-rsoction of Woodward Street and Foothill
Boulevard show extremely low pedestrian activity at this intersection and therefore pedestrian
conflict will not be an issue at this site, In addition the pedestrians accessing the site for shoppmg
purposes is expected to be exiremely low.

Part 2.10 —~ Freeway Impacts —-MTC_claims that the on and off ramps for the I-210 freeway were not
studied and therefore unknown traffic impacts may result at these locations,

Response: Although not required, an additional traffic analysis has been submitted by the applicent’s
traffic enpineer for these ramps, assuming that the trucks going to from the-project site using these on
and ramps, and the analysis shows that no significant traffic impact will exist.at these off-ramps. All
-of these TAmps are currently operating at level of service B or betier and are not expected to getto a
level of service any worse than C in the future. The analysis shows that the ramps do noteven come
close to 'urlggenng a significant traffic nnpact. o

Part 2.11 - Sumn}ary of Commerits —

Response: All of the issues that MTC brings up have been adequately addressed by the Overland
Traffic Study along with supplemental information that they have submitted. .

In addition there has been some concen raised about the Eevel of Service as it relates to Scenario 1
and Scenario 2. The level of service for “with project” column ends up higher in Scenatie | thanin
Scenario 2, which is counterintuitive, since in Scenario I the study takes credit for the K-Mart. But
the reagon for this is that when the traffic counts were wpdated the K-Mart was closed and the traffic
that the K-Mart would have been generating were added into the background traffic of the base
- condition. This would result in a more conservative analysis and is correct. In Scenario 2 110 credit
is taken for the K-Maxt so its traffic was not added inte the background treffic.

The Department of Transportation recommends that the following Project Requirements be iadopted

as conditions of pro;ect approval to address potential access and circulation along the project’s
frontagc .
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PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A

Higliway Dedication and Improvenién'ts

Foothill Boulevard is a designated Major nghway in the Streets and Highways Element of
*the City”s Geperal Plan, Foothill Boulevard currently consists of a 50-foot half right-of-way
with a 40-foot half roadway and 10-foot sidewalk. Standard Plan S-470-0, effective
Noveraber 10, 1999, dictates that the standard cross section for a Major Highway is a 40-foot
half-roadway on a 52-foot half-right-of-way, The applicant should contact the Bureau of
Engineering, Department of Public Works, to discuss this requimment. :

Woodward Avenue is designated a collector street in the Streets and Highways Element of
the City’s General Plan, Woodward Avenue currently consists of a 32-foot half-right-of-way
with and 20 foot roadway and a 12-foot sidewalk, Standard Plan S-470-0, effective

- November 10, 1999, dictates that the standard cross section for a collector street is 32-foot -

balf-right-of-way with 422 foot roadway and an 8 foot sidewalk, The applicant should also
contact the Bureau of Engineering, Departmant of Public Works to discuss this requirement.

Site Access and Inférhal Circulation

This determination does not mclude approval of thc project’s dnveways, internal clrculauon,
and patking scheme,

Final DOT approval shall be obtained pnor to 1ssuance of any bmldmg permzts ‘This shuuld -
be accomplished by submitting detailed site/driveway plans, with a minimum scale of 1=40', .
te DOT’s Valley Devetopment Review Section at 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Van Nuys,
9:;01 » priorto submittal of buﬂdmg plans for plafi chieck to thé Department of Building and
Safety.

’ Attachinents

(4

0

d

Coungilmember Wendy Greuel, Second Council Dlstnct
Brian Gallagher, DOT East Valley sttnct

Mati Laan, BOE Valley District -

Jermy Overland, Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc.
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ATTACHMENT A
Home Depot 8040 Foothill Boulevard
ScemarioNo. 1 =~ = . ”
DOT Case No: SFV08-105-

Summéry of Volume to Caﬁwi_zy ﬁgﬁos (V /C) and Levels of Service (LOS)

, ) ‘Peak' Yaa.r ) Yeﬂr2910_ Year 2910 Project

Intersection Hour 2008Existing | w/o Project w/ Project Impact

. V/C |LOS.| ViC | LOS | VIC | LOS | AVIC
Foothill Blvd. & AM | 0.492 A [ 0551 A 0564 | A
Sunland Blvd. PM |0569 | A |0643|-B | 0643 B
Poothill Blvd, & Orc | AM [ 0743 | .Cc 084 | D |08z D
Vista Ave. PM | 06741 B |0760| C |0.760 | C
Foothill Blvd. & AM | 0664 ) B o721 | € o722 ¢
Woodward Ave. PM | 0553 | A [o0618] B . [o618] B
Foothill Blvd. & Mr. | AM [ 0604 | B | 0631 | B [063 | B
Gleason Ave, | PM |osl0| B (0658 B | 0658 | B
Foothill Blvd. & AM {0655 | B 0693 | B |0697{ C

Commerce Ave. PM (0742 | C© [0818| D |6818| D | 0.000

Foothill Blvd, & ‘1AM [ 0913 ] E :[osg1 | E [o98.| E | 0.00s

Tujunga Cyn. Rd. PM | 0778 | C (0850 D {0851 D | 0001

- No Project-Related Significant Imﬁe_wt
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-2A - .
Rome Depot $040 Foothill _Bnu!_evanil

Scenario No, 2

DOT Cage No: SFV08-105

Sitmma:y of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS)

No ijcct-Rélated-Siglﬁﬁcant Impact

Peak | - Year "'Year 2q10 Year 2010 .ije""tl
Intersection Hour 2008Existing |- w/o Project w/ Prmec.; Impact
viC | LOS | VIC | LOS | W/C | LOS | AVIC
Foothill Blvd. & AM [0487 | A Jo0551] A |o0562] A | o011 |i
Sunland Blvd. PM | 0541 | A |0615| B [0634]| B | 0.019
Foothill Blvd. & Oro AM (0739 C {0830 D |o084 | D [ 0011
Vista Ave, M [ 0643 B 0728 ¢ [a7s0| ¢
Foothill Bivd. & | aM [os60 | B |on7| ¢ Joms | C
Woodward Ave. PM (0528 A [0593| B [o0625| B
[Fooﬂﬁll Blvd. &ML | AM | 0599 | B | 0626 | B | 0634 | B
Gleason Ave. - PM | 059 | B [0637] B |0651] B
Foothill Blvd. & AM (0652 | B |oss0| B 0697 | C
Commerce Ave, FM | 0725 | C |0800| C |[0812] D
Foothill Blvd, & AM [ 0510 E {0978 E [0985( E
Tujunga Cyn. Rd. PM 0760 [ C | 0831 | D [o0845! D

Table 2:. Significant Transportation Impact Thresholds

' 9/16/2008

Level of Projected Future Volume to Capacity Rati . o )
Serviee (V/C), Including Project : Project-Related Impact (A V/C)
C between 0.701 and 0.800 >0.040
D between 0.801 and 0,900 > 0,020
E,F > 0.901 >0.010
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